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Dear Recipient: 

0 7 3 0 4 7  
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations. Office 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

S@ 2 3  lm- . 
FINAL "FORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN ENWRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT (HCP EIS), DOEEIS-0222-F 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is pleased to provide the subject docwent for your 
information. This EIS, originally titled "Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan," identifies alternative future land uses for the 
Hanford Site near Richland, Washington, and discusses the potential associated environmental 
impacts. The Comprehensive Land Use Plan also proposes policies and procedures to guide 
development of the Hanford Site for 50 years or more, consistent with the land uses to be 
selected in the record of decision. DOE expects that 'the EIS process will support Hanford 
remediation efforts by determining reasonably foreseeable land uses and establishing a land-use 
decisionmaking process. 

DOE has prepared this Final HCP EIS in compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act and its implementing regulations. .DOE has considered all comments received on the 
Revised Draft EIS. The Final HCP EIS shows changes to-the EIS that resulted fiom public 
comments. 

Nine cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments helped prepare.the HCP EIS: 
Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties (in the State of Washington); the City of Richland; the 
U.S. Department of the Interior (E3ureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and the 
US. Fish ind Wildlife Service); the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation; and 
the Nez Perce Tribe (Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management). The 
Final HCP-EIS evaluates five "action alternatives," each of which represents a land use vision of 
one or more of the cooperating and consulting agencies, and also evaluates a "no-action 

' alternative" of continuing current land uses. 

DOE'S preferred alternative for future uses of the Hanford Site includes: consolidating waste 
management operations in the Central Plateau; allowing industrial development in the eastern 
and southern portions of the site; increasing recreational access to the Columbia River; and 
expanding the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope, 
the McGee Ranch, and the Fitzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

Sincerely, 

RAP:TWF 

Enclosure 

Thomas W. Ferns 
HCP EIS NEPA Document Manager 
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Cover Sheet 
Lead federal Agency U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 

Cooperafing Agencies: U.S. Department of the Interior (Bureau of Land Management, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service); Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties; and the City of Richland, Washington 

Consulfing Tribal Governmenfs: Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

Title: Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
(HCP EIS), Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Confacfs: For further information on this EIS call or contact: 

Thomas W. Ferns, HCP EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
(509) 372-0649 or thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
Fax: (509) 376-4360 

P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

For general information on DOE'S National Environmental Policy Act of 4969 (NEPA) process, 
call 1-800-472-2756 to leave a message, or contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 
Policy and Assistance (EH-42), U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue SW, 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 586-4600. 

Abstract The DOE prepared this Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental 
Impact Statement (HCP EIS) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with 
implementing a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site for at least the next 50 years. 
With the exception of the required No-Action Alternative, each of the six alternatives presented 
represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local agency's Preferred Alternative. Each alternative is 
presented separately. The DOES Preferred Alternative anticipates multiple uses of the Hanford 
Site, including: consolidating Waste Management operations in the Central Plateau, allowing 
industrial development in the eastern and southern portions of the site, increasing recreational 
access to the Columbia River, and expanding the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to 
include all of the Wahluke Slope and ALE (managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

The Hanford Site occupies 1,517 square kilometers (km2) (586 square miles [miT) in 
southeastern Washington. Today, the Hanford Site has diverse missions associated with 
environmental restoration, Waste Management, and science and technology. These missions 
have resulted in the growing need for a comprehensive, long-term approach to planning and 
development for the Site. 

Public Commenfs: The Final EIS is a revision of the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental lmpact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) published in 
April 1999 and responds to comments received in writing and at public hearings. The Final EIS 
is being transmitted to commenting agencies and individuals, made available to the public, and 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A DOE decision on proposed actions will 
not be made earlier than 30 days after EPA issues a public notice of availability for the Final 
EIS. The DOE will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register. 
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Fore wordl 

Objective offhe €IS 

This Final HCP EIS is being used by the Department of Energy (DOE) and its nine 
cooperating and consulting agencies to develop a comprehensive land-use plan (CLUP) for the 
Hanford Site. The DOE will use the Final HCP EIS as a basis for a Record of Decision (ROD) 
on a CLUP for the Hanford Site. While development of the CLUP will be complete with release 
of the HCP EIS ROD, full implementation of the CLUP is expected to take at least 50 years. 

Implementation of the CLUP would begin a more detailed planning process for land-use 
and facility-use decisions at the Hanford Site. The DOE would use the CLUP to screen 
proposals. Eventually, management of Hanford Site areas would move toward the CLUP land- 
use goals. This CLUP process could take more than 50 years to fully achieve the land-use 
goals. 

The final CLUP would consist of the following: 

A final Land-Use Map, depicting the desired future patterns of land use on the Hanford Site. 
This map would be one of the alternative land-use maps presented in the EIS, or a map that 
combines features of several of the alternatives maps based on public comment. 

Land-Use Definitions, describing the purpose, intent, and principal use(s) of each land-use 
designation on the final CLUP map. 

Land-Use Policies, directing land-use actions. These policies will help to ensure that individual 
actions of successive managers collectively advance the adopted CLUP map, goals, and 
objectives over time. 

Land-Use lmplernenting Procedures, including: 

e Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving requests for use of Hanford Site 
lands. 

a A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), consisting of representatives from DOE, the 
cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and the affected Tribes, to evaluate and 
make recommendations on development proposals and land-use requests. It is 
anticipated that some requested activities would be permitted under the plan, but that 
others would need to be modified or required to incorporate mitigation to reduce 
potential impacts. 

a New or revised "area" and "resources" management plans for the Site aligned and 
coordinated with the new land-use map, policies and implementing procedures of the 
adopted CLUP. 

Integration of the CLUP 

'Vertical lines in the margins like these to the I ,jht indicate where changes have been 
made since the publication of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS in April, 1999. 
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The process described above would be integrated with existing DOE land-use review 
procedures (e.g., the draft Biological Resources Management Plan and the draft Cultural 
Resources Management Plan). The final CLUP map, policies and implementing procedures 
would be integrated with and addressed at the threshold decision points of all authorizations, 
operational plans, and actions, including contracts and budget proposals that directly or 
indirectly affect land use so that they would not create unintentional conflicts with the CLUP, or 
fail to advance CLUP objectives where the opportunity and ability to do so exists. 

The DOE would have the final approval of all land-use decisions taking place on the 
Hanford Site while under DOE responsibility. The DOE Richland Operations Office would 
coordinate review of Hanford land development and land-use requests, and determine, with 
input from the SPAB, whether a request represents an allowable use, or special use, or whether 
the request would require an amendment to the CLUP. 

Cooperafing Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments 

The nine cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments that participated in 
the preparation of this Final HCP EIS are: the US. Department of the Interior (Bureau of Land 
Management [BLM], Bureau of Reclamation [BoR], and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
[USFWS]); the City of Richland, WA; Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; the Nez Perce 
Tribe, Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management; and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). 

Public Comment 

The DOE received more than 400 comment letters, 30 E-mails, and 86 transcript 
comments from four public hearings on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The DOE also accepted a 
binder with 922 endorsements for the Wild and Scenic River (with the inclusion of a Wahluke 
Wildlife Refuge) that were collected for the Department of the Interior’s Hanford Reach EIS in 
1994. More than 200 request forms for farmland on the Wahluke Slope (also generated for the 
Hanford Reach EIS in 1994) were accepted in the same spirit. Each of these signature- 
gathering efforts were assigned only one comment number. Based on the public comment 
received, the following changes have been made to the DOE’S Preferred Alternative: 

All Conservation (Mining and Grazing) has been changed to Conservation (Mining). 
The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has been extended to 
include the ALE Reserve, the Riverlands, and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in 
Benton County. The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge would be an overlay 
wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE), and that DOE retains the right to 
mine the ALE insert for cover materials. 
A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge would be 
given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to 
manage the Refuge. 
The White Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One and Three) has been added to the 
Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the White Bluffs 
Memorial. 
The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could 
eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have 
been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access. 
A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the 
Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River 
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In response to public comment, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has 
changed the name of this environmental impact statement (EIS) from the Hanford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) to the 
Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS (HCP EIS). In the Notice of Intent in 1992, 
establishing future land uses was listed as one of the HRA-EIS objectives. Since that time, 
various considerations have led to this Final HCP EIS in which future land use is now the EIS’s 
main objective. To reflect this reduction in scope from the 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, DOE solicited 
comments on the proposed name change (as well as the contents), and in response to 
comments has changed the name to the HCP EIS. 

Originally, this EIS was intended to provide an environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) for all aspects of the developing Hanford 
Environmental Restoration Project. The document, however, no longer directly considers 
remediation issues. Instead, remediation issues are now integrated into specific Tri-Party 
Agreement-remediation decision documents. Remediation decisions are made by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Washington, as lead regulatory agencies, 
and DOE as lead implementing agency. The DOE does expect that the EIS process would 
assist Hanford remediation efforts by determining reasonably foreseeable land uses and 
establishing land-use decision-making processes to ensure the viability of any future 
institutional control that might be required. 
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s1.0 Introduction' 

Coordinated land-use planning is one of the many trustee responsibilities the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) has as a Federal agency holding Federal assets. This Final 
Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (HCP EIS) considers 
several land uses for the Hanford Site planned over the next half-century. As Hanford clean-up 
progresses through the next 40 years, cleanup Records of Decision (RODS) issued under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 
and decisions made through the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 7976 (RCRA) 
permitting process will impact some areas within the proposed land uses. Likewise, other DOE 
missions, such as research and development, might be collocated at Hanford because of 
DOE's continued Federal presence as the long-term caretaker of CERCWRCRA or low-level 
waste disposal sites. Other DOE missions such as economic development or even other 
Federal mandates such as natural resource protection could also impact Hanford land uses. 

As with all Federal activities, where, when, and how quickly Hanford waste sites are 
remediated and proposed land uses are achieved depends on Congressional funding. It is 
DOE's responsibility to include in its annual budget request sufficient funds for compliance with 
applicable environmental requirements. The Tri-Party Agreement, which defines the schedule 
for clean-up activities at the Hanford Site is one source of such requirements, and is itself 
dependent on Congressional funding. These clean-up activities are an important factor in 
determining when, or even if, a proposed land use might be fulfilled. 

The Hanford Site boundary encloses 1,517 square kilometers (km') (586 square miles 
[mi2]) in southeastern Washington (Figure S-1). This new number is based on Geographic 
Information System (GIS) interpolation of the legal site boundary and not on any addition to 
DOE holdings. Historically the Hanford site area of 1450 km2 (560 mi') was calculated by the 
addition of sections; (however; not all sections are exactly 640 acres) and their subunits based 
on surveys from the 1800's. Included within the Site is 36.42 km2(14.1 mi2) of Columbia River 
surface water and one square mile of Washington State land. 

For more than 40 years, the primary mission at Hanford was the production of nuclear 
materials for national defense. The DOE developed infrastructure and facility complexes to 
accomplish this work, but large tracts of land used as protective buffer zones for safety and 
security purposes remained undisturbed. These buffer zones preserved a biological and 
cultural resource setting unique in the Columbia Basin region. In the late 198Os, the primary 
DOE mission changed from defense production to environmental restoration. 

Today, the Hanford Site has a diverse set of missions associated with environmental 
restoration, Waste Management, and science and technology. These missions have resulted in 
the growing need for a comprehensive, long-term approach to planning and development for 
the Site. 

The DOE has prepared this HCP EIS to evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
associated with implementing a comprehensive land-use plan (CLUP) for the Hanford Site for at 
least the next 50 years. Working with cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments, 
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Figure ES-I. Hanford Site Location and Landmarks. 
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DOE developed several land-use alternatives. The cooperating agencies are  the US. 
Department of the Interior (DOI), consisting of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau 
of Reclamation (BoR), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); Benton, Franklin, and 
Grant counties; and the City of Richland. The consulting Tribal governments are the Nez Perce 
Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management, and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. With the exception of the required No- 
Action Alternative, each alternative presented represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local 
agency's Preferred Alternative. Each alternative is presented separately. Effort was  taken to 
present each alternative with equal measure to encourage public comment. 

SI .  I The National Environmental Policy Act Process 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires consideration of 
potential environmental impacts associated with Federal agency actions, and provides 
opportunities for public involvement in the decision-making process. 

SI.  I. I Public Review of the Draft and Revised Draft HRA-€IS 

In August 1996, DOE published the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan for public review. In response to 
comments received on the Draft HRA-EIS, DOE decided to reduce the scope and issue a 
Revised Draft. Because the original EIS provided for consideration of land use, no further 
scoping meetings were required and, as Implementation Plans were no longer required by 
DOE, the Implementation Plan was not reissued. 

On April 23, 1999, DOE published the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. A public comment 
period was held from April 23, 1999 to June 7, 1999. Public hearings on the Revised Draft 
HRA-EIS were held on May 18, 1999, in Portland, OR; on May 20, 1999, in Richland, WA; on 
June 2,1999 in Mattawa, WA; and on June 3,1999 in Spokane, WA. More than 400 comment 
documents were received by DOE, including letters, postcards, questionnaires, and surveys as 
well as electronic mail. In addition, more than 200 pages of transcripts were generated during 
the four public hearings. 

Public comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS have been incorporated into this Final 
EIS as appropriate. For example, DOE solicited public comment on a proposed name change 
for the EIS which the public supported. Accordingly, the name of this EIS has been changed 
from the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land- 
Use Plan to the Final Comprehensive Land-Use Plan €IS (HCP EIS). The DOES responses to 
public comments are  presented in the Comment Response Document of this Final EIS. 

The Final HCP EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with 
establishing land uses  a t  the Hanford Site for a t  least the next 50 years, defers the evaluation of 
impacts associated with remedial actions to Tri-Party Agreement documents, and includes the 
entire Hanford Site within the scope of the document. 

The major differences between the Final HCP EIS and the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS 
are as follows: 

The Final HCP EIS focuses on land-use impacts and decisions rather than potential 
remediation impacts. 
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Each alternative in the Final HCP EIS features a site-wide map designating land 
uses, whereas alternatives in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS focused on individual 
geographic areas. 

In response to public comment, the Final HCP EIS includes a new DOE Preferred 
Alternative as well as land-use alternatives developed by the cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments. 

The Final HCP EIS contains proposed land-use policies and implementing 
procedures for integration into the Hanford CLUP (see Chapter S-6). 

Preparation of the Final HCP EIS is consistent with 42 USC 7274k (Public Law 104-201, 
Section 31 53), which requires the development of a future-use plan for the Hanford Site; and is 
responsive to public comments received during scoping and during the public comment periods 
on the original draft and the Revised Draft. The Final HCP EIS also provides a basis for 
considering potential future proposals regarding transferring ownership and control of some  or 
all of the Hanford Site. 

Since March 1997, DOE has worked with the  cooperating agencies and consulting 
Tribal governments to establish the framework for the environmental analyses that is presented 
in the Final HCP EIS. Substantial agreement was reached among the cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments on the development of land-use designations and on the  
format for determining the potential environmental impacts associated with the land uses  
carried forward in this Final HCP EIS. The cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments also worked together to develop the  CLUP policies and implementing procedures. 

SI. 1.2 Summary of Major Issues Raised by Agencies and fhe Public 

The DOE considered all comments received on the  Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Many of 
the comments supported particular alternatives, or a combination of alternatives. A significant 
number of the comments addressed environmental issues, such as the plight of wildlife habitat 
and the continued preservation of habitat for plants and animals, including the diminishing 
population of salmon, and the Hanford Reach designation as a Wild and Scenic River. The 
comments and comment responses a re  given in the  Final HCP-EIS Comment Response 
Document, and summarized comments and responses a re  found in Appendix F. 

Twenty-eight major topics were identified and given general responses from the  
hundreds of comments received. More than 200 detailed comments were given individual 
responses in the Comment Response Document. The major topics a re  summarized below. 

No-Acfion Alfernafive. A few commenters gave input regarding this alternative, with two 
supporting it and two opposing the lack of planning in this alternative. 

DOE’S Preferred Alfernafive. Most commenters citing this alternative offered support, albeit 
with many favoring some  modification to further protect the environment. Those opposed cited 
the lack of economic development for Grant County and keeping the Wahluke Slope under 
Federal control as the basis for their opposition. 

Alfernafive One. Almost all letters received regarding this alternative were in favor of this 
alternative, citing the emphasis on preservation and the  additional protection that it provides for 
high value or  sensitive ecological areas  on the Hanford Site, and the prohibition against 
agriculture, mining, grazing, and intensive recreational uses  that would compromise the 
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ecological and wildlife values presented. The opposing letter expressed the need for economic 
development. 

Alfernafive Two. Almost all commenters citing this alternative were in favor of it. The primary 
issue expressed in the supporting comments was the additional protection given to the 
environment, particularly that afforded to the high value ecological areas and natural and 
sensitive lands on the Hanford Site. Some commenters expressed the desire for even more 
protection of the environment, citing this alternative as the one closest to total preservation. 
The two opposing commenters cited lack of economic development. 

Alfernafive Three. A significant majority of the commenters citing this alternative supported it, 
particularly the economic development provided to Grant County. These commenters wanted 
the land returned to farming. Opposing commenters cited the lack of adequate protection of 
the shrub-steppe habitat, and the concern that irrigation would undermine the White Bluffs. 

Alfernafive Four. Commenters expressing an opinion on this alternative generally supported 
it, citing the large amount of preservation. Those opposed expressed concern that there was 
no economic development. 

National Wildlife RefugeLDOE’s Preferred Alfernafive. More than 300 commenters wrote 
concerning the DOE’S Preferred Alternative, with the modification that a National Wildlife 
Refuge be created/expanded for additional protection of the environment. Six commenters 
were opposed to this combination, citing as their reasons the USFWS’s lack of adequate 
resources to properly manage the land, and the lack of consideration of the previous use in 
farming and future economic development. 

Other Combinations. More than 100 comments expressed concern or support for parts of 
alternatives or an additional alternative. A few submitted their own alternative maps. Some 
commenters addressed the issue of Federal versus local control. A few supported an extension 
to the public comment period. The comment was made that additional mapping be done to 
better represent the wildlife population picture. Others suggested that cleanup, not planning, be 
the focus of the mission at the Hanford Site. 

Preservafion. Several commenters expressed their support for preservation of the Hanford 
Site, varying from preservation of the entire Hanford Site, to the addition of the 200 West Area 
sagebrush to preservation. Many cited the Hanford Reach, the creation of a National Wildlife 
Refuge, McGee Ranch, May Junction, the islands, the LlGO land, Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, and the sand dunes. Reasons cited were historical, ecological, cultural, biological, and 
economic. 

Conservation (Mining). A large majority of the commenters expressing a view on this topic 
said mining could be allowed but only for the necessary materials to support cleanup of the 
Hanford Site. Some letters described specific areas that should not be mined (primarily the 
ALE Reserve), while one commenter cited the need for McGee Ranch silt specifically for the 
cleanup program. 

Conservafion (Mining and Grazing). More than 200 commenters were against allowing any 
commercial grazing on the Hanford Site. Many commenters cited grazing as being 
incompatible with wildlife protection. The spreading of noxious weeds was attributed to 
livestock grazing, because hooves tear up the delicate ground cover habitat. There was a 
concern raised regarding possible plutonium contamination of the livestock. 
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Low-lnfensify Recreation. Commenters gave a variety of views regarding recreation. Boat 
launches were generally supported, although a boat launch at White Bluffs drew comments for 
and against. Two commenters opposed any recreation at the Hanford Site. Several expressed 
the view that only non-motorized vehicles or recreation be allowed on constructed trails, while 
others supported access for limited recreation such as campsites for paddlers and access for 
kayakers and rafters. 

High-lnfensify Recreation. Most of the commenters who expressed views on High-Intensity 
Recreation were in support of the B Reactor Museum. Some commenters were opposed to any 
High-Intensity Recreation on the Hanford Site. 

Research and Development. Letters received on this land-use designation cited the need for 
restricting or prohibiting research and development, using only the 300 Area, LIGO, and FFTF, 
for example. 

lndusfrial. Some commenters addressing this topic recommended limiting industrial 
development to the 300 Area and 11 00 Area, or areas near the Tri-Cities, which would support 
the industry with infrastructure. A few commenters were against any industrial development at 
Hanford, while some expressed that timing was important, with cleanup of the site first, then 
development. 

lndusfrial-Exclusive. Several commenters stated that the area designated for Industrial- 
Exclusive land use should be reconfigured to represent what was shown in Alternatives One 
and Two. 

Agriculfure. Ninety percent of the more than 200 commenters addressing Agriculture were 
opposed to any agriculture on the Hanford Site, citing the possible endangering of the health of 
the Columbia River from irrigation runoff, the potential damage to the White Bluffs from 
irrigation, the need for preservation of the shrub-steppe habitat for wildlife, and the possibility 
that agriculture on the Hanford Site would be bad, perceptually, for all Washington State 
agriculture. The commenters in support cited the need to support world food production, 
schools, and the rural area in Grant County. 

Policy. Several letters were received addressing payment in lieu of taxes (PILT), expressing 
support for DOE to give Grant County PILT; others would like the PILT based on lost 
opportunity instead of current land use. Commenters also reiterated the need for continuation 
of the cleanup mission, the need to consider human health and safety, and the need to better 
address environmental justice by expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke Slope. 

Procedure. Several letters addressed the membership of the Site Planning Advisory Board, 
wanting to add regulators and Tribes as sovereign nations, and to limit counties’ involvement. 
Several commenters expressed the opinion that the Secretary’s announcement in April 1999 of 
the DOE’S Preferred Alternative prejudiced the outcome. Commenters also wanted a document 
name change, a change in timing, and cultural reviews and natural resources for land-use 
planning. 

Plan. Some commenters addressed the comprehensive land-use plan, citing a variety of items. 
These included the concern that “management by committee” is too risky, thanking the DOE for 
keeping an open process, lack of impacts from industrial development, the recommendation 
that planning should be seven generations out, and concerns regarding the sensitivity of LIGO 
to noise and vibration. 
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Public Involvement. Several letters cited the commenter's appreciation for the opportunity to 
comment, positive feedback on multiple public hearings, and complimented DOE and the 
Cooperating Agencies on the quality of the document and the work that went into preparing the 
document. 

Salmon and Steelhead. All letters addressing salmon were in support of protection of salmon 
and salmon habitat and salmon recovery efforts, and this extended to other anadromous fish, 
such as steelhead, as well. 

Hanford Reach. More than 100 letters were received supporting protection of the Hanford 
Reach, citing the importance of the salmon spawning habitat and the welfare of the eagles and 
other wildlife that eat  the salmon. Concern was expressed for the erosion of the White Bluffs, 
and the effects of regional agricultural growth on spawning habitat. 

Tribal Righfs. Several commenters expressed their concern that Tribal rights be honored by 
the DOE. Many expressed an  opinion that no grazing of any type should be allowed on the 
Hanford Site. Also supported was  the protection of cultural and religious sites, working with the 
Yakama Indian Nation, and consideration of an option to deed stewardship back to the Tribes. 

Wild and Scenic River. Several commenters supported a Wild and Scenic River designation 
for the Columbia River flowing through the Hanford Reach, citing protection of the river and the 
riverbanks. A few of those opposed the designation were concerned for future local needs, 
such as water rights. 

Habitat. Many commenters were in favor of setting aside land for conservation and 
preservation of habitat, noting that the wildlife needs protection. Many of the commenters 
mentioned the valuable shrub-steppe habitat, which is home to many species, including.the 
sage sparrow, desert butterflies, and species of snakes, other reptiles, and amphibians. A few 
commenters did not support wildlife habitat, noting that shrub-steppe is only weeds, or that 
wildlife can coexist with farming. 

Wahluke Slope. Many commenters addressed the Wahluke Slope, with more than half 
opposing any farming there. Other commenters supported farming, or a n  impartial study of all 
the potential u ses  of the land. 

Split Record of Decision. Over 180 commenters supported a split ROD in the interest of 
moving the designation of a wildlife refuge forward, without waiting for cleanup of the site to be 
completed. 

S1.1.3 Summary of Changes Made in Response to Public Comment 

Based on the public comment received, the following changes have been made, all of 
which affect DOES Preferred Alternative: 

All areas  designated as Conservation (Mining and Grazing) have been changed to 

The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has been extended to 
Conservation (Mining). 

include the ALE Reserve, the Riverlands, and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in 
Benton County. The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge would be an  overlay 
wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE), and that DOE retains the right to 
mine the ALE insert for cover materials. 
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b A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge would be 

The White Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One and Three) has been added to the 

The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could 

A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the 

given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to 
manage the Refuge. 

Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the White Bluffs 
Memorial. 

eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have 
been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access. 

Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River. 

0 

0 

0 

In addition to changes made to the Preferred Alternative, and the identifying of 
Alternative One as the environmentally preferable alternative, many other changes were made 
to the document updating items, refining analyses, and correcting errors. Each change in the 
Final EIS from the Draft EIS is identified by vertical line on the outside margin of the page. 
Where there is no vertical line, no changes have been made. 

S1.2 Nafional Environmenfal Policy Acf and Other Environmenfal 
Reviews 

Past land-use commitments based on other NEPA documents, as well as CERCLA 
RODS addressing remediation, had a direct impact on the development of the land-use 
alternatives presented in this Final HCP EIS. Appropriate ongoing NEPA reviews were also 
considered in preparing this EIS. These documents are listed in the following sections. 

S1.2. I NEPA Reviews Affecfing fhe Hanford Site 

Waste Management Operations, Hanford Reservation, Richland, Washington 
(ERDA-1538, December 1975) 

Double-Shell Tanks for Defense High-Level Radioactive Waste Storage, Hanford 
Site, Richland, Washington DOW WEIS-0062, April 1980) 

Decommissioning of the Shippingport Atomic Power Station, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0080, May 1982) 

Operation of PUR= and Uranium Oxide Plant Facilities, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0089, February 1983) 

Disposal and Decommissioning, Defueled Naval Submarine Reactor Plants (Lead 
Agency - Department of the Navy; DOE was a Cooperating Agency) (No document 
no., May 1984) 

Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastes, Hanford 
Site, Richland, Washington (DOWEIS-01 13, December 1987) 

Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Production Reactors at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (DOEIEIS-0119, December 1991) 

Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
(DOWEIS-01 89, August 1996) 
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Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS- 
0200, May 1997) 

Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs 
(DOE/ElS-0203, April 1995) 

Safe Retrieval, Transfer and Interim Storage of Hanford Tank Wastes, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (DOWEIS-0212, October 1995) 

Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOBEIS-0244, May 1996) 

Management of Spent Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0245, January 1996) 

Disposal of Decommissioned, Defueled Cruiser, Ohio Class, and Los Angeles Class 
Naval Reactor Plants Environmental Impact Statement (Adopted by DOE as 
DOWEIS-0259, April 1996) 

Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, Comprehensive River Conservation Study 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (Hanford Reach EIS) (National Park 
Service, June 1994) 

Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOWEIS-0229, November 1996) 

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement (DOEIEIS-0283)- 
The Draft EIS was released in July 4998, and a supplement to the Draft EIS was  
released in May, 1999. 

Columbia River System Operation Review Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOUEIS-0170, November 1995) 

Transfer of the I100 Area and the Southern rail connection to the Port of Benton 
DOE prepared an environmental assessment as an interim action to this EIS that 
resulted in a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) on (DOUR1 EA-1260) August 
27, 1998. 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Geologic Repository for the Disposal of 
Spent Nuclear Fuel and High Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye 
County, Nevada (DOBEIS-0250)- Draft EIS published July, 1999. 

Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental 
Impact Statement (DOWEIS-0286) - in preparation. 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded Civilian 
Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the 
United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility (DOWEIS-0310)- in 
preparation. 

Idaho High Level Waste and Facility Disposition Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOEIS-0287) - in preparation. 
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S1.2.2 State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Reviews Affecting the Hanford Site 

Commercial Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Site (U.S. Ecology) on the 
Hanford Site Environmental Impact Statement - in preparation. 

City of Richland Comprehensive Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(August 1997). 

SEPA EIS on Treatment of Low-Level Mixed Wastes (Allied Technology Group) City 
of Richland EIS (EA6-97, March 1998). 

Draft Benton County Comprehensive Plan (SEPA EIS Addendum) (September 1997) 

S1.2.3 CERCLA Reviews Affecting the Hanford Site 

11 00 Area Remediation - 11 00-EM-1, 1 100-EM-2, 1 100-EM-3, and 1 100-IU-1. Final 
Record of Decision (ROD) issued September 24, 1993; certified remedial action - 
July 1996; delisted from National Priorities List (NPL) but Horn Rapids Asbestos 
Landfill deed restriction is still in effect. 

300 Area Remediation - 300-FF-1, 300-FF-5. Final ROD issued July 17, 1996. 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RVFS) for N P L  Site - to be  completed after 
all operable units a r e  addressed. 

1 00 Area Remediation - 100-BC-1, 1 OO-HR-I , and 1 00-DR-I-. Interim ROD for 
37 high-priority waste sites issued September 1995. The  ROD was  amended May 
14, 1997, to include additional waste sites. 

100-HR-3/100-KR-4 (groundwater operable units). Interim ROD issued April 1, 1996. 

100-1U-I, 100-IU-3, 100-IU-4, 100-IU-5. Interim ROD issued February 12, 1996. 

RVFS for 100 Area NPL Site - to be  completed after all operable units a re  addressed. 

200 Area Remediation - Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility - Final ROD 
issued January 1995. 

200-ZP-1 (groundwater operable unit). Interim ROD issued June 5, 1995. 

200-UP-1 (groundwater operable unit). Interim ROD issued February 24, 1997. 

RVFS for 200 Area NPL site -to be  completed after all operable units are addressed. 

Just as the restrictions posed by approved CERCLA RODS were taken into consideration 
in the development of the land-use alternatives in the Final HCP EIS, in the future, the US. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), 
and DOE are  expected to consider the land-use plan for a given area when determining cleanup 
levels. Remediation is conducted under CERCWRCRA authority. If the remediation process 
cannot support the proposed land use within the  National Contingency Plan's (NCP) IO-" to 
risk range, then the HCP EIS contains a proposed process for changing the use of the land 
while maintaining the effectiveness of institutional controls (see Chapter S-6). 
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S1.3 Hanford Site Planning Efforts 

Several Hanford Site planning documents have been developed to address the various 
information needs of DOE managers. These planning documents are  periodically updated to 
reflect new information and DOE decision making, such as the decision(s) that DOE would make 
based on the Final HCP EIS. Summarized below, these planning documents are: 

Draft Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan - The CRMP establishes 
guidance for the identification, evaluation, recordation, curation, and management of 
archaeological, historic, and traditional cultural resources. The plan specifies 
methods of consultation with affected Tribes, government agencies, and interested 
parties; and includes strategies for the preservation and/or curation of representative 
properties, archives, and objects. 

Draft Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) - The BRMaP 
provides DOE and DOE contractors with a consistent approach for protecting 
biological resources and for monitoring, assessing, and mitigating impacts to 
biological resources from site development and environmental restoration activities. 
The BRMaP provides a comprehensive direction that specifies DOE biological 
resource policies, goals, and objectives. 

Hanford Strategic Plan - This plan articulates the DOE vision and commitments to a 
long-range strategic direction for Hanford Site missions as they were when the plan 
was  adopted in 1996. The strategic plan provides a basis for decisions and actions 
to achieve DOE goals and it is updated periodically. 

Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure at the Hanford Site - A revision of DOE'S 
2006 Plan, this document builds on an  already accelerated pace of activities and 
numerous efficiencies implemented at  the Hanford Site during the last few years. It 
commits to significant cleanup progress on the Site by 2006, while recognizing that 
much of the cleanup effort will remain beyond 2006. 

Hanford Site Ground-Water Protection Management Plan and Management and 
Integration of Hanford Site Groundwater and Vadose Zone Activities - These 
documents provide management and protection- guidelines to protect Hanford 
groundwater from radioactive and nonradioactive hazardous substances. 

This Final HCP EIS builds on past efforts to address land-use planning a t  the Hanford 
Site, and presents a range of alternative land uses  that represent several different visions. 

S1.4 Integrating Planning Efforts by Other Governments and Agencies 

This section includes information supplied to DOE by representatives of other local 
governments and agencies about their respective planning efforts. The concept of "agreeing to 
disagree" on issues such as Tribal members' treaty rights allowed the agencies to se t  aside 
differences and to work together on the land-use planning process. 

Sl.4.1 Tribal Rights 

Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal governments' treaty-reserved right of 
taking fish a t  all "usual and accustomed" places applies to the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River where it passes  through Hanford. 

Final EIS s-I 1 Summary 
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Tribal governments and DOE, however, disagree over the applicability of Tribal 
members’ treaty-reserved rights to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock on the Hanford 
Site. The Tribal governments and DOE have decided not to delay completion and 
implementation of a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site. Instead, the Tribes and 
DOE have gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights to assert 
their respective positions regarding treaty rights. Neither the existence of this EIS nor any 
portion of its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the tribal members’ 
treaty rights dispute. 

S1.4.2 Other Federal Agencies 

In 1943, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) began the acquisition of the 
Hanford Site. Public land managed by the BLM was withdrawn from BLM and placed under the 
control of DOE’S predecessor by a land withdrawal order. BoR land was placed under DOE 
predecessor agency control by a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and, finally, land was 
purchased (sometimes via condemnation) from private owners. Today, DOE continues to 
manage these acquired lands, which form a checkerboard pattern of underlying ownership over 
large portions of the Hanford Site (see Figure S-20). 

The BLM and BoR continue to retain an interest in their original property holdings prior to 
the establishment of the Hanford Site. The DOE must use the land consistent with the purposes 
for which they were originally acquired from BLM and BoR. Any other use of these lands by 
DOE requires BLM and BoR involvement. The BLM is responsible for administering Public 
Domain land. The BoR is responsible for the ultimate development of the irrigable lands within 
the Wahluke Slope, as part of the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project. Both the BLM and BoR 
have an interest in the Hanford resources and in management of those resources over the long 
term. When DOE relinquishes its withdrawals on these lands, the BLM and/or BoR would have 
the right of first refusal to the land. The BLM would examine the lands for current uses and 
suitability for return to the Public Domain. Depending upon condition, and after public 
involvement, suitable lands, could be retained and designated for a special protective 
classification, recreational use, multiple-use management, exchange, etc. If unsuitable, then 
DOE or the Federal General Services Administration (GSA) would have the responsibility to 
dispose of the land. 

In addition to BoRs irrigation system maintenance activities, DOE lands on the Wahluke 
Slope have been managed, in part, by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
as the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area and, in part, by the USFWS as the Saddle 
Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. In April 1999, the WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE 
of their intent to modify their management responsibilities on the Wahluke Slope under the 1971 
agreement leaving only a small portion (about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge 
under WDFW permit. The USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the 
same uses permitted by the State of Washington under the WDFW’s management of the 
Wahluke Slope. Therefore, transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to 
the USFWS involves only a change in the agency managing the property and does not involve 
any change in the management activities for the Wahluke Slope. Management of the entire 
Wahluke Slope by the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the 1996 DO1 
Hanford Reach EIS ROD. The ROD recommended the Wahluke Slope be designated a wildlife 
refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild and Scenic River, and that the wildlife refuge be managed 
by the USFWS. 

The USFWS is managing the Fitzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE 
Reserve) under a cooperative agreement with DOE that was signed on August 27,1997. The 
USFWS is currently preparing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) (equivalent to an 
Area Management Plan [AMP]; see Chapter S-6) for the ALE Reserve. 
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Aside from BoR, BLM, and the USWS current management responsibilities, the 
U.S. National Park Service (NPS), DO1 with DOE as a co-preparer, completed an EIS in 1994 for 
the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, 
Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Final Environmental Impact Statement (Hanford 
Reach EIS) examined alternatives for preservation of the resources and features of the Hanford 
Reach (including addition of the Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System), 
and evaluated impacts that could result from various uses of the river. The DOl's ROD 
recommended that the Congress designate Federally owned and privately owned lands within 
0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the Columbia River, on both banks from river mile 396 to 346.5 as 
a Recreational River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers System; and the portion of the 
Hanford Site that lies north of the river, as a National Wildlife Refuge that is to be managed by 
the USFWS. Congress is still contemplating actions that are necessary to implement the 
Dol's ROD. 

I 

In addition to the proposed wild and scenic discussions, other discussions have occurred 
to swap certain parcels of land in the State of Washington from the DOE to the DOI, affecting I 
ownership of about 197 km2 (75 mi2) of the Hanford Site. This swap would consolidate the 
scattered Benton County portion of Hanford's BLM Public Domain lands into an area beginning 
near 100-D, running south and east along the Columbia River shore, to just north of Energy 
Northwest (formerly the Washington Public Power Supply System WPSS] )  and then west to 
Gable Mountain. 

As long as these lands are needed by DOE (i.e., still withdrawn from BLM by DOE), this 
legislative action would not affect DOES administration of the areas involved. The DOE'S use of 
withdrawn BLM Public Domain lands is consistent with most land-use designations with the 
exceptions of Industrial Exclusive, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, or 
Industrial designations where BLM's multiple-use mandate would be limited by an extensive 
infrastructure. 

S1.4.3 Local Governments 

Portions of the Hanford Site lie within Benton, Franklin, Adams, and Grant counties. The 
primary contaminated portion of the Site falls within Benton County, and parts of the Wahluke 
Slope fall within Franklin, Grant, and Adams counties. The City of Richland is located in Benton 
County at the southern boundary of the Hanford Site, and considerable development within the 
city limits and adjacent to the Site has already occurred. 

Most planning by local governments falls under the State of Washington Growth 
Management Act of 1990 (GMA), which established a statewide planning framework and created 
roles and responsibilities for planning at the local, regional, and state level. The GMA required 
the largest and fastest growing counties, and cities within those counties, to develop new 
comprehensive plans (counties not required to plan may elect to do so). Benton, Franklin, and 
Grant counties, as well as the City of Richland, have elected to plan under the GMA 
requirements. 

S7.4.3.7. Benfon Comfy. Benton County is preparing a comprehensive land-use plan 
that covers the entire county, including a portion of the Hanford Site. As a cooperating agency, 
Benton County's government does not agree with the Tribal view that Hanford lands are "open 
and unclaimed." As part of its planning effort, Benton County has developed a proposed critical 
areas map (see Figure S-15). Critical areas include wetlands, areas with a critical recharging 
effect on aquifers used for potable water, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, frequently 
flooded areas, and geologically hazardous areas. 
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The  Port of Benton, which must comply with county land-use plans, has already received 
the 11 00 and 3000 areas  and has expressed interest in the industrial development of portions of 
the 300 Area, and the area south of Energy Northwest (formerly WPSS) Plant Number 2. 

S7.4.3.2. Cify of Richland. The City of Richland plans in coordination with Benton 
County under the GMA. Future land use  a t  the Hanford Site has the potential to affect the 
economic development of Richland. The City of Richland has  identified portions of the southern 
Hanford Site suitable for urban development and possible annexation (see Figure S-I 6). 

S7.4.3.3. Granf, Franklin, and Adams Counfies. Grant, Franklin, and Adams counties 
coordinate local land-use planning for the Wahluke Slope. The three counties, along with the 
Port of Mattawa, have expressed a desire to implement a land-use plan that would 
accommodate increased agricultural activities, including irrigated cropping systems, along with 
wildlife and cultural resource protections (see Figure S-17). 

s2.0 Purpose and Need 

The DOE has several missions to fulfill a t  the Hanford Site that have competing natural 
resource consumption needs and management values. Governments and stakeholders within 
the region have a n  interest in Hanford resources and in management of those resources over 
the long-term. The DOE needs to assess the relative qualities of Hanford’s resources, compare 
the  priorities and needs of Hanford’s missions, and reach decisions such as the identification 
and disposal of any excess lands. DOE Order 430.1 and 42 USC 7274k require a land-use 
plan for the Hanford Site. The Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact 
Statement (HCP EIS) (DOE/EIS-0222) provides the analysis to adopt a land-use plan. 

The  role of the HCP €IS is to document, in a public forum, the process of determining the 
best combination of land uses required to meet DOE mission needs for a t  least the next 
50 years. 

S3.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The proposed action for the HCP EIS is to develop and implement a comprehensive 
land-use plan for the Hanford Site. Federal law (42 USC 7274k) requires. that the land-use plan 
address at least a 50-year planning period, although some specific DOE activities such as 
decommissioning of reactors a re  expected to take longer. A comprehensive land-use plan 
consisting of a land-use map and land-use policies and implementing procedures would be  
adopted in the ROD for this EIS. Once established, this land-use plan would provide a 
framework for making land-use and facility-use decisions. 

Six land-use alternatives (including the No-Action) were developed by the nine 
Cooperating Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments using common land-use designations 
and definitions. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, each of the six alternatives 
presented represents a Tribal, Federal, state, o r  local agency’s Preferred Alternative. 

No-Acfion Alfernafive. This alternative, developed by DOE in compliance with t h e  National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), presents the current status of land u s e  at the Hanford 
Site and represents no change from current land-management processes or  intergovernmental 
relationships with the cooperating agencies. Lands within the Central Plateau geographic area 
would continue to be used for the management of radioactive and hazardous waste  materials. 
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These management activities would include collection and disposal of radioactive and/or 
hazardous waste materials that remain onsite, contaminated groundwater management, current 
offsite commitments, and other related and compatible uses. Specific land-use decisions for 
Hanford would continue to be made under the NEPA process and the Tri-Party Agreement, 
based on the current Hanford Strategic Plan (Mission Plan) and on a project-by-project basis. 

DOE’S Preferred Alfernafive. The DOES Preferred Alternative has been changed in response 
to public comment to increase the size of the proposed overlay wildlife refuge and eliminate 
commercial grazing on the site. The DOE still anticipates multiple uses  of Hanford, including 
anticipated future DOE missions, non-DOE Federal missions, and other public and private- 
sector land uses. The DOE Preferred Alternative would do the following: 

0 for the clean-up mission - consolidate waste management operations on 50.1 km2 
(20 mi’) in the Central Plateau of the site 

0 for the economic development mission - allow industrial development in the eastern and 
southern portions of Hanford and increase recreational access to the Columbia River 

0 for the Natural Resource Trustee mission - expand the existing Saddle Mountain 
National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope) of the Site, 
consistent with the 1994 Hanford Reach EIS and 1996 Hanford Reach ROD; include the 
Riverlands and McGee Ranch with the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 
under USRNS management by permit to facilitate USFWS’s overlay wildlife refuge 
expansion; eliminate commercial grazing as an option; and ensure that, where 
practicable, withdrawn BLM lands are clean enough to support BLM’s multiple-use 
mandate. 

Alternafive One (Natural Resource Trusfee). The USWS’s alternative emphasizes a Federal 
stewardship role for managing the natural resources a t  Hanford. This alternative considers 
these resources in a regional context, and would expand the existing Saddle Mountain National 
Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope), the Riverlands, McGee 
Ranch, and the ALE Reserve (i.e., all of the Hanford lands north and east  of the Columbia River 
and west of State Highways 24 and 240). The vision of Alternative One  is to conserve the 
Hanford Site shrub-steppe ecosystem and protect the Hanford Reach. 

Alfernafive Two (Nez Perce Tribe, Deparfmenf of Environmenfal Resforafion and Wasfe 
Managernenf). This Nez Perce alternative calls for preservation of natural and cultural 
resources and traditional Tribal use  a t  the site. Future DOE missions would be constrained to 
the Central Plateau, 300 Area, and 400 Area. Both this alternative and Alternative Four 
(developed by the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation) reflect Tribal visions 
and views of Tribal members’ treaty rights and traditional Tribal uses  of Hanford lands. The 
Tribes and DOE have “agreed to disagree” on the interpretation of treaty rights on Hanford lands 
in the interest of moving the EIS process forward. Each party reserves the right to assert its 
respective interpretation of treaty rights a t  Hanford. 

Alfernafive Three (Cities and Counfies). This local governments’ alternative is based on the 
individual planning efforts of local agencies and organizations including Benton County, Franklin 
County, Grant County, and the City of Richland. Alternative Three recognizes the potential that 
land use at the Hanford Site has in relation to economic development. Alternative Three would 
allow dryland (non-irrigated) agricultural and grazing activities, and irrigated agriculture on the 
Hanford Site. The land-use designations contained in Alternative Three were developed 
consistent with local availability of infrastructure, nearness of urban areas, soils capabilities, and 
current use patterns. 

Final EIS S-I 5 Summary 
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Alternative Four (Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, [CTUIR]). This 
CTUIR alternative calls for preservation of natural resources and areas  of religious importance to 
the CTUlR as well as traditional Tribal use  a t  the Site. Both this alternative and Alternative Two 
(developed by the Nez Perce Tribe, Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste 
Management) reflect Tribal visions and views of Tribal members’ treaty rights and traditional 
Tribal u ses  of Hanford lands. The Tribes and DOE have “agreed to disagree” on the 
interpretation of treaty rights on Hanford lands in the interest of moving the EIS process forward. 
Each party reserves the right to assert its respective interpretation of treaty rights a t  Hanford. 

The land-use designations and their definitions shown in Table S-I were co-written by 
the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments so alternative land-use plans could 
be commonly developed and compared. 

Based on goals, objectives, and values (vision) of the cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments, the land-use designations were applied to specific geographic 
areas  of the  Hanford Site (Figure S-2). This process resulted in the development of the five 
alternatives (six, including the No-Action Alternative) that are presented and analyzed in this 
Final HCP EIS. 

Following development of the alternatives, a n  analysis of potential environmental impacts 
resulting from the  proposed land uses  associated with each alternative was  conducted. With the 
exception of DOE’S Preferred Alternative and the No-Action Alternative (both of which were 
written by DOE), the  narratives of each alternative do not contain precisely parallel information 
because each alternative was  written by a separate cooperating agency or consulting Tribal 
government with differing management goals. A summary of the results -of the impact analyses 
from the  EIS is presented in Section S5.0 (Table S-6). 

S3. I No-Action AHernative 

The No-Action Alternative is presented as “no change” from current management 
direction or level of management intensity. Specifically, ’no change” means that DOE would not 
employ t h e  land uses  shown in Table S-I, any of the alternative maps (or combination of 
alternative maps), and the CLUP policies and implementing procedures for managing Hanford 
Site lands into t h e  future. 
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Land-Use 
Designation 

Industrial- 
Exclusive 

Industrial 

Agricultural 

Research and 
Development 

Hig h-Intensity 
Recreation 

Low-Intensity 
Recreation 

Conservation 
(Mining and 
Grazing) 

Conservation 
(Mining) 

Preservation 

Table SI. Hanford Site Land-Use Designations. 

Definition 

An area suitable and desirable for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous, dangerous, 
radioactive, and nonradioactive wastes. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial- 
Exclusive uses. 
An area suitable and desirable for activities, such as reactor operations, rail, barge transport 
facilities, mining, manufacturing, food processing, assembly, warehouse, and distribution 
operations. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial uses. 
~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

An area designated for the tilling of soil, raising of crops and livestock, and horticulture for 
commercial purposes along with all those activities normally and routinely involved in 
horticulture and the production of crops and livestock. Includes related activities consistent with 
Agricultural uses. 
An area designated for conducting basic or applied research that requires the use of a large- 
scale or isolated facility or smaller scale time-limited research conducted in the field or within 
facilities that consume limited resources. Includes scientific, engineering, technology 
development, technology transfer, and technology deployment activities to meet regional and 
national needs. Includes related activities consistent with Research and Development. 
An area allocated for high-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities (commercial and 
governmental), such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, boat launching facilities, Tribal 
fishing facilities, destination resorts, cultural centers, and museums. Includes related activities 
consistent with Hiah-lntensitv Recreation. 
An area allocated for low-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities, such as improved 
recreational trails, primitive boat launching facilities, and permitted campgrounds. Includes 
related activities consistent with Low-lntensitv Recreation. 

An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and 
natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and 
topsoil for governmentat purposes) and grazing could occur as a special use (Le., a permit 
would be required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with 
resource conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining and Grazing), 
consistent with the protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 
An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and 
natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and 
topsoil for governmentat purposes) could occur as a special use @e., a permit would be 
required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource 
conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining), consistent with the protection 
of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 
An area managed for the preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural 
resources. No new consumptive uses &e., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources) 
would be allowed within this area. Limited public access controls would be consistent with 
resource preservation. Includes activities related to Preservation uses. 



j, Figure S-2. Geographic Study Areas on the Hanford Site. 
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The No-Action Alternative serves two purposes. First, it serves as a baseline common to 
all of the alternatives that presents the current status of land use and land management on the 
Hanford Site. For this purpose, a baseline no-action map was developed that contains available 
information defining existing buildings and infrastructure at the Hanford Site. Second, the No- 
Action Alternative provides a basis for comparing the alternatives against a "no change" in land- 
use management policy baseline. 

To analyze the impacts associated with implementing the no change in land-use 
management policy/No-Action Alternative, assumptions regarding land-management options 
were applied. In the No-Action Alternative, specific land-use decisions and designations would 
be made through the NEPA process on a project-by-project basis as needed. Still, there would 
not be a true land-use designation or land-use policies. There would only be areas of the 
Hanford Site that are currently used or managed for specific purposes guided by administrative 
agreements (e.g., the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope), and areas of the Hanford Site that 
are committed to a general land-use because of historical uses and existing NEPA or 
CERCWRCRA ROD commitments, but are subject to change by future projects or missions 
that are unknown at this time. Consequently, potential uses for the Hanford Site lands under the 

Plan (Figure S-3). 
No-Action Alternative are mapped using the policies presented in the 1996 Hanford Strategic I 

S3.1. I Wahluke Slope 

managed as Preservation. The area'managed by the WDFW would continue to be managed as 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing). Limited public access would be allowed for hunting, fishing, 
or recreation; permitted mining and grazing would be allowed; and agricultural leases would 
continue. 

. 
The area of the Wahluke Slope currently managed by the USFWS would continue to be 

S3.7.2 Columbia River Corridor 

The Columbia River would continue to be managed to allow limited public access and 
use as a Low-Intensity Recreation area. Access to the Columbia River's islands would remain 
restricted to protect cultural and biological resources. Public access to the Reactors on the 
River area (Le., the 100 Area's) would remain restricted. 

S3.1.3 Central Plateau 

Lands within the Central Plateau area would continue to be used for the management of 
radioactive and hazardous waste materials. 

S3.1.4 All Other Areas 

These areas would be available for other Federal and non-Federal uses, which are 
consistent with safety, cultural, and biological resources protection requirements. The area 
north of the City of Richland would be used for industrial purposes. The lands in and adjacent to 
the 300 and 400 Areas would remain under Federal ownership but could be leased for private 
and public uses to support industrial and economic development. Other Federal uses would be 
allowed by permit (e.g., the Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory [LIGO]). 

Final EIS s-19 Summary 
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S3.1.5 Fitzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

The ALE Reserve geographic area would continue to be managed by the USFWS as 
Preservation. The Big Bend Alberta Mining Company holds mineral rights on about 5.2 km2 
(2 mi2) under the southern portion of the ALE Reserve. 

S3.2 The Agency’s (DOE’s) Preferred Alternative 

Much like the No-Action Alternative, DOE’s Preferred Alternative was developed based 
on policies that are consistent with the 1996 Hanford Strategic Plan. However, unlike the No- 
Action Alternative, DOE’s Preferred Alternative would establish land-use policies and 
implementing procedures that would place Hanford’s land-use planning decisions in a regional 
context. 

In the development of the Preferred Alternative, DOE took into account its role as the 
long-term caretaker for the Site for at least the next 50 years and a synthesis of stated values 
and objectives from the Future Site Uses Working Group, Hanford Advisory Board, August 1996 
Draft HRA-EIS, April 1999 Revised Draft HRA-EIS, written comments, public hearings and public 
meetings, cooperating agencies, consulting Tribal governments, and those associated with 
municipal and county land-use planning. The DOE also used information from the Hanford 
Geographic Information System (HGIS) and Waste Information Data System (WIDS) database. 
Information considered by DOE includes: 

All surface waste sites, including those remediated (Figure S-4) 

Groundwater contaminants and flow direction (Figures S-5, S-6, and S-7) 

Cultural and biological resources (Figure S-8) 

Exclusive Use Zones (EUZs) and Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) associated with 
DOE and other Hanford activities (e.g., Energy Northwest’s nuclear power reactor, 
U.S. Ecology’s low-level waste disposal site, LIGO, etc.) (Figure S-9). 

Land-use designations identified for DOE’s Preferred Alternative are Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
Conservation (Mining), and Preservation. Figure S-IO is a map of DOES Preferred Alternative. 

S3.2.1 Wahluke Slope 

The Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge would be expanded to include all of the 
Wahluke Slope, consistent with the 1994 Hanford Reach EIS and 1996 Hanford Reach ROD. 
Until the USFWS develops an Area Management Plan (AMP) (Le., Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan [CCP]) for the expanded refuge, the Wahluke Slope would be designated as Preservation 
to protect sensitive areas and species of concern with the exceptions near the Columbia River, 
as discussed in the Columbia River Corridor Section below. The USFWS would use its CCP 
process to develop wildlife compatible management plans. 
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S3.2.2 Columbia River Corridor 

The Columbia River Corridor would include High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity 
Recreation, conservation (Mining), and Preservation. The river islands and a quarter-mile buffer 
zone would be designated as Preservation to protect cultural and ecological resources. 

Four sites away from existing contamination would be designated as High-Intensity 
Recreation for visitor-serving activities and facilities development. The B Reactor would be 
converted into a museum and the surrounding areas would be available for museum-support 
facilities. The area near the Vernita Bridge would be expanded to include a boat ramp and other 
visitor facilities. Two areas on the Wahluke Slope would be designated as High-Intensity 
Recreation for potential exclusive Tribal fishing sites. 

The area west of the B Reactor would be designated Low-Intensity Recreation and used 
as a corridor between the High-Intensity Recreation areas associated with the B Reactor and 
Vernita Bridge. A White Bluffs boat launch would be a Low-Intensity Recreation area located 
between the H and F Reactors. Other areas would include visitor facilities near the old Hanford 
High School and a support site near Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) for hiking and biking 
trails from Richland to the Vernita rest stop as conceptualized on Alternative Three’s map. 

The remainder of the land within the Columbia River Corridor outside the quarter mile 
buffer zone would be designated for Conservation (Mining). 

S3.2.3 Cenfral Plateau 

The Central Plateau would be designated for Industrial-Exclusive use. This would allow 
for continued Waste Management operations within the Central Plateau geographic area. 

S3.2.4 All Other Areas 

Within the All Other Areas geographic area, the Preferred Alternative would include 
Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use designations. 

The majority of the AI1 Other Areas would be designated Conservation (Mining) to 
support a possible BLM mission of multiple uses. Two distinct areas, one located east  of the 
200 Area and the other located north of Richland, would be designated for Industrial use to 
support economic development. An area west of Highway 10 and eas t  of State Highway 240 
would be designated for Research and Development to support economic diversification and 
DOE’S Energy Research mission and an area at the junction of the two highways would be 
designated High-Intensity Recreation to provide visitor-serving facilities. Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, the area west of Highway 240 from the Columbia River, across the Umtanum Ridge to 
McGee Ranch, and then to the ALE Reserve, and the active sand dunes areas  would be 
designated as Preservation to protect sensitive cultural and biological resources. Washington 
State land that is deed restricted to waste management would be designated as Conservation 
(Mining). 

S3.2.5 FifznedEberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

Nearly all of the ALE Reserve geographic area would be designated as Preservation. A 
portion of the ALE Reserve would be managed as Conservation (Mining) for a basalt and fine 
soils landfill cover source to support governmental purposes. 
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I Figure S-4. Hanford Surface Waste Site Locations (Past 
3 and Present). 
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I Figure S=5. Distribution of Hazardous Chemicals in 
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Figure S=6= Distribution of Radionuclides of Concern in 
Groundwater within the Hanford Site. 
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Figure S-7. Watertable Change Map for 1997 = 1998. 
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3 Level IV Biological Resources. 
Figure S-8. Composite Map of Level 11, Level Ill, and 
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Figure S-9. Protective Safety Buffer Zones. 
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2 Figure S-IO. DOE'S Preferred Alternative. 
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S3.3 Alternative One 

Alternative One represents a Federal stewardship role for managing valuable national 
resources on the Hanford Site. This alternative addresses these national resources 
(i.e., ecological, historic, cultural, and economic resources) in a regional context, and would be 
used to enlarge an  existing Federal Wildlife Refuge. Alternative One  does not provide for as 
much research and development, or industrial economic development, flexibility as the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternative Three. Figures S-I I and S-12 show how the Hanford Site has 
become a regional preserve for shrub-steppe species by presenting the historic and current 
distributions. Figure S-13 is a map of Alternative One. 

I 

I 
I 

S3.3.1 Wahluke Slope 

The land-use designation for the Wahluke Slope under Alternative One  would be 
Preservation. The Wahluke Slope is currently administered for wildlife and recreation as the 
Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge and the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area under 
permits granted by DOE to the USFWS. Management of the Wahluke Slope would be 
consolidated under the USFWS as a portion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. 

The  Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge would be designated Preservation, which 
is consistent with the current administered land use. Preservation would provide a protective 
safety buffer zone for remedial activities in the 100 Area. These activities a re  expected to 
continue for the planning period, and would continue to provide a sanctuary for shrub-steppe 
dependent species that inhabit the area. Preservation would also prevent activities within the 
BoRs  Red Zone (an area where irrigation is restricted because it accelerates mud slides along 
the Columbia River) that could jeopardize stability of the White Bluffs. Preservation would not 
interfere with the BoRs management of the Columbia Basin Project's irrigation wasteways 
because they would be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. An agreement would be 
established by the DO1 between its four agencies (i.e., USFWS, BoR, NPS, and BLM) to enable 
all to fulfill their congressionally mandated missions on the Wahluke Slope. 

S3.3.2 Columbia River Corridor 

Land-use designations for the Columbia River Corridor under Alternative One  would 
include High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and 
Preservation. 

The Columbia River islands within the Hanford Site boundary would be designated for 
Preservation and included in the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to maintain important 
areas for wildlife. The Columbia River Corridor itself includes Low-Intensity Recreation, High- 
Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and preservation land-use designations. 

The 100 Areas would include High-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and 
Preservation land-use designations. The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity 
Recreation to allow tourism of the Federally registered landmark, and would be consistent with 
the B Reactor museum proposal. Conservation (Mining) would provide local areas where 
backfill and contouring materials could be obtained to protect the radioactive contamination that 
would remain below 4.6 m (1 5 ft) in the 100 Areas vadose (the soil above groundwater) zone. 
During the planning period for this document (at least the next 50 years), the spent fuel will be 
removed from the K Basins. Associated environmental risks were evaluated in the K Basin EIS. 
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The Central Plateau would include Industrial-Exclusive and Preservation land-use 
designations. Research and development projects specific to DOE’S waste management 
activities would be  allowed. Lands located to the west of the 200 West Area within the Central 
Plateau geographic area that contain high-quality mature sagebrush would be  designated as 
Preservation. This designation would prevent additional sprawl to the west and encourage siting 
of new projects between the 200 East and 200 West Areas. 

S3.3.4 All Ofher Areas 

The All Other Areas geographic area would include Industrial, Research and 
Development, Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use 
designations. AI1 development would occur south of Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS). This 
would include transition of existing facilities in the 300 and 400 Areas, and the Energy Northwest 
site to Industrial, and Research and Development designations. The majority of the non-Federal 
uses  would occur offsite or within a portion of the area identified by the City of Richland’s Urban 
Growth Area (UGA) boundary in the southeast portion of the Site. Wildlife corridors designated 
as Preservation would be located around this industrial development to allow wildlife movements 
between the ALE Reserve, the Columbia River, and the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife 
Refuge. Between the western boundary and State Highway 240, a wildlife corridor would run 
north from the ALE Reserve to the Columbia River. This northwestern wildlife corridor would 
include the  areas  known as McGee Ranch and the Riverlands. 

Within the southeastern wildlife corridor north of the Yakima River, a small area would be 
designated Conservation (Mining) to allow potential extraction of geologic materials for u se  in 
the 200 Areas remedial efforts. Considering this as a quarry site for basalt and soil provides 
DOE with the option to designate Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, and West Haven as 
Preservation because of their significant cultural value; and also to designate, as Preservation, 
the McGee Ranch site (whi,ch is DOE land north and west of Highway 24 and south of the 
Columbia River) and all of the ALE Reserve. This Preservation designation, and including the  
McGee Ranch site as part of the expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge, 
would allow consistent management of a large block of habitat and help preserve and protect an 
important habitat link between the Hanford Site and the  Yakima Training Center. 

Just  west of the Industrial designation is an  extensive tract of seral shrub-steppe habitat 
that h a s  been designated as Conservation (Mining). As the canopy cover increases, this seral 
shrub-steppe habitat will become more important for shrub-steppe dependent species as 
additional shrub-steppe habitat is destroyed off-site. 

S3.3.5 Fitzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

The ALE Reserve geographic area would be designated Preservation consistent with the 
management of the expanded Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. Preservation and 
USFWS management of the ALE Reserve as an  expansion of the Saddle Mountain National 
Wildlife Refuge would protect the rare and high quality shrub-steppe plant communities, and 
unique and rare fauna that reside on this portion of the Site. Many of these plant communities 
and fauna a re  found nowhere else in the state of Washington or in the Columbia Basin 
ecoregion. 
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Figure S-11. Historic Distribution and Extent of Land Cover 
Classes within a Portion of the Columbia Basin Ecoreaion. 
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I Figure S42. Current Distribution and Extent of Land Cover 
3 Classes within a Porfion of the Columbia Basin Ecoregion. 
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S3.4 Alternative Two 

Alternative Two presents the vision of the Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management and incorporates the Federal trust responsibility to the 
Indian Tribes. This vision calls for the preservation of the natural and cultural resources at 
Hanford. Traditional tribal use is consistent with the Preservation land-use designation. 
Figure S-14 is a map of Alternative Two. 

S3.4. I Wahluke Slope 

Alternative Two would designate the entire Wahluke Slope as Preservation. 

S3.4.2 Columbia River Corridor 

The Columbia River Corridor would include High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity 
Recreation, Research and Development, and Preservation land-use designations. The 
Columbia River (surface water only) would be designated for Low-Intensity Recreation. The 
river islands would be designated as Preservation. The B Reactor and surrounding area would 
be designed for High-Intensity Recreation, and would allow conversion of the reactor into a 
museum. The K Reactor area would be designated for Research and Development and could 
be used by Tribal governments and others for fish farming or for aquaculture and aquatic 
research. The remainder of the land within the 100 Areas would be designated Preservation. 

S3.4.3 Central Plateau 

Lands within the Central Plateau geographic area would be designated as IndustFial- 
Exclusive, allowing for continued management of radioactive and hazardous waste and other 
related and compatible uses. 

S3.4.4 All Other Areas 

The AI1 Other Areas would include Industrial, Research and Development, and 
Preservation designations. Alternative Two designates the City of Richland UGA, the 400 Area 
(including the Fast Flux Test Facility [FFTV), and the Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) site 
as Industrial. The area around LlGO would be designated as Research and Development. The 
remainder of the All Other Areas would be designated as Preservation to protect natural, 
aesthetic, geologic, cultural, and archaeological features. 

S3.4.5 Fifiner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

The ALE Reserve geographic area would be designated as Preservation in accordance 
with its management as the Rattlesnake Hills Research Natural Area. 
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S3.5 Alternative Three 

Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties and the City of Richland contain portions of the 
Hanford Site. Alternative Three represents the planning efforts of these local governments. The 
procedures used by these governments to develop Alternative Three vary by each planning 
jurisdiction, as follows: 

Benton County is preparing a comprehensive land-use plan that covers the entire 
county, which includes a portion of the Hanford Site. As part of its planning effort, 
Benton County has  developed a proposed critical areas  map, which depicts lands 
identified as critical areas  under the GMA (Figure S-15). Critical areas  include 
wetlands a reas  with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water, 
fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, frequently flooded areas,  and geologically 
hazardous areas. 

The City of Richland plans in coordination with Benton County under the GMA. 
Richland is greatly influenced by activities at  the Hanford Site and has gone through 
several boom-and-bust cycles in response to employment levels a t  Hanford. Land 
use  at Hanford has the potential to affect the  economic development of Richland. 
The city currently provides services such as water, electricity, and sanitary sewers to 
the southern portion of the Hanford Site. The City of Richland has identified portions 
of the southern Hanford Site (Figure S-I 6) suitable for industrial development and 
possible annexation. 

The designations in Franklin County result from a land-use analysis conducted by the 
Franklin County Planning Department. 

The designations in Grant County reflect the Wahluke 2000 Plan prepared by farming 
interests in 1992 and supported by Grant County (Figure S-17). 

Alternative Three would accommodate both future Federal missions and private activities 
such as business-related industry and research and development enterprises in the 
southeastern portion of the Site. Accommodation for the expansion of public and commercial 
recreational activities would be  focused on the  northern portion of the Site (Le., primarily in the 
vicinity of the  Vernita Bridge). The Conservation (Mining) designation would extend over most 
geographic a reas  except the southern portion of the Hanford Site and the Wahluke Slope. 
Figure S-I 8 is a map of Alternative Three. 

S3.5.1 Wahluke Slope 

Approximately two-thirds of the Wahluke Slope would be designated as Agricultural. 
Land designated as Agricultural within the "Red Zone" would be conserved under a "no-action" 
scenario pending the completion of geotechnical studies analyzing the impacts of irrigation on 
the White Bluffs and the Columbia River. Approximately one-third of the Wahluke Slope is 
designated as Conservation, providing land for wildlife and Low-Intensity Recreation. 
Approximately 261 ha (645 ac) of BoR wetlands would be designated as Preservation. 

S3.5.2 Columbia River Corridor 

The Preservation land-use designation would extend 0.4 km (0.25 mi) from the average 
high-water line of the river. In Franklin and Grant counties, the boundary would extend further 
inland to include sensitive features such as the White Bluffs and several upland wetlands. 
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Permitted uses would be similar to those within the Conservation land-use designation, except 
mining would be allowed as a conditionally permitted use. Agriculture would be prohibited. 

The areas outside of the KE, KW, N, D, DR, and H Reactor sites would be designated as 
Low-Intensity Recreation. A hiking and biking recreational trail along the entire river corridor 
would extend from North Richland to the Vernita Bridge. 

S3.5.3 Central Plateau 

The DOE would be expected to continue all waste management and disposal activities in 
the Central Plateau. The Central Plateau would be designated for Industrial-Exclusive Use. 

S3.5.4 All Other Areas 

The majority of the All Other Areas geographic area would be designated Conservation 
(Mining). Within the Conservation land-use designation, mining would be allowed as a 
conditionally permitted use. Agricultural uses would be prohibited. A small area along the 
southern boundary of the Site near the Yakima River would be designated High-Intensity 
Recreation. The area adjacent to the Vernita Rest Stop, east of State Highway 24 (which 
includes the B Reactor Site) would also be designated as High-Intensity Recreation. The strip 
designated for the west 135 ha (333 ac) of the Vernita Terrace would be designated Low- 
Intensity Recreation, primarily for limited activities such as biking, hiking, fishing, hunting, boat 
launching facilities, primitive camping, and nature viewing. 

Areas north of the City of Richland would be designated as Industrial and Research and 
Development. 

S3.5.5 Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

The ALE Reserve would be designated as Conservation (Mining) under Alternative 
Three. 

‘ I  
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Figure S-15. Benton County Proposed Critical Areas Map. 
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Figure S-16. City of Richland Urban Growth Area. 
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3 Figure S-17. Wahluke 2000 Plan Map. 
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3 Figure S-98. Alternative Three, 
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S3.6 Alternative Four 

Alternative Four represents the vision of the CTUIR for the management of the Hanford 
Site for the next 50 years. In the view of the CTUIR, the greatest value provided to the region 
and the nation by the Hanford Site is its role as a natural resources reserve. The Hanford Site 
contains numerous places of religious importance to members of the CTUIR who practice 
traditional Indian religions. These places include the major basalt outcrops, the active dunes 
area, and other sites. Protection of these sites and of Tribal governments' access to these sites 
are of great important to the CTUIR and its members (as well as to other Hanford-affected Tribal 
governments) and will be an issue of great importance. Figure S-19 is a map of Alternative 
Four. 

S3.6.1 Wahluke Slope 

Alternative Four would manage the entire Wahluke Slope area as Preservation. Under 
the preservation designation, commercial grazing would not be allowed. 

S3.6.2 Columbia River Corridor 

Alternative Four would designate almost the entire Columbia River Corridor as 
Preservation. The Preservation designation would allow managed recreation within the Corridor. 
This activity would include the continued tribal operation of the White Bluffs boat launch on the 
east side of the river. A High-Intensity Recreation public boat launch would be located near the 
Vernita Bridge on the south side of the river. Alternative Four would also provide another High- 
Intensity Recreation boat launch, located at the White Bluffs boat launch on the Benton County 
side of the river, to support Tribal treaty-reserved fishing activity throughout the Hanford Reach. 

S3.6.3 Cenfral Plafeau 

The Central Plateau would be used for waste management activities. All permanent 
waste disposal at the Hanford Site and research and development activities associated with 
waste management would take place within the Central Plateau. 

S3.6.4 All Other Areas 

While Low-Intensity Recreation generally does not appear as a separate land use in this 
geographic area, it is anticipated that compatible Low-Intensity Recreation would be established 
throughout much of the All Other Areas geographic regions. 

Alternative Four designates the area within 3.2 km (2 mi) of the Columbia River as 
Preservation to protect archaeological resources. Areas north of Gable Butte and Gable 
Mountain would be designated Preservation to protect sagebrush-steppe habitat. The area 
north of the ALE Reserve and south of Umtanum Ridge (also known as McGee Ranch) would be 
designated as Preservation to avoid habitat fragmentation and to provide a wildlife corridor 
between Hanford and the Yakima Training Center. 

Gable Mountain in the east and moving west through Gable Butte, and Umtanum Ridge 
would be designated Preservation because of their cultural and biological importance. 
Alternative Four also recognizes the religious, cultural, and habitat significance of active dunes 
north of Energy Northwest (formerly WPSS)  by designating them as Preservation. 

Alternative Four designates a large area near the Central Plateau and between the 
Plateau and the southeastern border of the Hanford Site as Conservation (Mining). This area 
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contains large areas  of high quality mature sagebrush communities; therefore, DOE would need 
to make prudent choices regarding the removal of needed material. If these geologic materials 
are  not needed, the land-use designation for this area should revert to Preservation. 

Alternative Four treats LIGO as a pre-existing, nonconforming use. The area south and 
east  of the Wye Barricade (between State Highway 10 and the Hanford Site rail line) is 
designated as Research and Development, and Industrial. 

Alternative Four designates a 3.2 km (2 mi) corridor along the Yakima River as 
Preservation because of the density of archaeological sites and the area's value as a wildlife 
corridor. 

S3.6.5 Fitzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

Alternative Four would continue to manage the ALE Reserve in a manner consistent with 
the Preservation designation. The sole exception is an  area of the ALE Reserve bordering State 
Highway 240 near the 200 West Area that would be  designated Conservation (Mining). If the  
site is not used as a source for waste site capping material, the land-use designation should 
revert to Preservation. 

S3.7 Comparisons of Affected Areas by Alternatives 

Table 5-2 shows comparisons of the affected areas  by alternative, Table S-3 shows the 
potential realm of impacts from each of the land-use designations. Table S-6 (immediately 
following Section S.5.4.4) shows a summary of potential impacts to Hanford Site resources. 
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The No-Action Alternative does not have land-use designations. It has areas administered 
similar to land-use designations (see Figure S-3). 
Areas from Revised Draft EIS. 
In addition to the 148,080 ha (572 mi') of land surface areas, this EIS affects 3642.3 ha 
(14.1 mi2) of surface water, almost all of which is the Columbia River. 
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1 Table S-3. Potential Adverse Impacts of Each Land-Use Alternative. 
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S4.0 Affected Environment 
The Hanford Site lies within the semiarid Pasco Basin of the Columbia Plateau in 

southeastern Washington State. The Hanford Site occupies an area of approximately 131 7 km’ 
(586 mi’) north of the confluence of the Yakima River with the Columbia River. The Columbia 
River flows through the northern part of the Hanford Site and, turning south, forms part of the 
Hanford Site’s eastern boundary. This section of the Columbia River is known as the Hanford 
Reach and is the last unimpounded, nontidal segment of the Columbia River in the United 
States. The Yakima River runs near the southern boundary and joins the Columbia River below 
the City of Richland, which bounds the Hanford Site on the southeast. 

The production of defense nuclear materials at the Hanford Site since the 1940s has 
necessitated the exclusion of public access and most non-government-related development on 
the Hanford Site. As a result of its defense-related mission, the Hanford Site has also provided 
de facto protection of the natural environment and cultural resources; however, the defense 
nuclear production mission has also‘left the Hanford Site with an extensive legacy of waste. 
Nuclear weapons material production and associated activities at the Hanford Site during the 
past five decades have generated a variety of radioactive, hazardous, and other wastes that 
have been disposed of or discharged to the air, soil, and water at the Hanford Site. 

S4.7 Exisfing Land Uses 

For many years, the area along the Columbia River was used extensively by American 
Indian tribal members for fishing, hunting, and gathering. Pasturing of livestock became 
important in pre-contact times. Land uses at the Hanford Site have changed dramatically over 
the past 100 years. By the turn of the century, settlers had moved into the area, developing 
irrigated farmland and practicing extensive grazing. In 1943, the Federal government acquired 
the Hanford Site for production of nuclear materials to be used in the development of the 
atomic bomb. 

Existing land uses within the vicinity of the Hanford Site include urban and industrial 
development, wildlife protection areas, recreation, irrigated and dryland farming, and grazing. 
Other land uses in the vicinity of the Hanford Site include a planned, low-level radioactive waste 
decontamination, super-compaction, plasma gasification and vitrification unit (operated by Allied 
Technology Group Corporation); and a commercial nuclear fuel fabrication facility (operated by 
Siemens Power Corporation). Much of the Hanford Site is undeveloped, providing a safety and 
security buffer for the smaller areas used for governmental and private (e.g., Energy Northwest 
reactor operations and U. S. Ecology low-level waste disposal) operations. 

S4.1.1 Wahluke Slope 

The area north of the Columbia River consists of 357 km’ (138 mi’) of relatively 
undisturbed or recovering shrub-steppe habitat known as the Wahluke Slope. The northwest 
portion of the area is managed by the USFWS as the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge 
under a permit issued by DOE in 1971. The permit conditions require that the refuge remain 
closed to the public as a protective perimeter surrounding Hanford operations. The closure has 
benefitted migratory birds, such as curlews, and waterfowl. 

The Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area was established in 1971 in the northeast 
portion of the Wahluke Slope. This area had been managed by the WDFW. In April 1999, the 
WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE of their intent to modify their management 
responsibilities on the Wahluke Slope under the 1971 agreement leaving only a small portion 
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(about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge under WDFW permit. The USFWS 
informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the same uses permitted by the State of 
Washington under the WDFW's management of the Wahluke Slope. Therefore, transfer of 
management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to the USFWS involves only a change in 
the agency managing the property and does not involve any change in the management 
activities for the Wahluke Slope. Management of the entire Wahluke Slope by the USFWS as 
an overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the 1996 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS ROD. The ROD 
recommended the Wahluke Slope be designated a wildlife refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild 
and Scenic River, and that the wildlife refuge be managed by the USFWS. 

The WDFW had issued a grazing permit for approximately 3,756 ha (9,280 ac) of the 
Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area, allowing up to 750 animal-unit-months to graze the parcel. 
This WDFW grazing lease was allowed to expire on December 31 , 1998 but, under SEPA 
regulations for up to 10 years after the expiration of the lease, the WDFW can reinstate the 
grazing lease without public review. The WDFW has leased a total of approximately 43 ha (1 07 
ac) on the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area for sharecropping. The purpose of the agricultural 
leases is to produce food and cover for wildlife and to manage the land for continued multi- 
purpose recreation. The Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area is open to the public for recreational 
uses during daylight hours. 

The Wahluke Slope once contained small, nonradioactively contaminated sites (landfills). 
These sites were subject to an Expedited Response Action, and were remediated by DOE in 
1997. Although remediation took place, the landfills could still have hazardous materials that 
would cause injury to trust resources. The DOE is not planning to alter the current land uses of 
the Wahluke Slope and in order to avoid causing any adverse impacts on the values for which 
the area is under consideration for Wild and Scenic River or National Wildlife Refuge status 
(DO1 1996). 

54.1.2 Columbia River Corridor 

The 11 1.6 km2 (43.1 mi') Columbia River Corridor, which is adjacent to and runs through 
the Hanford Site, is used by the public and Tribes for boating, water skiing, fishing, and hunting 
of upland game birds and migratory waterfowl. While public access is allowed on certain 
islands, access to other islands and adjacent areas is restricted because of unique habitats and 
the presence of cultural resources. 

The 100 Areas occupy approximately 68 km2 (26 mi2) along the southern shoreline of the 
Columbia River Corridor. The area contains all of the facilities in the 100 Areas, including nine 
retired plutonium production reactors, associated facilities, and structures. The primary land 
uses are reactor decommissioning and undeveloped areas. Future use restrictions have been 
placed in the vicinity of the 100-H Area, which is associated with the 183-H Solar Evaporation 
Basins. Additional deed restrictions or covenants for activities that potentially extend beyond 4.6 
meters (m) (15 feet [ft]) below ground surface are expected for other CERCLA remediation 
areas. 

The area known as the Hanford Reach includes an average of a 402 rn (0.25 mi.) strip of 
public land on either side of the Columbia River. The Hanford Reach is the last unimpounded, 
nontidal segment of the Columbia River in the United States. In 1988, Congress passed Public 
Law 100-605, Comprehensive River Conservation Study, which required the Secretary of the 
Interior to prepare a Comprehensive River Conservation Study (in consultation with the 
Secretary of Energy) to evaluate the outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its 
immediate environment. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

Alternatives for preserving the outstanding features also were examined, including the 
designation of the Hanford Reach as part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system with the 
1994 Hanford Reach EIS. In 1996 the DO1 made a decision for Congressional consideration in 
their 1996 Hanford Reach ROD. The ROD recommended that the Hanford Reach be 
designated a "recreational river" as defined by the National wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 7968. 
The ROD also recommended that the remainder of the Wahluke Slope be established as a 
National Fish and Wildlife Refuge. Finally, the ROD recommended that the approximately 
728 ha (1,800 ac) of private land located in the Hanford Reach Study Area be included in the 
recreational river boundary, but not the refuge boundary. The final designation will require 
Congressional legislation. 

There were two proposals under consideration in the 105" Congress. The primary 
differences between the proposals include the extent of the geographic scope (whether the 
Wahluke Slope is addressed in addition to the river corridor), and the designation of the land 
manager (Le., local vs. Federal control). 

In addition to the proposed Wild and Scenic legislation, discussions have been held to 
swap certain parcels of land in the State of Washington from the Secretary of Energy to the 
Secretary of the Interior, affecting about 197 km2 (75 mi2) of the Hanford Site. This swap would 
consolidate the scattered Benton County portion of Hanford's BLM Public Domain lands, into an 
area beginning near 100-D, running south and east along the Columbia River shore, to just north 
of Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) and then west to Gable Mountain. As long as these 
lands are needed (i.e., still withdrawn from BLM by DOE), this legislative action would not affect 
DOE'S administration of the areas involved. The DOE use of withdrawn BLM Public Domain 
lands is consistent with most land-use designations with the exceptions of Industrial Exclusive, 
Research and Development, or Industrial designations where BLM's multiple-use mandate would 
be limited by an extensive infrastructure. 

S4.1.3 Cenfral PIafeau 

The 200 East and 200 West Areas occupy approximately 51 km2 (19.5 mi2). Facilities 
located in the Central Plateau were built to process irradiated fuel from the production reactors. 
The operation of these facilities resulted in the storage, disposal, and unplanned release of 
radioactive and nonradioactive waste. The primary land uses are waste operations and 
operations support. Deed restrictions or covenants for activities that potentially may extend 
beyond 4.6 m (15 f t )  below ground surface are expected for CERCLA remediation areas in the 
Central Plateau geographic area. 

In 1964, a 41 0 ha ( I  ,000 ac) tract was leased to the State of Washington to promote 
nuclear-related development. A commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facility, run by 
U.S. Ecology, Inc., currently operates on 41 ha (100 ac) of the leasehold. The rest of the 
leasehold was not used by the State, and this portion of the leasehold recently reverted to DOE. 
The DOE constructed the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) on this tract. The 
ERDF is operated on the Central Plateau to provide disposal capacity for environmental 
remediation waste (e.g., low-level, mixed low-level, and dangerous wastes) generated during 
remediation of the 100, 200, and 300 Areas of the Hanford Site. The facility is currently about 
65 ha (160 ac) and can be expanded up to 414 ha (1.6 mi2) if additional waste disposal capacity 
is required. 

S4.1.4 AI1 Ofher Areas 

The All Other Areas geographic area is 689 km2 (266 mi') and contains the 300,400, 
and 1 I00  Areas; Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS facilities); and a section of land currently 
owned by the State of Washington. The DOE prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) that 
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resulted in a finding of no significant impact on August 27, 1998 for the transfer of the 11 00 Area 
and the Southern rail connection to the Port of Benton (DOWRL EA-1260). Although the 1100 
Area is no longer under DOE control, it is included in this EIS to support the local governments 
with their SEPA EIS analyses of the Hanford sub-area of Benton County under the State of 
Washington’s Growth Management Act. 

The Port of Benton officially took ownership and control of the “1 100 Area” (consisting of 
786 acres, 26 buildings, and 16 miles of rail tract) on October 1 , 1998. The Port is studying the 
feasibility of reconnecting the Hanford main rail line to Ellensburg, WA (as it was in the 197Os), 
as an alternative route for Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the 
Tri-Cities. Specifically, the Port has expressed a desire to use the Hanford rail system and 
extend the current system upriver where there is currently only an abandoned railroad grade. 

Provisions for the reconnection would be made in DOE’S permit to the USFWS for 
management of the Riverlands. The DOES Preferred Alternative would not hinder the rail option 
because it would be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use (see Chapter 6). At this time, 
DOE has no plans to maintain the northern portions of the existing rail line. 

The 300 Area, located just north of the City of Richland, covers 1.5 km2 (0.6 mi2) and is 
used for research and technology development facilities. The 400 Area, located southeast of 
the 200 East Area, is the site of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt 
thermal, liquid metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear research test reactor that was constructed in the 
late 1970s and operated from 1982 to 1992. The Secretary decided, on August 18, 1999, that 
the DOE would conduct a programmatic National ,Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review, 
including an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), evaluating the potential environmental 
impacts associated with proposed expansion of infrastructure, including the possible role of the 
FFTF, for civilian nuclear energy research and development activities; production of isotopes for 
medical, research, and industrial uses; and production of plutonium-238 for use in advanced 
radioisotope power systems for future National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) 
space missions. 

The 11 00 Area located north of Richland (now under ownership of the Port of Benton), 
served as the central warehousing, vehicle maintenance, and transportation operations center 
for the Hanford Site. 

Other land uses in the All Other Areas geographic area include the Hazardous Materials 
Management and Emergency Response (HAMMER) Volpentest Training and Education Center; 
land that was leased to Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) in the 1970s to construct three 
commercial power reactors (one plant was completed and is currently operating); the LIGO, built 
by the National Science Foundation on the Hanford Site; and a 259 ha (640 ac) section of land 
south of the 200 East Area, near State Highway 240, owned by the State of Washington for the 
purpose of nonradioactive hazardous waste disposal. This parcel is uncontaminated (although 
the underlying groundwater is contaminated) and undeveloped. The deed requires that the 
property shall be used only for storage, processing and disposal of hazardous industrial (non- 
nuclear) waste, and for related activities. If the property is used for any other purpose, 
ownership would revert to the Federal government. 

S4.1.5 Fifzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) 

The FitznedEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (also designated the Rattlesnake 
Hills Research Natural Area, or the ALE Reserve) encompasses 308.7 km2 (1 19.2 mi2) in the 
southwestern portion of the Hanford Site and is managed as a habitat and wildlife reserve and 
environmental research center. A Research Natural Area is a classification used by Federal 
land management agencies to designate lands on which various natural features are preserved 
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in an  undisturbed state solely for research and educational purposes. The ALE Reserve 
remains the largest Research Natural Area in the State of Washington. 

The mineral rights to a 51 8 ha (1,280 ac) area on the  ALE Reserve are  owned by a 
private company. The company has been free to enter this area and explore for oil or g a s  
since 1977. 

Because public access to the ALE Reserve has been restricted since 1943, the  shrub- 
steppe habitat is virtually undisturbed and is part of a much larger Hanford tract of shrub-steppe 
vegetation. This geographic area contained a number of small contaminated sites that were 
remediated in 1994 and 1995 and have been revegetated. There a re  two landfills on the ALE 
Reserve, at  least one  of which was  used for disposal of a nonradioactive hazardous waste. 
Although remediated, one  of the landfills may still have hazardous materials that could cause  
injury to trust resources. 

In 1997, DOE granted a permit and entered into an  agreement with USFWS to manage 
the ALE Reserve consistently with the existing ALE Facility Management Plan. Under this 
framework, the USFWS is preparing a CCP pursuant to the National Wlcfljfe Refuge System 
lmprovernent Act of 7997 to identify refuge management actions and to bring the ALE into the 
National Wildlife Refuge System. 

S4.2 Hanford Site Land Ownership 

The Hanford Site land holdings consist of three different real property classifications: 
(1) lands acquired in fee by DOE or its predecessor agencies, (2) BLM Public Domain lands 
withdrawn from the Public Domain for use as part of the Hanford Site, and (3) lands the BoR has 
withdrawn from the Public Domain or acquired in fee as part of the  Columbia Basin Project 
(Figure S-20). All lands in the Hanford area were ceded to the United States by the Treaties of 
1855 (Appendix A), and these treaties contain reserved rights for perpetuity. All Federal 
agencies and projects, including the BoR and BLM, have a Federal trust responsibility to protect 
the rights of the  Indian Tribes. 

The BoR agreed in a MOA to transfer custody, possession, and use  of certain acquired 
and withdrawn lands situated within the control zone of the Hanford Works to the U S .  Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC) on February 27, 1957. These  lands consisted of a checkerboard 
pattern of alternating square-mile sections on the Wahluke Slope. The  BoR retained the right to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Wahluke Canal and related facilities and any necessary 
wasteways and drainage ways through the Wahluke Slope in connection with irrigation of lands 
outside of the control zone. These lands were included in the South Columbia Basin Irrigation 
District and the East Columbia Irrigation District at the time of district formation. In the  MOA, 
the BoR identified a continued interest in development of irrigable lands on the  Wahluke Slope 
as part of the  Columbia Basin Project. The AEC acknowledged the interest of the BoR and 
reaffirmed a policy of keeping DOE land ownership and restrictions of land use  on the Wahluke 
Slope to a minimum. 

The BoR continues to retain a n  interest in the ultimate development of the irrigable lands 
within the Wahluke Slope as part of the Columbia Basin Project. The interest of the BoR 
pertains not only to irrigation development, but also to other project purposes (e.g., fish and 
wildlife protection) and to resource management and environmental concerns. The BoR 
maintains that the  agreement with the AEC assures  return of the  lands when the lands are  no 
longer necessary to support DOE’S mission for the Hanford Site. Furthermore, the BoR would 
not concur with any change in the present u se  of the lands until technical and environmental 
studies were completed. 
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The alternating square-mile sections that would eventually revert to the BLM or BoR are  
a n  important consideration that complicates land-use planning. Because the lands a re  owned by 
another government agency (BLM or BoR), DOE cannot authorize uses  of the property beyond 
the mission needs of DOE. Typically, after getting the land back, the BLM evaluates current 
use(s) of the  land, compatibility of uses, and suitability of the land for different uses  (Le., mining, 
grazing, recreation, and preservation). When DOE relinquishes its withdrawals on lands that 
were historically Federal, those lands withdrawn only by DOE would revert to the Public Domain 
and management by BLM. Those lands withdrawn by the overlapping DOE and BoR 
withdrawals would remain withdrawn and managed by the BoR. 

The B o R s  use  of the withdrawn Public Domain lands after the relinquishment of DOE'S 
overlapping withdrawal must be consistent with the purposes for which they were originally 
withdrawn from BLM by BoR. If they a re  not, the BoR would be expected to relinquish or 
renegotiate its withdrawal notice under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 7976 
and the lands could be returned to the Public Domain for BLM management. 

S4.3 Geological and Soil Resources 

The Hanford Site lies within the Columbia intermountain physiographic province, which is 
bordered on the  north and east by the Rocky Mountains and on the west by the Cascade Range. 
The dominant geologic characteristics of this province a re  the thick accumulation of basaltic lava 
flows. 

A series of bluffs occurs for a distance of approximately 56 km (35 mi) along t h e  eastern 
and northern shores  of the Columbia River (Figure S-21). In the northern portion of the area, 
these bluffs a r e  known as the White Bluffs. The entire area of the bluffs along the  northern and 
eastern shores  of the Columbia River is susceptible to landslides. Recent landslides have 
occurred in four a reas  along the bluffs. A slide near Locke Island caused the loss of cultural 
artifacts on the island by changing the channel of the  river and causing erosion. These slides 
can also disturb and destroy salmonid spawning beds by siltation. Irrigation is a contributing 
factor to these landslides. 

Natural gas was discovered on Rattlesnake Mountain in 191 3. The small, shallow field 
was  developed in 1929 and produced natural g a s  until the field was  closed in 1941. The mineral 
rights to a 518 ha (1,280 ac) area of the ALE Reserve a re  still owned by a private company. 

The Hanford Dune Field, located north of WNP-2, is one  of three great dune fields in the 
Columbia River Basin. The Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service recommended 
inclusion of the dunes  in the National Natural Landmark System. 

Earthquake hazards a re  relatively low. Several major volcanos are  located in the 
Cascade Range to the west of the Hanford Site. Mount St. Helens is located approximately 
220 km (1 36 mi) west-southwest of the Hanford Site. The major concern is that ashfall could 
disrupt communication and travel on the Site. 

There a re  15 different soil types on the Hanford Site that vary from sand to silty and 
sandy loam. The most common soil type is Quincy sand. Because of the recent Missoula 

I 
I 

Floods and dry climate, pedogenesis in the area has not yet created a readily available clay that 
could be used for remedial action landfill covers. No soils on the Hanford Site are  currently 
classified as prime or unique farmlands because they would require irrigation. 



3 Figure S-20. Hanford Site Land Ownership. 
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S4.4 Wafer Resources 

Primary surface-water features associated with the Hanford Site are the Columbia and 
Yakima Rivers. In addition, several surface ponds and ditches are associated with Hanford Site 
operation (Figure S-22). Several springs are found on the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills along 
the western edge of the Hanford Site. Rattlesnake and Snively Springs form small surface 
streams. Water discharged from Rattlesnake Springs flows down Dry Creek for about 3 km 
(1.9 mi) before disappearing into the ground. Cold Creek and its tributary, Dry Creek, are 
ephemeral streams within the Yakima River drainage system in the southwestern portion of the 
Hanford Site. 

Wetlands include transitional lands occurring between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems 
(Figure S-23) where the water table usually is close to the surface or where shallow water covers 
the surface. The primary jurisdictional wetlands found on the Hanford Site occur along the 
Hanford Reach and include the riparian and riverine habitats located along the river shoreline. 
Riparian habitat includes the uplands immediately adjacent to the Hanford Reach or its 
backwater sloughs and supports vegetation typical of a high water table. Common riparian 
species found along the Hanford Reach include a variety of woody and herbaceous plant 
species. 

Flow along the Hanford Reach is controlled by the Priest Rapids Dam. The likelihood of 
recurrence of large-scale flooding has been reduced by the construction of flood control and 
water storage dams upstream of the Hanford Site (Figure S-24). Artificial wetlands (caused by 
irrigation water) exist on the Wahluke Slope. The State of Washington has classified the stretch 
of the Columbia River from Grand Coulee to the Washington-Oregon border, which includes the 
Hanford Reach, as Class A, Excellent. Class A waters are to be suitable for essentially all uses, 
including raw drinking water, recreation, and wildlife habitat. Potential well head protection areas 
would be associated with areas of high recharge potential (Figure S-25). State and Federal 
Drinking Water Standards apply to the Columbia River and are currently being met. 
Radionuclide concentrations in the Columbia River are well below drinking water standards at all 
monitoring locations. 

Groundwater beneath large areas of the Hanford Site has been impacted by radiological 
and chemical contaminants resulting from past Hanford Site operations. These contaminants 
were primarily introduced through wastewater discharged to cribs, ditches, trenches, and ponds. 
Contaminants from spills, injection wells, and leaking waste tanks have also impacted 
groundwater in some areas. Groundwater contamination is being actively remediated in several 
areas through pump and treat operations. 

In addition to contaminants within the aquifer, there are contaminants within the vadose 
zone beneath waste sites, which have a potential to move downward into the aquifer. The rate 
of movement of contamination through the vadose zone depends on contaminant and soil 
chemistry, stratigraphy, and infiltration of recharge. Vadose zone contamination is being 
remediated in selected areas through excavation and disposal of shallow contaminated 
sediments in the 100 areas and vapor extraction for carbon tetrachloride found in the 
200 West Area. 

Water use in the area is primarily from surface diversion, with groundwater sources 
accounting for less than 10 percent of the total use. The first downstream drinking water intake 
below the Hanford Site is the City of Richland's Columbia River intake. 

The Hanford Site and the Department of Defense Yakima Training Center (located to the 
west of the Hanford Site) contain the largest remaining remnant of shrub-steppe vegetation in 
the Columbia Basin. Washington State is rapidly losing shrub-steppe habitat. The State of 
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Washington has designated shrub-steppe habitat as priority habitat because shrub-steppe a reas  
possess  unique or significant value to many species. The DO1 National Biological Service 
identifies native shrub and grassland steppe in Washington and Oregon as endangered 
ecosystem (with a n  85 to 98 percent decline). The ALE Reserve supports one of the largest 
remnants of relatively undisturbed shrub-steppe ecosystem in the State of Washington. 

Elk first appeared on the Hanford Site in 1972 and have increased from approximately 8 
animals in 1975 to a herd of approximately 800 present today on the ALE Reserve and on 
private lands that adjoin the reserve to the north and west. The elk are  occasionally s e e n  on the 
200 Area Plateau and have been sighted at  the White Bluffs boat launch. The herd tends to 
congregate on ALE in the winter and disperses during the summer months onto the Site proper, 
private land to the west of ALE, and the Yakima Firing Center. 

S4.5 Air Resources 

The Hanford Site climate is semiarid with an  average annual precipitation of 16 cm 
(6.3 in). Summers are  warm and dry with abundant sunshine. Prevailing wind directions on the 
200 Area Plateau a re  from the northwest during all months of the  year. Regional air quality is 
generally good. Phenomena causing restrictions to visibility (Le., visibility 19.6 km [6 mi.]) 
include dust, blowing dust, and smoke from field burning. Particulate standards have been 
exceeded 20 times in the last 10 years due  to blowing dust. 

S4.6 Biological Resources 

As a Federal land manager, DOE is responsible for conserving fish, wildlife, and plant 
populations and their habitats on the Hanford Site. information about these natural resources is 
presented below. 

The WDFW identifies priority habitats and priority species within Washington State  
(Figures S-26, S-27, and S-28). Because biological resources a re  temporal, they may not be 
found in the s a m e  place from year to year or require the s a m e  mitigation s teps  at  different times 
of t h e  year. Also, because many of the siting data used to develop these maps were obtained 
from incidental sightings (i.e., driving [road] surveys) as opposed to thorough surveying, a reas  
with no record sighting a re  not necessarily devoid of the species. For these reasons, biological 
resources a re  generally inventoried prior to the undertaking of specific projects. 

The block of habitat directly south of the 200 East and West Areas contains high quality 
habitat and some of the Hanford Site’s best sage sparrow and loggerhead shrike habitat. 
However, since some  of these areas  have never been officially surveyed for these species, the 
species frequently do  not show up on maps even though they most likely occur there. 

Counties and cities may use  information prepared by the WDFW to classify and 
designate locally important habitats and species. While these priorities a re  those of the 
Department, they and the data on which they are  based may be considered by counties and 
cities when developing their land-use plans under the  GMA. 

The Hanford Site is a relatively large, mostly undisturbed area of shrub-steppe habitat 
containing numerous plant and animal species adapted to the semiarid environment of the 
region characterized as a shrub-steppe ecosystem. In the early 1 8 0 0 ~ ~  the  dominant plant in the 
area was  big sagebrush with a n  understory of perennial bunchgrasses, especially Sandberg’s 
bluegrass and bluebunch wheatgrass. With the  advent of settlement that brought increased 
livestock grazing and crop raising, the natural vegetation has been invaded by non-native annual 
species, especially cheatgrass. The dryland areas  of the Hanford Site were treeless in the years 
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before land settlement; however, trees were planted and irrigated on most of the farms to 
provide windbreaks and shade. Some of the trees died when the farms were abandoned in 
1943. Today these trees serve as nesting platforms for several species of birds (e.g., hawks, 
owls, ravens, magpies, and great blue herons), and as night roosts for wintering bald eagles. 

Several large portions of the Hanford Site are  administered in a manner to protect and 
preserve biological resources, such as the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope. The ALE 
Reserve has  been used for ecological research dating back to 1952. As a result of a Federal 
interagency cooperative agreement, the ALE Reserve was  designated as the Rattlesnake Hills 
Research Natural Area in 1971 and is now managed by the USFWS under a 1998 DOE permit. 
The ALE Reserve is a protected environmental and valuable ecological study site. 

Mule deer are found throughout the Hanford Site, although areas of the highest 
concentrations a re  on the ALE Reserve and along the Columbia River. Islands in the Hanford 
Reach are used extensively as fawning sites by deer. 

No mammals on the Federal list of threatened and endangered wildlife and plants (50 
CFR 17) are known to occur on the Hanford Site. There are, however, two species of birds, two 
fish species (two ESU for steelhead), and one plant, suspected to occur on the Hanford Site, 
that-are federally listed. In addition, several state endangered, state threatened, and state 
sensitive plants are  found on the Hanford site. 

The Columbia River and other water bodies on the Hanford Site provide valuable habitat 
for aquatic organisms. The Hanford Reach represents the only remaining significant 
mainstream Columbia River spawning habitat for stocks of upriver bright fall chinook salmon and 
white sturgeon (Figure S-30). The Upper Columbia River spring run chinook salmon 
(Endangered listed-3/99), Middle Columbia River steelhead (Threatened listed-3/99) and Upper 
Columbia River steelhead (Endangered listed-8/97) have been placed under the protection of 
the Endangered Species Act. These fish spawn in or migrate through the Hanford Reach. 

The DOE is currently in the process of developing and implementing an  overall 
management strategy for the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plant populations and their 
habitats on the Hanford Site. The BRMaP provides a broad, but comprehensive, direction that 
specifies DOE biological habitat resources policies, goals, and objectives; and prescribes how 
they will be met. 
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3 Figure S-21. Topography of the Hanford Sife. 
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4 Figure S-22. Surface Wafer on the Hanford Site. 
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3 Figure S-23. Wetlands on the Hanford Site, 
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Figure S-24. Probable Maximum Flood of the Columbia 
River and Cold Creek, and the Actual 7948 Flood of the 
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Figure S-25. Estimated Recharge from Infiltration of 
Precipitation and Irrigation on the Hanford Site. 
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3 Figure S-26. WDFW Priority Habitats on the Hanford Site. 
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I Figure S=27. WDFW Priority Species: State Listed and - 
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Figure S-28. WDFVV Priority Species: Vulnerable 
Aggregations and Species of Recreation, Commercial, 

2 and/or Tribal Importance. 
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Figure S29. Plant Communities of Concern on the Hanford 
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Fjgure S-29. Plant Communities of Concern on the Hanford 
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3 Figure S-30. Key Fall Chinook Salmon Spawning Areas. 
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S4-7 Culfural Resources 

The Hanford Site is rich in cultural resources, with well-preserved archaeological sites. 
The Draft Hanford Culforal Resources Management Plan was  developed to establish guidance 
for the identification and management of archaeological, historic, and traditional cultural 
resources. Hanford Site cultural resources include American Indian historic and prehistoric 
sites, historic properties representing early Euro-American settlements, and more recent 
structures associated with the Manhattan Project and Cold War eras. 

Because of the construction of dams and the  resulting development elsewhere along the 
Columbia River, many of the original cultural resources have been destroyed or a re  under water. 
The Hanford Site is one of the few remaining archaeologically rich a reas  in the western 
Columbia Plateau. Locations along the Columbia River played a central role in the development 
of the Washane religion, which is still practiced by American Indian tribal members in the region. 
The Hanford Site is considered to be culturally important by many American Indians. Certain 
sites demonstrate traditional cultural significance because of traditional beliefs, religious 
practices, and cultural practices. 

Recent historic structures a re  the defense reactors and associated materials-processing 
facilities that a r e  present on the Hanford Site. Plutonium for the first atomic explosion (the 
Trinity test) and the bomb that destroyed Nagasaki to end World War II were produced at t h e  
B Reactor on the Hanford Site as part of the Manhattan Project. 

S4.8 Socioeconomic Environmenf 

Activity on the Hanford Site plays a dominant role in the  socioeconomics of the Tri-Cities 
and other parts of Benton and Franklin counties. The agricultural community also has a 
significant effect on the local economy. The Tri-Cities serves as a market center for a much 
broader area of eastern Washington and northeastern Oregon. Socioeconomic impacts of 
changes at Hanford a re  mostly confined to the immediate Tri-Cities community and Benton and 
Franklin counties (and Yakima County, to a lesser extent). 

The 1998 estimated population of the  three Tri-Cities was  as follows: Richland, 36,860; 
Pasco, 26,090; and Kennewick, 50,390. Estimates for 1998 placed population totals for Benton 
and Franklin counties a t  137,500 and 44,400, respectively. 

Approximately 384,000 people reside within an  80 km (50 mi) radius of the Hanford Site. 
The minority population within the area consists of about 95,000 people and represents 
approximately 25 percent of the population. The ethnic composition of the minority population is 
primarily Hispanic (approximately 80 percent) and American Indian (8 percent). Low-income 
population represents approximately 42 percent of the households in the area. 

Three major sectors have been the principal driving forces of the economy in the 
Tri-Cities since the early 1970s: 

DOE and Hanford Site contractors - Approximately 10,420 employees worked for 
DOE and its Hanford contractors in 1998. In FY 1997, average employment w a s  
11,120, and in 1996, average employment was  11,940. The drop between N 1996 
and FY 1998 reflects both employment declines and reorganization of the DOE 
contractors under the  Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) which was 
created in 1996. Under the PHMC, almost 2,200 employees of the former M&O 
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contractor were moved into six “enterprise companies,” and ceased to be counted as 
official Hanford employees. 

Energy Northwest (formerly Washington Public Power and Supply System 
WPPSS]) - As part of an effort to reduce electricity production costs, Energy 
Northwest headquarters has decreased the size of its workforce from over 1,900 in 
1994 to 1,069 at the end of 1998. The decommissioning of two mothballed nuclear 
power plants (WNP-I and WNP-4) began in 1995. In 1998, Energy Northwest 
employed around 46 people at the two plants, one-half the 90 people that were 
employed in 1994, due to decommissioning activities. 

Agriculture - In 1997, agricultural production in the bi-county area generated about 
10,392 wage and salary jobs, or about 13% of the area’s total employment, as 
represented by the employees covered by unemployment insurance. Seasonal farm 
workers are not included in that total but are estimated by the US. Department of 
Labor for the agricultural areas in the state of Washington. In 1998, seasonal farm 
workers in Benton, Franklin, and Walla Walla Counties averaged 7,028 per month, 
ranging from 1,373 workers during the winter pruning season to 1571 1 workers at 
the peak of harvest. Area farms and ranches generate a sizable number of jobs in 
supporting sectors, such as agricultural services (e.g., application of pesticides and 
fertilizers or irrigation system development) and farm supply and equipment sales. 
More than 20 food processors in Benton and Franklin counties produce items such as 
potato products, canned fruits and vegetables, wine, and animal feed. 

Per capita income in 1996 for Benton County was $22,354, Franklin County was 
$17,493, and Washington State was $25,277. The median household income in 1996 for 
Benton County was estimated to be $42,833, down from $43,684 in 1994. The median 
household income in 1996 for Franklin County was estimated at $30,903, down from $31 ,I 21 in 
1994, while the State of Washington median household income was estimated at $39,899, up 
from $38,094 in 1994. 

In 1998, 90 percent of all housing (47,111 total units) in the Tri-Cities was occupied. 
Single-unit housing, which represents nearly 59 percent of the total units, had a 94 percent 
occupancy rate throughout the Tri-Cities. 

The Hanford Site infrastructure is a significant resource for furthering industrial 
development of the region. Key elements of this infrastructure include facilities, road and rail 
systems, utilities, and support services. 

S4.9 Visual and Aesthetic Resources 

The land in the vicinity of the Hanford Site is generally flat with little relief. Rattlesnake 
Mountain, rising to 1,060 m (3,477 ft) above sea level, forms the southeastern boundary of the 
Hanford Site. Gable Mountain and Gable Butte are the highest land forms within the Hanford 
Site. The view toward Rattlesnake Mountain is aesthetically appealing, particularly in the spring 
when wildflowers are in bloom. Large rolling hills are located to the west and far north. The 
Columbia River, flowing across the northern part of the Hanford Site and forming the Site’s 
eastern boundary, is scenic with its contrasting blue against a background of brown basaltic 
rocks and desert sagebrush. The White Bluffs, steep whitish-brown bluffs adjacent to the 
Columbia River, are a striking natural feature of the landscape. 
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S4.10 Noise 

Most industrial facilities on the Hanford Site are located far enough away from the Site 
boundary that noise levels at the boundary are not measurable or are barely distinguishable from 
background noise levels. 

S4. I 1 Contaminated Areas 

Three operating areas of the Hanford Site (the 100, 200, and 300 Areas) are still included 
on the EPA's National Priorities List. Radioactive and hazardous materials have been disposed 
onsite throughout the period of active Hanford Site operations, resulting in contamination of the 
vadose zone and groundwater. 

The Columbia River has received radiological and chemical contamination as a result of 
past operations at the Hanford Site. Sediments in the Columbia River contain low levels of 
Hanford radionuclides (e.g. , cobalt-60 and europium-I 54), metals, and radionuclides from 
worldwide nuclear weapons testing fallout, which collect in slack water habitats. 

In the 100 Area, contamination (e.g. , strontium-90, tritium, nitrate, and chromium) exists 
in some areas of surface soils, subsurface soils, and groundwater. 

The Central Plateau has been used for fuel reprocessing, Waste Management, and 
disposal activities and is the most extensively contaminated area at the Hanford Site. 
Contaminants include extensive groundwater plumes of technetium-99, iodine-I 29, nitrate, 
tritium, uranium, and chlorinated hydrocarbons (e.g., carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, and 
trichloroethylene). 

The 600 Area presents a diverse range of existing contamination. Portions of the 
600 Area vadose zone are essentially uncontaminated, while nearby operating areas, such as 
the 300 Area, present significant environmental remediation challenges. Extensive groundwater 
Contamination (e.g., nitrate, tritium, technetium-99, and iodine-129) is present in the 600 Area. 

S4.12 Hanford Site Profective Safety Buffer Zones 

Existing and planned waste disposal sites, waste processing facilities, and hazardous or 
radiological materials storage facilities are found throughout the Hanford Site. To protect the 
public from routine or accidental releases of radiological contaminants and/or hazardous 
materials, protective measures for waste remediation, processing, and disposal facilities are 
required by DOE Order 420.1 Facility Safety, DOE Order 151 .I , Comprehensive Emergency 
Management System (DOE 19969, and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
regulations 29 CFR 191 0.1 20, "Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (Site 
Safety and Control Plan)," 29 CFR 1910.1 19, "Process Safety Management (PSM) Rule" the 
PSM complement, EPA's Risk Management Planning (RMP) under the Clean Air Act, 40 CFR 
68.1O(a), and WAC 246-247. These buffer zones limit public exposure to radiological and 
hazardous chemicals from routine operations and accidents. A methodology that used the air 
dispersion model GXQ with 95-percent meteorological conditions based on the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission's Regulatory Guide 1.145 was developed to determine the location, 
size, shape, and characteristics of the buffer zones needed for the Hanford Site, using existing 
safety analysis reports, hazard assessments, and emergency planning zone studies. This 
methodology allows decision makers to restrict potential land uses in areas where hazardous or 
radioactive material handling could pose an unacceptable risk to human health. Actual DOE 
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facility siting decisions would be made with site-specific wind data at  99.5-percent meteorological 
conditions. 

Buffer zones  necessary to protect human health and safety in potential accidents a re  
divided into two main components - an  inner exclusive-use zone (EUZ) and a n  emergency 
planning zone (EPZ). 

e DOE Orders 420.1 and 5480.23, along with the guidance document DOE-ST- 
3009, require that a hazard analysis be developed as the basis for a conclusion 
that off-site personnel are  sufficiently protected from accidents at  a nuclear 
facility. That conclusion is to be reached through analysis showing that the 
estimated individual dose off-site from any design basis accident or evaluation 
basis accident would be  less than some guideline amount. No guideline value 
has been issued by DOE, but a value of 25 rem committed effective dose  
equivalent (CEDE) is frequently used by DOE's contractors in the absence  of a 
specified value (DNFSBTTECH-20). The EUZ is an  area designated for operation 
activities associated with a waste site or facility. In DOE 0 420.1, Section 4.1.1.2, 
Design Requirements, each DOE nuclear facility is required to "be sited and 
designed in such a manner that gives adequate protection for the health and 
safety of the public and for workers, including those at  adjacent facilities, from the 
effects of potential facility accidents involving the release of radioactive materials 
(DOE Order 420.1)." 

Hanford contractors have interpreted this requirement as to maintain a public 
buffer zone where 25 rem would not be exceeded in the event of a n  unmitigated 
low probability accident ( IO4 to IO"), where 5 rem would not be exceeded in the 
event of an  unmitigated medium probability accident ( IO-* to IO4), or where 0.5 
rem would not be  exceeded in the event of an  unmitigated high probability 
accident ( IO"  to 1) (WHC-85MOO-JCVK-95008). The EUZ is reserved for DOE or 
other hazardous operations with severely restricted public access. This zone  
extends from the facility fence line to a distance a t  which threats to the public 
from routine and accidental releases diminish to the point where public access 
can be routinely allowed while ensuring the intent of DOE 0 420.1 is achieved. 
The EUZ is located inside the EPZ. 

e The EPZ is an  area surrounding a facility for which emergency planning and 
preparedness efforts are  carried out per DOES Comprehensive Emergency 
Management System Order (DOE Order 151.1) to ensure that prompt and 
effective actions can be taken to minimize the impact to onsite personnel, public 
health and safety, and the environment in the event of an operational emergency. 
The  EPZ begins at the boundary of the facility and ends a t  a distance for which 
special planning and preparedness efforts are  no longer required. Access 
restrictions a re  not required within an EPZ; however, DOE would b e  responsible 
for ensuring adequate planning and preparedness efforts. 

The protective buffer zones for the  Hanford Site (Figure 4-40) were established using 
boundaries calculated for individual limiting facilities (i.e., facilities with accidents of maximum 
potential public health impact). Accidents initiated by sabotage are  not applicable to EPZs. 

In addition to DOE's desire for land to isolate from the public hazardous processes and 
facilities that could produce a 25 rem radiological dose under an  accident condition, the  current 
Hanford Site boundary has been used to identify and design safety class systems, structures 
and components that a re  required to keep an  accident from exceeding 500 mrem at the  Site 
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boundary. The current Site boundary is also the point-of-compliance for protection of the public 
to assure that routine releases from all DOE activities are  less than 100 mrem (DOE Order 
5400.5), and that not more than I O  mrem is from airborne sources (40 CFR 61) or that not more 
than 4 mrem a re  from groundwater sources (40 CFR 141). In addition to radiological accident 
conditions, DOE also uses the  current Hanford Site boundary to protect the public from potential 
hazardous chemical accidents such as a chlorine gas leak. If the  CLUP policies and 
implementing procedures on EUZs are  adopted in the ROD, then DOE expects to use  DOE'S 
annual review of safety and environmental permitting documentation to be  the basis for 
implementing the EUZ policies (see Chapter S6). 

S5.0 Environmental Consequences 

The future land-use alternatives developed by DOE and the cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments would have impacts to natural and cultural resources and could 
affect the socioeconomic environment in the region. The potential environmental impacts of 
each land use  would depend on its nature, location, and amount of land affected. With the 
exception of the  No-Action Alternative, impacts would be mitigated by the proposed CLUP 
Policies and implementing procedures. The reader should keep in mind that the impacts 
presented here a re  the most severe, reasonably foreseeable, impacts that could result without 
the mitigation of CLUP Policies and implementing procedures. For this reason, alternatives that 
rely heavily on CLUP Policies and implementing procedures for mitigation (e.g., Alternative 
Three) will show greater impacts than alternatives that rely on land-use designations (e.g., 
Alternative Two) for mitigation. The proper execution of the proposed CLUP Policies and 
implementing procedures would bring the potential impacts of the  alternatives closer together. 

s5. I 

S5. I. I 

Analysis Approach 

Methods and Assumptions for Estimating Environmental Impacts 

The analysis of impacts of alternatives focused onjmportant resource elements a re  as 
follows: 

Key resources, such as surface water (e.g., the Columbia River), groundwater, and 
geologic resources 

Unique features, such as basalt outcrops, sand dunes and ripple marks, vistas, 
viewsheds, archaeological and historic sites, and areas  of cultural and religious 
importance to American Indians 

Species and habitats, such as plant communities of concern, wildlife and wildlife 
habitat, aquatic species and habitat, wetlands, and biodiversity. 

Plant communities of concern were identified using t h e  classification under the BRMaP: 

Level I - Biological resources that require some  level of status monitoring because of 
the recreational, commercial, or ecological role or previous protection status 

Level II  - Biological resources that require consideration of compliance with laws 
such as NEPA and CERCLA 
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Level 111 - Biological resources that require mitigation because the resource is listed 
by the State of Washington, is a candidate for Federal or state listing, has unique or 
significant value, has a special administrative designation, or is environmentally 
sensitive 

Level IV - Biological resources that justify preservation because these resources a re  
Federally protected or have regional and national significance. These include high 
quality or  rare plant communities, habitats, and species. 

The possible impacts under the nine land-use designations were organized into five 
impacting activities: 

Mining 
Livestock grazing 
Cultivated agriculture 
Development 
Recreation. 

These five impacting activities were used to identify and describe the potential impacts to 
resource elements under each land-use designation. 

S5.7.2 Mefhods and Assumpfions for Estimafing Socioeconomic Impacts 

The socioeconomic analysis focused on opportunities for economic development. 

S5.7.2.7 lndusfrial Land Use. The socioeconomic impacts of the Industrial land use  
designation were evaluated by comparing the industrial use  land area under each alternative to 
the estimated land needed for industrial development. The Benton County Planning Department 
estimated industrial land development needs for the next 50 years to be 1,620 ha (4,050 ac). 

The area of land designated for Industrial was  then correlated with potential employment 
levels expressed as three ranges: less than 100 employees, 100 to 1,000 employees, and over 
1,000 employees. The potential for future Federally sponsored industrial projects was  also 
considered by estimating land available for industrial development land in excess  of identified 
needs. 

S5.7.2.2 lndusfrial-Exclusive. The Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation applies to the 
Central Plateau, where DOE would continue to manage radioactive and/or hazardous waste. In 
general, this designation involves the s a m e  land and activities for all alternatives; however, the 
areas  in Alternatives One  and Two a re  slightly smaller. 

S5.7.2.3 Agriculfural. The evaluation of these impacts was  based on the increase in land 
available for agriculture use, as a percentage of agricultural land in Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties. 

Three scenarios for agricultural development on the Wahluke Slope were identified: 

Scenario 1 - All agricultural lands would be used to produce a mix of crops similar to 
those currently produced in the three-county study area. Lands in the  BoR’s Red 
Zone would be  used for grazing. 

Scenario 2 - All agricultural lands would be used to produce a mix of crops similar to 
those currently produced in the three-county study area. 
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Scenario 3 - All agricultural lands would be used to produce specialty crops such as 
irrigated fruits and vegetables. Lands in the BoR’s Red Zone would be used for 
grazing. 

S5.1.2.4 Research and Developrnenf. The Research and Development land-use designation 
involves the siting of large-scale or isolated facilities. This land-use designation was evaluated 
by estimating potential employment levels that could be supported under each alternative. 

S5.1.2.5 High-lnfensify Recreation. The High-Intensity Recreation land-use designation 
would involve intensive development of the Vernita Terrace area along the Columbia River 
including a B-Reactor Museum, golf course, and a recreational vehicle park at Vernita Terrace. 
The economic impacts of intensive recreational use were estimated using regional averages of 
recreational expenditures and data from golf courses in the area. 

S5.1.2.6 Low-lnfensify Recreation. The socioeconomic impacts of the Low-Intensity 
Recreation land-use designation were evaluated using the data for sport fishing and day-use 
activities. 

S5.1.2.7 Conservafion (Mining and Grazing) and Conservafion (Mining). Limited mining 
and commercial grazing would be allowed under this land use. The economic impact of grazing 
was based on the increase in the number of cattle that could be supported over the current 
baseline. The economic effects of limited mining under the Conservation land-use designation 
could not be quantified because of the lack of data on mining in the study area. 

S5.1.2.8 Preservafion. The Preservation land-use designation would have little direct impact, 
but may have indirect impacts on the quality of life, new educational and research opportunities, 
and ecologically based tourism. 

S5.2 Human Health Impacts 

Health risks are based on occupational activities that would be expected to occur under 
different land-use scenarios. Human health risk associated with contamination at the Hanford 
Site will continue to be addressed through the RCRA and CERCLA processes. I 
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Table S-4. Annual Occupational Fatality Rates for Selected Occupations (1 996) 

Number, percent, and rate of potential fatal occupational injuries by selected worker 
characteristics, industry, and occupation, 1996. 

(3 pages). 

~~~ ~ 

Local and interurban passenger transit 1 7 8 7  1 1  503 5.0 1 

I 
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Technical, sales, and administrative support occupations 
Technicians and related support occupations 

Airplane pilots and navigators 
Sales occupations 

Supervisors and proprietors, sales occupations 
Cashiers 

Table S-4. Annual Occupational Fatality Rates for Selected Occupations (1996) 
(3 pages). 

~ _ _ _ _ _  

761 12 37,683 2.0 .5 
163 3 3,926 4.2 1.8 
100 2 114 87.7 10.5 
503 8 15,404 3.3 .9 
225 4 4,501 5.0 1.7 
94 2 2,856 3.3 2.1 

Number, percent, and rate of potential fatal occupational injuries by selected worker 
characteristics, industry, and occupation, 1996. 

~~ 

Administrative support occupations, including clerical 
Messengers 

Service occupations 

95 2 18,353 0.5 .8 
8 - 175 4.6 8.5 
492 8 17,177 2.9 .8 

Protective service occupations 
Fire fighting and fire prevention occupations' 
Police and detectives 

248 4 2,187 11.3 2.4 
37 1 270 13.7 6.8 
114 2 1,057 10.8 3.4 

Guards 
Farming, forestry, and fishing occupations 

Farm occupations 

.. I 

Heavy equipment mechanics I 38 I 1 1  156 I 24.4 I 9.0 

97 2 859 11.3 3.8 
883 14 3,566 24.2 1.9 
569 9 2,212 24.8 2.4 
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Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors 

Transportation and material moving occupations 
Welders and cutters 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
30 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

21 8 4 7,874 2.8 1.2 
62 1 605 10.2 4.6 
1,154 19 5,302 21.8 1.5 

Table S-4. Annual Occupational Fatality Rates for Selected Occupations (1 996) 

Number, percent, and rate of potential fatal occupational injuries by selected worker 
characteristics, industry, and occupation, 1996. 

(3 pages). 

Taxicab drivers and chauffeurs 
Water transportation occupations 
Sailors and deckhands 

I 

65 1 203 32.0 7.9 
42 1 69 60.9 13.5 
33 1 25 132.0 22.5 

I 1 Empfoyed' I $%~~kl1 Standard Re'ative erroi] I :Fatalities 

Material moving equipment operators 
Operating engineers 
Excavating and loading machine operators 

Characteristic fNumber.1 Percent # (thousands)'l workers' I (percent) 
Construction trades I 592 I 10 I 5.108 I 11.6 I 1.5 

177 3 1,093 16.2 3.4 
38 1 245 15.5 7.2 
26 - 92 28.3 11.7 

I I I I I 

Carpenters and apprentices I 87 I 1 1  1,220 I 7.1 I 3.2 

Industrial truck and tractor equipment operators 
Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers, and laborers 

Construction laborers 

I Electricians and apprentices I 98 I 2 I 763 I 12.8 I 4.1 I 

46 1 512 9.0 5.0 
634 10 5,021 12.6 1.6 
291 5 809 35.7 3.9 

Electrical power installers and repairers I 38 I 1 1  126 I 30.2 I 10.0 
Painters, construction and maintenance I 45 I 1 1  504 I 8.9 I 5.0 

Garbage collectors 
Laborers, except construction 

Military 

I Plumbers, pipefitters,steamtitters, andapprentices I 32 I 1 I 555 I 5.8 I 4.8 I 

21 - 43 48.8 17.1 
21 3 3 1,334 15.9 3.1 
123 2 1,289 9.5 - 

Roofers I 61 I 1 1  197 I 31.0 I 8.0 
Structural metal workers I 52 I 1 1  61 I 85.2 I 14.4 

I Extractive occupations I 87 I 1 I 130 I 66.9 I 9.8 I 

I Operators, fabricators, and laborers I 2,006 I 33 I 18,197 I 11.0 I .8 I 

Motor vehicle operators I 913 I 15 I 4,025 I 22.7 I 1.7 
Truck drivers I 785 I 13 I 3.019 1 26.0 I 2.0 

I I 1 I I 

Drivers-sales workers I 35 I 1 1  156 I 22.4 I 9.0 

Not reported 1 6 4 1  1 1  - - - I I ' The employment figures, except for military, are annual average estimates of employed civilians 16 years of age and older, 
from the Current Population Survey (CPS), 1996. The resident military figure, derived from resident and civilian population 
data from the Bureau of the Census, was added to the CPS employment total. 
The rate represents the number of fatal occupational injuries per 100,000 employed workers and was calculated as follows: 
(NMI) x 100,000, where N = the number of fatal work injuries, and W = the number of employed workers, as described in the 
previous footnote. There were 27 fatally injured workers under the age of 16 years that were not included in the rate 
calculations to maintain consistency with the CPS employment. 
The relative standard errors of the CPS employment estimates can be used to approximate confidence ranges for the fatality 
rates. For example, a confidence range for the roofers rate can be approximated as follows: 31 .O x .08 x 1.6 = 4.0. where 
31.0 = the rate, .08 = the relative standard error (8.0 percent), and 1.6 = the factor for a 90 percent confidence level. The 
confidence range for this rate is 27.0 to 35.0 (31 .O plus or minus 4.0). 

Includes captains and other officers. 

' 

' Includes supervisors. 

NOTE: The rates are experimental measures using CPS employment. Selected rate categories had 20 or more reported 
work injury fataliies in 1996 and 20,000 or more employed workers. Dashes indicate data not available or less than 
.5 percent. Totals for major categories may include subcategories not shown separately. Figures may not add to 
totals because of rounding. 
U S .  Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries, 1996. SOURCE: 
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To Be 
Prepared Resource Management Plans (RMPs) 

S5.3 Resource Impacts 

Current Current Revision 
Draft Final PI ann e d 

Table S-5 shows the implementing controls (Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and Area 
Management Plans (AMPs) required for implementation of the CLUP. These controls a re  tools to 
ensure that land-use actions are  consistent with the CLUP, and the CLUP properly balances 

I 
I 

Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan 

Hanford Bald Eagle Management Plan 

Fire Management Plan 

. .  - 
resource mitigation with resource consumption. Prior to the adoption of the controls, each RMP 
and AMP would be reviewed for consistency and alignment with the CLUP. 

J J 

J J 

J J 

Table S-5. Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPs). 

Noxious Weed Management Plan 

Chinook Salmon - Upper Columbia River Spring run 
Hanford Management Plan 

J J 

d 

Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan I I J I  I J  

Steelhead - Middle Columbia River run 
Hanford Management Plan 

Steelhead Upper Columbia River run 
Hanford Management Plan 

Aesthetic and Visual Resources Management Plan 

J 

J 

J 

_ _ _ _ _ ~  

Mineral Resources Management Plan (Le., soils, sand, 

Hanford Site Watershed Management Plan 

gravel, and basalt) 
J 

J 

Facility and Infrastructure Assessment and Strategy I I J I  I 

~~ 

Hanford Site Ground-Water Protection Management Plan 

Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration Project Summary 
Description 

J 

J 

Hanford Institutional Control Plan (Le., long-term 
stewardship plan) 

J 

Area Management Plans (AMPs) 

Columbia River Corridor Area Management Plan 

South 600 Area Management Plan (includes 300 Area) 

I ToBe 1 C;F;t Revision 
Prepared I 'FEYt I Planned 

J 

J 

ALE Reserve Comprehensive Conservation Plan I I 1 J 1  J 

Wahluke Slope Comprehensive Conservation Plan l J l  I I 
~ ~~ 

Resource impacts a re  presented by alternative in Table S-6. The follow sections a re  
summaries of the types of impacts to resources that can be expected with changes in land uses. 
As the eventual usage pattern in of the land in both space and time is speculative, the analysis of 
impacts can not be detailed. Many Resource Management Plans exist for Hanford and many are 

I 
I 
I to be developed to assist the land manager with the federal trustee duties 

S5.3. I Geologic Resources 

impacts to unique geologic features would occur from mining under the Conservation 
land-use designations. Development under the Industrial, Research and Development, and High- 
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Intensity Recreation land-use designations could also result in destruction of unique features. 
Grazing is not anticipated to have impacts on these features, although overgrazing could result in 
increased erosion of some  features and terracing on the  hillsides. 

Except for the No-Action Alternative, mining activities would be consistent with the  CLUP 
policies requiring protection of natural and cultural resources. These policies a re  designed to 
minimize future impact on unique geologic features. Other mitigation measures that could reduce 
impacts to unique geologic features include the following: 

Perform scientific investigation of unique features so the scientific value would not be 
lost 

Regulate recreational uses  to protect areas  containing unique geologic features 

Employ irrigation methods to minimize groundwater recharge in the White Bluffs area. 

S5.3.2 Wafer Resources 

Surface water resources could be impacted by future land uses  in several ways. Water 
quality could be degraded as a result of industrial wastewater discharges or runoff of agricultural 
chemicals from cultivated fields or golf courses. Surface water could also be degraded by 
livestock congregating in the  vicinity of the water during dry periods. 

Impacts to groundwater could occur as a result of consumptive use  or contamination. 
Contamination could result from infiltration of chemicals from spills or infiltration of agricultural 
chemicals applied to crops, landscaped areas, or golf courses. 

The CLUP planning process would be used to screen development proposals for Hanford 
Site lands. Some  activities would not be permitted and others would be required to incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Examples of these activities include the following: 

Minimize the use of groundwater 

Restrict irrigated agriculture on the Wahluke Slope or require efficient irrigation 
methods to protect the White Bluffs 

Designate "no-wake" zones along areas  of the Columbia River vulnerable to erosion 

Employ agricultural practices that minimize the use of agricultural chemicals 

Employ agricultural practices that minimize soil erosion 

Use silt fences to contain soil erosion a t  development sites 

Implement water conservation measures wherever possible 

Implement spill control and cleanup measures to minimize the risk from accidental 
releases 

Manage grazing activities to minimize livestock access to wetlands and riverbanks. 
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S5.3.3 Biological Resources 

Sensitive biological resources are  present on the Hanford Site in association with the 
Columbia River, basalt outcrops, and other unique features. Biological resource elements 
considered for each alternative include terrestrial vegetation and habitat, plant communities of 
concern, wildlife and wildlife habitats, aquatic species and habitats, wetlands, and biodiversity. 

The CLUP planning process would screen development proposals for Hanford Site lands. 
Some activities would not be permitted and others would be modified or required to incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Examples of mitigation measures include the following: 

Eliminate all disturbances around winter roosts for bald eagles and avoid habitat 
alteration within 400 m (0.25 mi) of bald eagle roosts 

Minimize disturbance of wetlands and replace disturbed wetlands through purchase, 
construction, or restoration of wetlands 

Compensate for adverse impacts to habitats by restoration of comparable habitats on 
the Hanford Site 

Revegetate disturbed areas using native vegetation. 

S5.3.4 Cultural Resources 

Impacts to cultural resources include damage or destruction of archaeological and historic 
sites and artifacts, and disruption of religious and traditional uses of the American Indians. 

The CLUP planning process described would screen development proposals for Hanford 
Site lands. Some  projects would not be permitted and others may be required to incorporate 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures to reduce impacts to cultural resources include the 
following: 

Survey cultural resources of proposed project locations 

Consult with American Indians concerning traditional and religious uses  

Consult with DOE'S Cultural Resources Program Manager, the Washington State 
Historic Preservation Office, and American Indian tribal representatives concerning 
any survey findings. 

S5.3.5 Aesthetic Resources 

Key aesthetic resources include viewing locations, viewsheds, visibility (ambient air 
quality), and ambient noise levels. Impacts to aesthetic resources would result from altering 
viewing locations, viewsheds, or visibility through mining or development; releasing atmospheric 
pollutants from industrial activities; releasing fugitive dust from construction and agricultural 
activities, and resulting new noise impacts from development, mining, or recreation. 

Under all alternatives, new development projects would be subject to a New Source 
Review (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-400) that would identify probable air 
emissions and air emission control technology required to comply with state air quality standards. 
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The CLUP planning process would screen development proposals. Proposed projects 
would be planned to be  consistent with the CLUP policies requiring protection of aesthetic 
resources. Potential mitigation measures for aesthetic resources include the following: 

Implement dust control measures, such as use of water or other dust suppressants 

Cover loads when hauling materials away from construction or excavation sites 

Site development or mining activities in areas  with the least impact on the viewshed 

Minimize noise impacts to wildlife. 

S5.4 Socioeconomic lmpacfs 

Socioeconomic impacts are  divided in approach between a n  increased opportunity for 
ecotourism with the expansion of an  existing Federal wildlife refuge as typified by Alternative 
One, and a n  increased opportunity of Industrial development and High-Intensity Recreation as 
typified by Alternative Three. 

S5.4. I No-Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, facility planning and siting would continue on a project-by-project 
basis. The  potential socioeconomic impacts from this alternative cannot be predicted. The lack 
of a land-use plan may discourage new uses for the Hanford Site. In the absence of a land-use 
plan, it is also unlikely that new recreational opportunities would be developed. It is assumed that 
this alternative would allow industrial development and research and development activities to 
occur in t h e  southern portion of the 600 Area. The impacts of research and development and 
industrial development could exceed the City of Richland’s capacity to provide supporting 
infrastructure. 

S5.4.2 D OE’s Preferred Alternative 

This alternative would increase the land base available for industrial uses  and research 
and development, which would allow the siting of manufacturing facilities with a total employment 
of 1,000 or more. Lands under the  Research and Development land-use designation could 
support 100 to 300 employees. . 

Future industrial development on Hanford Site lands would require additional 
infrastructure such as roads and utilities. Additional industrial development on Hanford Site lands 
under the Preferred Alternative could exceed the City of Richland’s capacity to provide supporting 
infrastructure. 

The  DOE Preferred Alternative would also keep portions of the Hanford Site available for 
mining. Because mining is for governmental purposes, this alternative would not support new 
private claims for sand, gravel, and natural g a s  development. The possible socioeconomic 
effects were not estimated in this analysis. 

Increased access for recreation under DOES Preferred Alternative could double the 
amount of use  and result in up to an  additional $1.4 million per year to the  local area from 
recreational spending. 
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S5.4.3 Alternative One 

Alternative One would create an increased opportunity for ecotourism with the expansion 
of an existing Federal wildlife refuge. Alternative One would allow continued industrial 
development and limited recreational uses on Hanford Site lands. The areas allowed for 
industrial development would exceed the estimated need and would provide land to support 
possible future DOE missions. This would allow the siting of several manufacturing facilities, with 
a total employment of 100 to 1,000. Additional industrial development on Hanford Site lands 
under this alternative could exceed the City of Richland's capacity to provide supporting 
infrastructure (e.g., the proposed aluminum smelter would be expected to provide more than I 
1,000 jobs). I 

Alternative One would allow High-Intensity Recreational uses at the B Reactor and Vernita 
Bridge, along with additional boat launches along the Columbia River Corridor, which would have 
economic impacts similar to the Preferred Alternative. 

S5.4.4 Alternative Two 

Alternative Two would allow limited industrial development and recreational uses on the 
Hanford Site and would have the least economic potential of the alternatives being considered. 
The relatively small amount of vacant land designated for industrial development under this 
alternative would probably limit new industrial employment to less than 100. The Research and 
Development land uses would be limited to existing uses at LlGO and the K Reactor Basins. 

This alternative would allow High-Intensity Recreation associated with the B Reactor 
museum only. It would not increase recreational access to the river. The economic benefit would 
be substantially less than those estimated for the recreational uses under the other alternatives. 

An economic benefit may be realized from the Presenration land-use designation, which 
could increase interest in the Hanford Site in the ecologically based tourism market. 

S5.4.5 Alternative Three 

Alternative Three would have the highest potential for economic development. The 
economic impact of agricultural development on former Hanford Site lands would increase from 
1.7 to 9.4 percent corresponding to $1 6 million to $88 million (using 1992 prices) in additional 
revenues. Livestock grazing on the Wahluke Slope would increase the total grazing by 2 percent 
with an approximate value of $15,000. 

Alternative Three would increase the land base available for industrial and research and 
development uses in Benton County in excess of estimated need. This amount of land would 
allow the siting of facilities, with a total employment of 1,000 or more. Lands under the Research 
and Development land-use designation would support total employment of 300 or more. 
Additional industrial development on Hanford Site lands under this alternative could exceed the 
City of Richland's capacity to provide supporting infrastructure. 

High-Intensity Recreational development of the Vernita Terrace may include a golf course, 
destination resort, recreational vehicle (RV) park, boat launch, Tribal fishing facilities, cultural 
centers, and the B Reactor museum. Such developments combined with expanded Low-Intensity 
Recreation areas along the Columbia River and additional High-Intensity Recreational use near 
Horn Rapids could contribute to the economy in the study area. 

A RV park could generate approximately $1.3 million annually. A golf course could 
generate approximately $1.4 million annually. Increased access to the Columbia River Corridor 
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under Alternative Three could also generate revenues from sport fishing and other day uses  that 
would be similar to those estimated for the Preferred Alternative. 

S5.4.6 Alternafive Four 

Land for industrial development would exceed the estimated need and provide additional 
land to support possible future DOE missions. This amount of land would allow the siting of 
facilities, with a total employment of 100 to 1,000. Land under the Research and Development 
land-use designation could support I00  to 300 employees. 

Alternative Four would provide increased boating access to the Columbia River, which 
would generate increased revenues from sport fishing and recreational boating, similar to those 
estimated for t h e  Preferred Alternative. 

S5.5 Environmenfal Jusfice lmpacfs 

Under the Executive Order 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629, 1994, Federal agencies a re  
required to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of programs on minority and low-income populations. 

Disproportionately high and adverse human health effects occur when the risk rate for a 
population from exposure to an  environmental hazard is significant within the meaning of NEPA 
and it is disproportionate to the risk rate for the general population and other appropriate 
comparison groups. A disproportionately high environmental effect refers to an  impact (or risk of 
a n  impact) in a low-income or  minority community that is significant and disproportionate to the 
impact on the larger community. 

A total population of approximately 384,000 people resides within a n  80 km (50 mi) radius 
of the Hanford Site. The  minority population within the area consists of approximately 95,000 
people and represents approximately 25 percent of the population. The ethnic composition of the 
minority population is primarily Hispanic (approximately 80 percent) and American Indian 
(8 percent). Census tracts where the percentage of minority persons within the population 
exceeds 20 percent a r e  located to the southwest and northeast of the Hanford Site and within the 
City of Pasco, Washington. 

The low-income population within the 80 km (50 mi) area of impact represents 
approximately 42 percent of households within the area. Census tracts where the percentage of 
the population consisting of low-income households exceeds 25 percent are  principally located to 
the southwest and north of the  Hanford Site and within the City of Pasco, Washington. 
Considerable overlap between low-income populations and minority populations exists in the  
vicinity of the Hanford Site. 

S5.5. I Health lmpacfs from Subsistence Consumption of Fish and Wildlife 

Data from monitoring programs have not indicated that adverse health risks would be 
associated with consumption of fish and game. The radiation dose  received by a person who 
subsisted on wild game  and fish would be  higher than the 2.2 x 1 O9 mrem reported as the 
"Sportsman Dose" in the  Hanford Site Annual Environmental Report by Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL). However, this incremental dose to natural background of 
approximately 300 mrem would be unlikely to be sufficiently high to cause  adverse health effects. 
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A person who relied solely on subsistence hunting or fishing would have a much higher 
probability of fatality due to the inherent dangers of the activities. The occupational fatality rate 
for fishing, hunting, and trapping is 137.7 fatalities annually per 100,000 workers (see Table S-4). 

The Screening Assessment and Requirements for a Comprehensive Assessment, 
Columbia River Comprehensive lmpad Assessment (CRCIA) evaluated both chemical and 
radiological health risk potential for a variety of site use scenarios including Native American 
subsistence scenarios. These Native American scenarios were developed by a Native American 
representative on the CRCIA team specifically for the CRCIA effort. Environmental 
measurements used for the CRCIA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 
1996 and, as a consequence, would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the site as 
these scenarios do not assume cleanup. 

In these Native American scenarios, people who live along the Columbia River were 
assumed to eat substantial quantities of food grown in the riparian zone, to eat fish and wildlife 
from the river, and to drink seep water. They would have a much larger potential exposure to 
contaminants and, thus, estimated health risk. Significant health risks (e.g., for carcinogens 
lifetime health risk greater than 10 in 100,000) were found in many sections of the river as a 
result of potential exposure to chromium, copper, strontium-90, uranium-238, lead, and tritium. 
The contaminants assessed fell into one of three categories: carcinogenic chemicals, toxic 
chemicals, and radionuclides. Because the three categories of contaminants resulted in different 
types of risk, the estimates for each category were reported differently. The estimates for 
carcinogenic chemicals were reported as the probability of the incidence of cancer. The 
estimates for toxic chemicals were reported as a ratio (a hazard index) between the reference 
dose determined by EPA to be safe and the dose that had been estimated. The estimates for 
radionuclides were reported as the risk of cancer fatality. 

Although many cultural differences exist between the general population and American 
Indians, the common pathways of food and water consumption could affect both groups. 

S5.5.2 Environmental Impacts to Low-Income and Minority Populations 

Low-income and minority populations in the vicinity of the Hanford Site could be affected 
by potential socioeconomic impacts and impacts to biological and cultural resources valued by 
American Indians. 

S5.5.3 Environmental Justice Impacts to American Indians 

Under separate treaties signed in 1855, lands occupied by the present Hanford Site were 
ceded to the United States by the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation 
and by the CTUIR. Under these treaties, Tribal members retained the right to fish in their usual 
and accustomed places in common with the citizens of the Territories. The treaties also retained 
to Tribal members the privilege of hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing horses and 
cattle on open unclaimed lands. The 1855 Treaty with the Nez Perce also retained the right to 
fish at usual and accustomed places. The Wanapum People did not sign a treaty with the United 
States and are not a Federally recognized Tribe; however, the Wanapum People were historical 
residents of what would become the Hanford Site and their interests in the area have been 
acknowledged by the State of Washington. 

Tribal members' fishing rights reserved under the treaties have been recognized as 
effective within the Hanford Reach. Tribal members also have an interest in renewing traditional 
uses, such as gathering of foods and medicines, hunting, and pasturing horses and cattle on 
Hanford Site lands. 
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Future opportunities of Tribal members to exercise reserved treaty rights are dependent 
upon the health of the ecosystems. Tribal members assert that a treaty-reserved right to hunt, 
fish, or gather plants is diminished (if not voided) if the fish, wildlife, or plants have vanished or 
are contaminated to the extent that they threaten human health. These resources, particularly 
the resources with cultural and religious connotations, do not have equivalent value for the 
general population. 

Cultural and biological resources valued by American Indians have, in effect, been 
preserved by the presence of the Hanford Site. The Conservation and Preservation land-use 
designations would continue to protect these resources and could allow Tribal members to 
resume traditional uses of these resources. However, the Agricultural, Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, and High-Intensity Recreation land-use designations are likely to result in damage or 
destruction of cultural and biological resources important to American Indians. The Research 
and Development and Low-Intensity Recreation designations would be less likely to result in 
resource destruction. However, these uses may not be compatible with traditional subsistence 
uses by American Indians. 

High promontories that provide a commanding and panoramic view of the surrounding 
terrain are culturally significant to American Indian Tribes, which historically used the land that 
would become the Hanford Site. Alteration of the viewshed from these sites could 
disproportionately impact American Indian populations. This alteration could occur under the 
Agricultural, Industrial, Research and Development, and High-Intensity Recreation land-use 
designations. Mining activities under the Conservation designation could also have adverse 
effects, either directly by mining of basalt outcrops or indirectly by altering the viewshed. Mining 
of the basalt outcrops would be considered an environmental justice impact, because these sites 
are sacred to American Indians but are of less significance to the general population. 

S5.5.4 Occupational Human Health Impacts 

Occupational injury and illness incidence rates at the Hanford Site have been decreasing 
since 1994. There were 4.9 Total Recordable Cases per 200,000 worker hours (1 00 worker 
years) in 1994. By 1997, the rate had decreased to 3.0 cases per 200,000 worker hours and 
during the first six months of 1998, the rate further decreased to 2.3 cases per 200,000 worker 
hours. Total Recordable Cases are work-related deaths, illnesses, or injuries that resulted in loss 
of consciousness, restriction of work or motion, transfer to another job, or required medical 
treatment for first aid. 

The transfer of jobs from the government to the private sector statistically doubles the 
accident fatality risk for the average worker in 1997. Some comparisons can be made regarding 
occupational health risks among the land-use designations using statistics from the U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. The data indicate that the riskiest occupation is logging with an annual fatality 
rate of 157.3 per 100,000 workers (equivalent to a 1 O3 risk per year). Industrial activities 
associated with Industrial, Industrial-Exclusive, and Research and Development have annual 
fatal accident rates that vary from administrative support operations at 0.5 fatalities per 100,000 
workers, to 4.1 fatalities per 100,000 workers for food manufacturing workers, to 20.8 fatalities 
per 100,000 workers for trucking and warehousing workers. 

The land-use designations of Preservation, Conservation (Mining), Conservation (Mining 
and Grazing), Low-Intensity Recreation, High-Intensity Recreation have a different set of 
occupational hazards associated with recreational activities. Fishing, hunting and trapping are 
very risky occupations (second to logging) with an annual fatality rate of 137.7 fatalities per 
100,000 workers. For sand and gravel mining operations, excavating and loading machine 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

Final EIS S-89 Summary 



- ? t u r n *  m a  fc 

Final EIS s-90 

D 

03 

Summary 



m 

v) 

E 

' I  

Final EIS s-91 Summary 



I 

Final EIS 

a 
U 

S-92 

-. 
B 
li 
L 
m 

Summary 



Final EIS 

d-'Iz)(ob c o o  

s-93 Summary 



m 
5 

r C V  

Final EIS 

b o o  a0 
7 

Summary 



Final EIS s-95 Summary 



Final EIS 

U 
2 
2 
2 n 
sai 

L 

a 

U 
2 
d 
2 
L. 

Q 

z 
0 

S-96 Summary 



A rn a 
w 
(II 
P 
Q, 
Y 

E 
0 
S 
(II 
I 
0 

IC 

* 

.- 2 

2 

I m 
al 
E 

'0 
s! 
.!! 
s! 

L 

Q 
al 

m m 
al 

CO 

5 

E 

'0 
s! 
.!! 
2 
L 

Q 

5 w 

i 
s! 

$ I- 
.- ? 
I m 
0, 
E 

3 
- 
m m 
al 

6 cn 

i > 
m r 
0, 

.- - 
L 

I 

3 
s! 
P 
s! 

U 
L 

Q 
m m 
0) 

CO 
E 

9 ) .  

COO 
6 2  

m 

i 

E 

3 
s! 
P 
s! 

> 
m 
al 

.- - 
L 

73 

L 

Q 
0) 

m m 
r 
al 

CO 
E 

-0 
s! 
P 
E 
L 

Q 

-0 
s! 
P 
E 

L 

al 

' I  

Final EIS s-97 Summary 



Final EIS 

a, 
5 
P 

5 

L 

c m 

6 
a, 2 
5% 
C E  

2'0 
ma, 
5 2  

22 
a,al - - t  
sal 0' 

T 

S-98 



1 operators have a n  annual 28.3 fatalities per 100,000 workers. The Agriculture land-use 
2 designation would expose workers to annual occupational fatality rates of 31.3 fatalities per 
3 100,000 workers for crop production, 12.2 fatalities per 100,000 workers for livestock 
4 production and 14.3 fatalities per 100,000 workers for agricultural services (see Table S-4). 
5 
6 Increased recreational opportunities associated with the Preferred Alternative and 
7 Alternatives One,  Three, and Four could increase accident risks associated with outdoor 
8 recreation activities. These would include risks from boating and swimming accidents, hunting 
9 and target shooting accidents, and bicycling accidents. Alternative Three would introduce the 

10 relatively risky occupation of agriculture onto the Hanford site. The DOE Preferred Alternative 
11 and Alternative Three would best support the selection of some of the occupationally safer uses  
12 of the  Hanford Site such as manufacturing, managerial, and administrative support functions. 
13 
14 S5.6 Cumulative Impacts 
15 
16 
17 designations for each alternative identified in Chapter S3. Cumulative impacts result 
18 
19 . . . from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, 
20 and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
21 non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
22 from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
23 period of time (40 CFR 1508.7). 
24 
25 Reasonably foreseeable actions are  identified and the relationship between these actions and 
26 the  proposed land-use designations is discussed. The description of potential cumulative 
27 impacts couples impacts of each  alternative with impacts from past and existing operations at 
28 the Hanford Site and impacts that may be  associated with anticipated future actions. 
29 Section S5.6.1 discusses cumulative impacts to land use associated with present and 
30 reasonably foreseeable actions; Section S5.6.2 discusses cumulative impacts to trustee 
31 resources; and Sections S5.6.3 and S5.6.4 discuss cumulative socioeconomic impacts and 
32 cumulative human health risk, respectively. 
33 
34 S5.6.1 Cumulative Impacts to Land Use 
35 
36 
37 Site lands for at least the next 50 years. The alternative identified and selected for 
38 implementation in the ROD would allocate lands for use under the defined land-use 
39 designations. Other present and reasonably foreseeable actions a t  the Hanford Site that 
40 involve siting new facilities or  using Site resources also would, in effect, allocate lands for 
41 certain uses. Those present and reasonably foreseeable actions that involve land uses  that a re  
42 compatible with the proposed land-use designations under all the alternatives would not have 
43 cumulative impacts for land use; these actions are  listed in Table S-7. However, those present 
44 and reasonably foreseeable actions that do not conform with the proposed land-use 
45 designations would change the  land-use allocations and, in this sense,  could be considered to 
46 have cumulative impacts. Those present and reasonably foreseeable actions involving 
47 nonconforming uses  a re  listed in Table S-8. 
48 
49 
50 designations under some  alternatives. The USFWS is initiating a Comprehensive Conservation 
51 Plan (CCP) for the ALE Reserve. Assuming that the USFWS management plan would call for 
52 maintaining the ALE Reserve in its present, Preservation and Conservation type of 
53 management, the management plan would not conflict with any of the proposed land-use 
54 designations. If the USFWS plan only addresses preservation, then the proposed mining 

This section summarizes cumulative impacts associated with Hanford Site land-use 

The alternatives analyzed in this document would establish acceptable uses for Hanford 

The five actions listed in Table S-8 could involve land uses  that conflict with land-use 
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alternative on ALE, in lieu of the McGee Ranch mining area, would be in conflict with the DOE 
Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Three and Four. 

I 
I 

A similar situation exists with the alternative selected in the ROD for the Hanford Reach, 
which calls for designating the Wahluke Slope as an overlay wildlife refuge and designating the 
Columbia River Corridor on the Hanford Site (i.e., the Hanford Reach) as a Wild and Scenic 
Recreational River. These designations could result in the management of the Wahluke Slope 
and the Columbia River Corridor as Preservation, Conservation, or Agriculture depending on 
the USFWS's CCP and intent for establishing the refuge. The management of the Wahluke 
Slope as a wildlife refuge could conflict with the Agriculture land-use designation under 
Alternative Three unless a purpose of establishing the refuge as defined in the USFWS's CCP 
included sharecropping for wildlife. The need to link agriculture to furthering the purposes of 
wildlife is the reason agriculture appears as a conflict in Table S-7. Of the 181 National Wildlife 
Refuges with farming programs in 1989, 61 2 km2 (233 mi') of the1 29 refuges were farmed by 
permittees who retained a share  of the crop in return for costs incurred to farm the land. On the 
remaining refuges, Service personnel conducted farming operations with government 
equipment. 

I 

The remaining nonconforming uses listed in Table S-8 involve present or upcoming I 
actions that would conflict with land-use designations. The operation of LlGO would be 
considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use under Alternative One, and also under 
Alternative Four, which could require that the LlGO site be restored to the designated use at the 
end of the facility's life. Operation of LlGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations 
because of the facility's sensitivity to vibrations. 

The InerVDemolition Waste Landfill proposed for Pit 9 involves using an existing gravel 
pit located north of the 300 Area for disposal of inert and demolition wastes from the 300 Area. 
This would be classified as an  Industrial land use, and would be considered a pre-existing, 
nonconforming use under Alternative One, Alternative Two, and Alternative Four. The 
proposed salvage and demolition of the 300 Area Steam Plant calls for obtaining f i l l  from Pit 9 
for filling voids and constructing the final cover. The use of Pit 9 for quarrying materials would 
be a pre-existing, nonconforming use under Alternative One, Alternative Two, and Alternative 
Four. The B-Reactor Museum would be in conflict with the Preservation designation of 
Alternative Four. Management and mitigation of these nonconforming land uses would be 
accomplished through the CLUP policies and implementing-procedures as explained in 
Chapter 6 of the EIS. 

S5.6.2 Cumulative Impacts by Trustee Resource 

S5.6.2.7 Geologic Resources. Geologic resources on the Hanford Site include unique 
features that have been preserved while similar features in the region have been damaged or 

permitted by DOE, would be allowed under all alternatives being considered, except Alternative 
Two, and could damage or destroy unique geologic features, such as Missoula Floods features 

impact basalt outcrops, such as Umtanum Ridge, Gable Mountain, and Gable Butte. Because 
these features are  rare and susceptible to development elsewhere in the region, damage or 
destruction of these features on the Hanford Site would increase their aesthetic and ecological 
value offsite, and decrease their availability for scientific study. 

destroyed by development. Mining of geologic materials for governmental purposes, if 

and sand dunes. Mining under the No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three, could also 

I 
I 

. I  

Alternative Three would allow development of cultivated agriculture on the Wahluke 
Slope. Increasing irrigated lands in the vicinity of the White Bluffs would cumulatively increase 
groundwater recharge in the area and also could result in additional slumping of the White 
Bluffs. Additional slumping of the White Bluffs would further reduce their aesthetic, historic, and 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

25 

26 
27 
28 
29 

30 
31 
32 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

Spent Nuclear Fuel Management 
200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility 
Operation of 200 Areas LLW Burial Grounds 
Operation of U.S. Ecology Commercial LLW Burial 
Ground 
Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, Enhanced Radioactive 
and Mixed Waste Storage Facility, and Central Waste 
Support Complex 
Tank 241-C-106 Sluicing and Waste Removal 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

Disposition of Sodium Test Loops 

Fast Flux Test Facility 

200 Areas, 300 Area Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, R&D 

400 Area Industrial, R&D 

Offsite Thermal Treatment of Low-Level Mixed Waste 

200 Area Emergency Facilities Campus 
300 Area Steam Replacement 
Lead Test Assembly Irradiation and Analysis 

Management of Hanford Site Non-Defense Production 
Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Relocation and Storage of Sealed Isotopic Heat Sources 
Trench 33 and 36 Widening in 21 8-W-5 LLW Burial 
Ground 
Idaho High Level Waste and Facilify Disposition 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOEIS-0287) 

200 Areas, 
City of Richland 

200 Areas 
300 Area 

200 Areas, 300 Area 

200 Areas 

200 Areas 
200 Areas 

200 Areas 

Expansion of the Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPPSS) area industrial facilities (natural g a s  fired 
electric generator turbine or aluminum smelter) 

600 Area Industrial, R&D 

Table S-7. Present or Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions Compatible with 
Land-Use Designations under All Alternatives. 

Land Use Location Present or Reasonably Foreseeable 
Future Action 

Wild and Scenic River Designation for Hanford Reach I Hanford Reach I Preservation 
Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Production Reactors I 200 Areas (disposal) I Industrial-Exclusive 
Deactivation of the N Reactor I 200 Areas (disposal) I Industrial-Exclusive 
Safe Interim Storage of Hanford Tank Wastes I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
Tank Waste Remediation Svstem I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
Decommissioning of Buildina 232-2 and Buildina 233-S I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
Environmental Restoration DisDosal Facilitv ExDansion I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 

Special Case Waste Storage Facility I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
DisDosal of Decommissioned Naval Reactor Plants I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 

300 Area Industrial, Research & I I Development (R&D) 
Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory 

‘ I  

Disposal of S3G and DIG Prototype Reactor Plants I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive Hanford Solid Waste EIS I 

Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, R&D 

Industrial-Exclusive 
Industrial, R&D 

Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, R&D 

Industrial-Exclusive 

Industrial-Exclusive 
Industrial-Exclusive 

Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 1 Implementation of Final Waste Management 
Programmatic EIS (DOUEIS-0200) RODS 
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1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Present or Reasonably 
Foreseeable Future Action 

Development of a Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan for the ALE 
Reserve by the USFWS 
(preservation) 

a National Wildlife Refuge 
(Preservation) 

Interferometer Gravitational Wave 
Observatory 
(Research and Development) 
Inert/Demolition Waste Landfill 
(Pit 9) (Industrial) 
B-Reactor Museum 
(High-Intensity Recreation) 

Designation of the Wahluke Slope as 

Operation of the Laser 

Nonconforming Land-Use Designations 
J = nonconforming 

No- Preferred Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
Action Alternative One Two Three Four 

N/A J J J 
Conservation Conservation Conservation 

(Mining) (Mining) (Mining) 

N/A J 
Agriculture 

NIA J J J J 
Conservation Conservation Conservation Conservation 

(Mining) (Mining) (Mining) (Mining) 

NIA J J J 

NIA J 

Preservation Preservation Preservation 

Preservation 

22 ecological value; would cumulatively increase sedimentation of the Columbia River; and could 
23 accelerate riverbank and island erosion. The No-Action Alternative would also continue the 
24 WDFWs management practice of growing crops for wildlife management purposes on the 
25 Wahluke Slope as long as the practice is compatible with the USFWS’s CCP. 
26 
27 S5.6.2.2 Wafer Resources. Water resources on the Hanford Site, including groundwater and 
28 surface water, have been impacted by past waste disposal practices at  Hanford. Remediation 
29 strategies for cleaning up past contamination are designed for current and predicted future 
30 hydrologic conditions. Additional development on the Hanford Site could alter hydrologic 
31 conditions, disrupt CERCIA ROD conditions, and increase impacts to water quality from 
32 contamination. 
33 
34 
35 would increase groundwater consumption and alter groundwater hydrology. Changes to 
36 groundwater hydrology as a result of aquifer drawdown and discharges to the soil column could 
37 alter the rate of the movement of contaminants toward the Columbia River or in any other 
38 direction. Groundwater recharge from industrial waste water discharges and collection and 
39 infiltration of runoff in quarries could mobilize contaminants in the vadose zone and 
40 cumulatively increase contaminant levels in groundwater. 
41 
42 The DOE Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Three, and Four would increase 
43 recreational u se  of the Columbia River over existing levels, which would cumulatively increase 
44 levels of oil, gas,  and engine exhaust discharged to the river; and increase riverbank and island 
45 erasion from boat wakes. Unregulated non-point sources associated with industrial 
46 development and mining could add to pollutants discharged to the river from upstream sources, 
47 resulting in further water quality degradation. Mining and grazing along the Columbia River 
48 Corridor, which would be allowed under the No-Action Alternative, would increase 
49 sedimentation in the river, with possible cumulative impacts on spawning areas  in the Columbia 
50 River. 
51 
52 S5.6.2.3 Biological Resources. Because the Hanford Site contains much of remaining 
53 undisturbed Columbia Basin shrub-steppe habitat, proposed developments of undisturbed 
54 areas would result in cumulative impacts to rare plants and animals, unique plant communities, 
55 and terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the Hanford Site contains the last 

Industrial development would be allowed under all alternatives being considered and 

Summary s-I 02 Final EIS 



1 unimpounded, nontidal segment of the Columbia River and further development along the 
2 Reach could result in cumulative losses to species and habitats associated with the Hanford 
3 Reach. In some cases (e.g., Upper Columbia River spring run chinook salmon [Endangered 
4 listed-3/99], Middle Columbia River steelhead phreatened listed-3/99], and Upper Columbia 
5 River steelhead [Endangered listed -8/97]), further losses of habitat could endanger remaining 
6 populations. 
7 
8 The Industrial, Research and Development, and Industrial-Exclusive land-use 
9 designations would allow industrial development to displace native plant communities and 
IO wildlife habitats where the habitats still exist. In addition, ongoing remediation activities, such 
11 as the decommissioning of surplus production reactors, would result in further habitat losses. 
12 Many of the actions listed in Table S-7 for the 200 Areas would involve small losses of habitat, 
13 but expansion of the Environmental Restoration and Disposal Facility (ERDF) and other future 
14 actions in the 200 Areas could involve larger losses, with cumulative impacts to shrub-steppe 
A5 habitat. Alternatives One  and Two would limit cumulative impacts in the 200 Areas by reducing 
16 the size of the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation. 
17 
18 
19 commercial livestock grazing and mining. Cumulative impacts from grazing a re  most likely 
20 under the No-Action Alternative, which would allow commercial grazing over the  largest a rea  
21 and could result in further losses of regional biodiversity. 
22 
23 Although basalt and sand and gravel quarries a re  unlikely to have cumulative impacts 
24 because they would disturb relatively small areas, large-scale soil mining to support 
25 governmental purposes could result in large habitat losses. If permitted by DOE, the  potential 
26 for cumulative effects from mining are greatest under the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 
27 Three, which would allow development of quarry sites at the McGee Ranch. Losses of 
28 shrub-steppe habitat in this area could eliminate the remaining segments of the  wildlife 
29 movement corridor between the  Hanford Site and the Yakima Training Center, which a re  
30 among the last remaining large tracts of shrub-steppe habitat in the  region. Mining in the  
31 McGee Ranch area would add to habitat fragmentation that has previously taken place in the 
32 region as a result of agricultural, residential, and industrial development; and could further 
33 reduce regional biodiversity. 
34 
35 
36 High- or Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designations under the Preferred Alternative and 
37 Alternatives One, Three, and Four could result in cumulative impacts to wildlife and habitats 
38 that are  not currently accessible by the public under the No-Action Alternative. Recreation 
39 designations would increase impacts from boating as well as foot traffic on sensitive plant 
40 communities and habitats. 
41 
42 
43 determining the amount of BRMaP Level 111 and IV resources that could be affected. The 
44 BRMaP 111 and IV designations identify the resources that could be most adversely affected by 
45 further habitat losses. Alternative Three has the greatest potential to impact Level I l l  and IV 
46 resources, primarily because it would allow conversion of native plant communities on the  
47 Wahluke Slope to cultivated agriculture. The Preferred Alternative and the No-Action 
48 Alternative would have less potential for impacts to BRMaP Level 111 and IV resources, but a re  
49 more likely to impact those resources than Alternatives One, Two, or Four. Alternative Two is 
50 least likely to have cumulative effects on biological resources, based on the amounts of BRMaP 
51 Level I l l  and IV resources that could be impacted by development. 
52 
53 S5.6.2.4 Cultural Resources. Regionally, agricultural, industrial, and residential development 
54 have damaged or destroyed cultural resources. In addition, construction of dams  along the 
55 Columbia River has inundated many cultural resources and sites of significance to American 
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Increased recreational use  associated with the Wild and Scenic River designation and 

The potential for cumulative impacts to biological resources may best be evaluated by 



1 Indian tribes. Cultural resources on the Hanford Site have been preserved by access 
2 restrictions for the past 55 years. Preservation of the Hanford Reach as the last free-flowing 
3 stretch of Columbia River would also preserve cultural resources associated with the river. 
4 Loss of these sites through development of Hanford Site lands could lead to potentially 
5 significant impacts on the remaining cultural resources in the region. 
6 
7 The biological resources on the Hanford Site are also important to American Indian 
8 tribes for traditional subsistence uses. In addition, the Hanford Site includes religious sites 
9 important to American Indians. American Indian tribes with ties to the Hanford Site have long 

10 advocated the protection of these resources in their efforts to maintain their cultures and 
I 1  traditional life ways. Further losses of these resources could impact American Indian cultures 
12 associated with the Hanford Site. 
13 
14 
15 Columbia River, where cultural resources and traditional American Indian uses are 
16 concentrated. The No-Action Alternative has the greatest potential to affect these resources by 
17 allowing mining, grazing, or industrial development in the Columbia River Corridor. The 
18 Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Three, and Four would increase recreational access 
19 to the corridor,' which could result in impacts to cultural resources from unauthorized artifact 
20 collection, vandalism, and losses to riverbank and island erosion from boat wakes. 
21 
22 Industrial development under any of the alternatives has the potential to disturb 
23 archaeological and historic sites. Alternatives One and Two are least likely to result in 
24 cumulative impacts because these alternatives would minimize the amount of land designated 
25 for Industrial, Research and Development, and Industrial-Exclusive land uses. Ongoing 
26 remediation activities and some of the proposed projects listed in Table S-8 could also have 
27 cumulative effects on cultural resources. 
28 
29 Other cumulative impacts to American Indian cultures could occur under the No-Action 
30 Alternative and Alternative Three which, if permitted by DOE, would allow quarrying on basalt 
31 outcrops that are important religious and cultural sites. Alternative Two would designate most 
32 of the Hanford Site for Preservation to protect cultural resources and would be least likely to 
33 have cumulative impacts. 
34 
35 S5.6.25 Aesfhefic Resources. The large, undeveloped portions of the Hanford Site and 
36 features such as the basalt outcrops, Rattlesnake Mountain, the White Bluffs, and the Columbia 
37 River Corridor have aesthetic values that are unique to the region. Industrial development 
38 associated with past Hanford operations has altered some viewsheds. Future development of 
39 Hanford Site lands could further alter viewsheds and reduce the aesthetic value by increasing 
40 airborne particulate, 'odors, or other pollutants. 
41 
42 
43 Action Alternative, which would allow development of Hanford Site lands on a project-by-project 
44 basis. This alternative is more likely to result in the siting and construction of industrial 
45 developments in previously undisturbed viewsheds. Alternative Three could also have 
46 cumulative impacts to viewsheds by allowing, if permitted by DOE, quarrying on basalt 
47 outcrops, the conversion of native plant communities on the Wahluke Slope to crop land and 
48 orchards, and development of High-Intensity Recreational facilities adjacent to the Columbia 
49 River Corridor. Future industrial development under the Industrial-Exclusive land-use 
50 designation, along with proposed and planned actions listed in Table S-7, would have 
51 cumulative effects on viewsheds that would be similar under the alternatives being considered. 
52 
53 
54 associated with air quality. The conversion of much of the Wahluke Slope to agriculture would 
55 create a significant new source of fugitive dust from cultivated fields. Industrial development 

Potential cumulative impacts to cultural resources are most likely to occur along the 

The potential for cumulative impacts to viewsheds would be greatest under the No- 

Alternative Three also has the greatest potential for cumulative impacts on visibility 
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1 under this alternative as well as all other alternatives being considered could also result in new 
2 sources of industrial pollutants, which could further diminish visibility. 
3 
4 
5 the recreational experience associated with the Columbia River Corridor and other natural 
6 areas  on the Hanford Site. Cumulative increases in noise are  most likely occur under the No- 
7 Action Alternative, which could allow industrial development along the Columbia River. Mining 
8 along the river corridor, which could occur under the No-Action Alternative, could also increase 
9 noise impacts. Increases in High-Intensity Recreational land-use activities such as Alternative 

10 Three’s proposed destination resort and RV camps or  the DOE Preferred Alternative’s and 
11 Alternative Four’s proposed Tribal fishing camps, could also increase the noise along the river 
12 and distract from the aesthetic experience. 
13 
14 S5.6.3 Cumulative Socioeconomic Impacts 
15 
16 The economy of the area has in the past been strongly influenced by Hanford Site 
17 activities. Changes in the Site mission and reductions in Site activities have had negative 
18 impacts in the past. Recently, the area economy has become more diversified and less 
19 dependent on the Hanford Site. Future development of Hanford Site lands under multiple uses  
20 could accelerate the transition to a diversified economy. On the other hand, economic growth 
21 associated with future uses  of the Hanford Site could cumulatively increase demand for 
22 infrastructure and services. 
23 
24 
25 and negative, on socioeconomic conditions. On the positive side, Alternative Three would 
26 provide the most opportunities to develop alternate uses  of Hanford Site lands, maximizing the 
27 economic return. Alternative Three could have negative impacts on socioeconomic conditions 
28 by increasing the demand for services, including schools, law enforcement, and health and 
29 human services. Alternative Two has the least potential to have cumulative socioeconomic 
30 impacts because it would minimize future site development. 
31 
32 
33 infrastructure beyond the City of Richland’s capacity. . This potentially cumulative impact could 
34 occur under the DOE’S Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Three and Four because they 
35 have industrial land-use designations larger than the  City of Richland UGA. However, the 
36 impact would be the most under the No-Action Alternative, because no land-use plan would be 
37 available to assist government entities in anticipating and addressing increased demand. 
38 
39 S5.6.4 Cumulative Human Health Risk 
40 
41 Risks due  to exposure to residual contamination remaining after completion of CERCIA 
42 activities would be dependent on the level of access to any particular area where residual 
43 contamination remained. New wastes could be imported for disposal consistent with the  RODS 

45 May 1997). Health risks from the new wastes would be principally to workers and could include 
46 physical hazards and latent cancer fatalities from waste  management activities over the 20-year 
47 period of waste movements analyzed. Collective worker health risk estimates for the potential 
48 

Future development could also increase ambient noise levels, which would detract from 

Alternative Three has the greatest potential to have cumulative impacts, both positive 

Industrial development on Hanford Site lands could place increased demand on 

I 

I 
I 
I 

44 for the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental lmpact Statement (DOEIEIS-0200, I 

new wastes a re  one  fatality for Low-Level Mixed Waste, three fatalities for High-Level Waste, 
49 and up to four fatalities for Low-Level Waste, depending on whether Hanford is selected as a 
50 treatment or Low-Level Waste disposal site. Less than one  latent cancer fatality is estimated 

among the offsite population. These proposed waste management activities could greatly 
52 increase waste shipments entering or leaving the site. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

51 

53 
54 
55 under Alternative Three because it would provide greater access to more areas  and would 
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1 provide more opportunities for development of Hanford Site lands than would the other 
2 alternatives. Conversely, Alternative Two would have the least potential for cumulative human 
3 health risks, because it would provide the least access to Hanford Site lands. 
4 
5 Significant occupational risk to workers could occur under some industrial uses, under 
6 both the Industrial-Exclusive and Industrial land-use designations. Agriculture is also 
7 traditionally a high risk occupation (see Table S-4). Cumulative occupational risk would likely 
8 be the greatest under Alternative Three because of the large area designated for Agriculture 
9 and the higher level of use associated with the entire Hanford Site. Conversely, occupational 

10 risk would be lowest for Alternative Two because industrial risk would be limited to workers in 
1 I the 200 Areas (similar under all alternatives) and because Alternative Two designates the 
12 smallest area for Industrial development. 
13 
14 S5.7 Other NEPA Considerations 
15 
16 S5.7.7 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
17 
18 
19 feasible mitigation measures. The greatest potential for unavoidable adverse impacts is 
20 associated with more intensive land uses and the area extent of those uses in each alternative. 
21 These impacts would principally be associated with the degree of disturbance of sensitive 
22 habitats and loss of cultural resources. 
23 
24 S5.7.2 lrreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 
25 
26 
27 nonrenewable resources and the effects that consumption of those resources could have on 
28 future generations. Irreversible effects occur as a result of use or destruction of a resource 
29 (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time. Irretrievable 
30 resources commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be 
31 restored (e.g., extinction of a species or disturbance of a cultural site). This land-use plan 
32 would establish programmatic land-use policies and implementing procedures that would 

Unavoidable adverse impacts are impacts that would occur after implementation of all 

Irreversible and irretrievable (El) commitments of resources are related to use of 

33 influence how natural resources are consumed by specific projects in the future. After 
34 incorporating by reference the previous 1975 ERDA 1538 irreversible and irretrievable (I&I) 
35 commitments and other documented commitments into this EIS (see Section 1.2), future 

37 and CERCWRCRAINEPA integrated processes. 

40 S6.0 
41 Plan 

I 
I 
I 

I 
36 individual project land-use requirements would be I&I committed through the appropriate NEPA 

38 
39 

I 

Implementation of the Comprehensive Land-Use 

42 
43 
44 would be used by DOE to implement the CLUP following the Record of Decision for the Hanford 

46 

This section provides an overview of the policies and implementing procedures that I 

I 
I 

45 Comprehensive Land-Use Plan €nvironmental lmpact Statement (HCP EIS). 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

The DOE is expected to use this land-use plan in its decision-making process to 
establish what is the "highest and best use"3 of the land (41 CFR 101-47, Federal Property 
Management Regulations). The final selection of a land-use map, land-use policies and 
implementing procedures, would create the working CLUP when they are  adopted through the 
ROD for this EIS. 

Once adopted, the CLUP would provide the framework within which future use of the 
Hanford Site's lands and resources occurs. In developing the CLUP DOE will have 
considered the visions, goals, and objectives articulated by participants in the land-use planning 
process. This framework consists of four basic elements: 

12 
13 1. 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 2. 
19 
20 
21 
22 3. 
23 
24 
25 
26 4. 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

A final Hanford CLUP Land-Use Map, depicting land uses for the Site. The ROD 
for this EIS will select one of the alternative land-use maps presented in Chapter S3 
or will select a land-use map such as the new Preferred Alternative that combines 
features of several alternatives. 

Hanford CLUP Land-Use Definitions, describing the purpose, intent, and principal 
usets) of each of the land-use designations on the adopted CLUP map (see 
Table S-1). 

Hanford CLUP Po/M?s ,  directing land-use actions. These policies will help to 
ensure that individual actions of successive managers collectively advance the 
adopted CLUP map, goals, and objectives over time. 

Hanford CLUP Implementing Procedures, including: 

Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving Use Requests for 
consistency with the CLUP 

A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) consisting of representatives from DOE, 
the cooperating agencies and the affected Tribal governments 

Actions which, after plan adoption, shall be undertaken to align and coordinate 
existing and new "area" and "resource" management plans for the Site (e.g., the 
CCP for the ALE Reserve; fire; cultural and historical resources; and species 
management), with the policies and land-use designations of the CLUP. 

39 For all proposals and projects, the above procedures and actions would be integrated 
40 with existing DOE land-use review procedures (e.g., biological, cultural, and the NEPA), while 
41 DOE maintains control of the land. The DOE has the final determination and approval of all 
42 land-use decisions taking place on the Hanford-site land under DOE authority. 
43 

Section 10147.4909 of the Federal Property Management Regulations defines the "highest and 
best use" as that use to which a property can be put that produces the highest monetary return 
from the property, promotes its maximum value, or serves a public or institutional purpose. The 
"highest and best use" determination must be based upon the property's economic potential, 
qualitative values inherent in the property, and utilization factors affecting land use such as zoning, 
physical characteristics, other private and public uses in the vicinity, neighboring improvements, 
utility services, access, roads, location, and environmental and historical considerations. 

3 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
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I S6. I Definitions and Descriptions of Land-Use Map Designations 
2 
3 
4 occur on the Site. The definitions of the various land-use designations are provided in 
5 Table S-I. These land-use designations and their definitions and descriptions were co- 
6 developed by the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments. 
7 
8 S6.2 Definitions for Terms Relating to Plan Implementation 
9 
10 
11  the land-use policies to the land-use maps: 

The land-use designations of each alternative land-use map depict land uses that could 

The following three definitions - Allowable Use, Special Use, and Amendments - relate 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

Allowable Use - Any reservation of land for a physical development or land-use 
activity that is consistent with the land-use designation and policies of the land-use 
map and CLUP, or a specifically identified part of an approved area management 
plan (AMP), except for “Amendments” or uses that are identified as “Special Use.” 
Any new remediation project or support activity that is Categorically Excluded under 
DOE’s NEPA Regulations (10 CFR 1021) is an allowable use, except projects 
proposed in the Preservation designation. 

Special Use - Activities requiring further review and approval prior to being allowed. 
The following are special uses. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Any physical development or land-use activity in the Preservation designation. 

Any physical development or land-use activity in the Conservation designation 
that is not Categorically Excluded under DOE’s NEPA Regulations (10 CFR 
1021) 

AMPs outside of the 200, 300, and 400 Areas 

Any proposed new development that is inconsistent with the land-use 
designation of the adopted local counties’ or cities’ comprehensive plans for the 
Hanford Site 

Mining or grazing activities within areas designated for Conservation 

Any proposed new project that is located within an area that has a deed or 
covenant restriction as a result of the remediation process (e.g., institutional 
controls) 

Additions to or enlargements of preexisting, nonconforming uses 

Any proposed new project that establishes an exclusive use zone (EUZ) over 
lands not currently under an EUZ. 

Amendmenfs - Amendments are required for the following: 

1. Any change to the map land-use designation of an area 

2. Any change to CLUP policy 

3. Any change in the use of land or an existing facility to a use that is inconsistent 
with the land-use designation. 
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I 
2 
3 definitions include the following: 

Additionally, definitions are  used to define the terms of the land-use policies. These 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

Area Managemenf Plans (AMPs) - Management plans for specific geographic 
areas,  which may include specific resource management plans, mitigation 
strategies, and various uses  and facilities. An AMP shall be  consistent with the 
CLUP’s land-use designations and policies. 

Use Requesf - A Use Request is a proposal to use land or a facility for a n  activity 
different from what is currently occurring. Use Requests can include site 
preparations, leasing, granting right-of-ways, or any other land-use related activities. 

Policy- Policies are  statements of intent which direct decisions toward the 
accomplishment of adopted goals and objectives. Policies are  applied on a 
continuous basis and applied consistently over time. 

Pre-existing, Nonconforming Use - Any existing lawfully established use that is 
neither allowed nor conditionally permitted within a land-use designation, but exists 
therein, having been established prior to the CLUP land-use designation. 

Resource Management Plan (RMP) - An RMP contains adopted management 
standards and strategies for a specific resource. Generally, resources subject to 
RMPs are  not confined to geographically discrete areas  and they a r e  not static 
(i.e., their characteristics and conditions often vary in time and/or location across the 
Site). Examples of resources which have RMPs a re  biological resources (BRMaP), 
cultural resources (CRMP), and the  Bald Eagle Management Plan. The provisions 
of each RMP apply wherever its subject resource occurs on the Site, except for 
a reas  specifically exempted within the RMP itself. 

Several RMPs may apply within an  AMP. A single RMP may extend across several 
AMPs. Where a n  RMP exists within a n  AMP, the provisions of both must be 
integrated toward achieving their common objectives, consistent with land-use 
designations within which they occur. 

RL Manager- The RL Manager is the Manager of DOE’S Richland Operations 
Office (RL). 

RL Site Management Board (SMB) - The SMB is chaired by the Site Deputy 
Manager and comprises selected members of RL senior management staff. 

Real Esfate Officer (REO) - The REO, from the RL Site Services Division (SSD), is 
the single point of contact for reviewing, processing, and coordinating land-use 
activities on the Hanford Site. 

Shall- For the purpose of Chapter 6 of t h e  Final HCP EIS, “shall” refers to activities 
that would be  mandatory if adopted by the ROD. 

Should - For the purpose of Chapter 6 of the Final HCP EIS, “should” refers to 
activities that would be discretionary if adopted by the ROD. 

Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) - The SPAB is a n  advisory board to land- 
use  matters on the Hanford Site. The SPAB consists of representatives from the 
cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and affected Tribal governments. The 
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SPAB reviews Use Requests that are not “allowable uses” and makes 
recommendations to DOE. 

S6.3 Hanford CLUP Policies 

The Hanford CLUP policies connect all the CLUP elements. It is expected that the ROD 

Establish land-use mitigation procedures 

for this EIS would set forth the following policies: 

Establish hierarchies, priorities, and standards relating to land use, resource use, 
and values 

Integrate competing land and resource goals and objectives 

Provide reference points for addressing unanticipated circumstances and making 
actual Amendments to the CLUP when necessary 

Identify which RMPs or AMPs shall be considered for development or revision as 
part of the CLUP implementation. 

Land-use and resource-related decisions, actions, and programs should neither conflict 
with, nor be inconsistent with the adopted CLUP map and policies. Actions related to policies 
should be feasible and practical, and policies should be consistently applied on a continuous 
basis. 

The proposed Hanford CLUP policies are described below. They are a synthesis of 
stated values and objectives from DOE, the Future Site Uses Working Group, the Hanford 
Advisory Board, the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS public hearing and public meetings, 
cooperating agencies, consulting Tribal governments, and those associated with municipal and 
county land-use planning principles. 

S6.3. I Overall Policy 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Hanford Site: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Protect the Columbia River and associated natural and cultural resources and water 
quality. 

Wherever possible, locate new development, including clean-up and remediation- 
related projects, in previously disturbed areas. 

Protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources of the Hanford Site for the 
enjoyment, education, study, and use of future generations. 

Honor treaties with American Indian Tribes as they relate to land uses and resource 
uses. 

Reduce Exclusive Use Zone (EUZ) areas to maximize the amount of land available 
for alternate uses while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous 
operations. 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 8. As feasible and practical, remove pre-existing, nonconforming uses. 
8 
9 9. Facilitate cleanup and waste management. 

10 
11 S6.3.2 Protection of Environmental Resources 

6. Allow access for other uses (e.g., recreation) outside of active waste management 
areas, consistent with the land-use designation. 

7. Ensure that a public-involvement process is used for amending the CLUP and land- 
use designations to respond to changing conditions. 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
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The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. Implement DOE’s Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE P 430.1) which is to protect 
and sustain native species and their habitats on the Site. The Conservation and 
Preservation land-use designations are the primary land-use controls to accomplish 
this policy. Within the Conservation and Preservation designations, land uses  shall 
be consistent with the purpose of the designation and significant impacts shall be 
mitigated. Implementation mechanisms such as the Draft Hanford Site Biological 
Resources Management Plan (BRMaP), the Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources 
Mitigation Strategy Plan (BRMiS), the Hanford Site Ground- Water P rotection 
Management Plan, and cultural management plans augment these designations for 
development review and approval sitewide. Developments for public access and 
recreation should be according to adopted AMPs depicting management of use, and 
siting of support facilities. 

2. Within land-use designations other than Conservation and Preservation, mitigate 
significant unavoidable (residual) impacts at locations by enhancing habitats within 
the Conservation or Preservation designations. To accomplish this, undertake the 
following actions: 

a. Modify the BRMaP and BRMiS to be consistent with this policy and with 
implementing procedures. 

b. Review habitat management plans to redirect their mitigation actions and 
strategies, where necessary and possible, to the established Conservation and 
Preservation areas. 

c. Consider provisions for the protection of “vulnerable aggregations,” as defined by 
the WDRN, for nongame species wherever they occur on the Site. 

3. Require that projects have reasonable setbacks from the Preservation and 
Conservation features of importance. 

a. Within all land-use designations, require that land not be cleared until a specific 
project has  been approved consistent with DOE’s NEPA Regulations (1 0 CFR 
1021). 

50 S6.3.3 Protection of Cultural Resources 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. Implement DOE’s Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE P 430.1) which is to protect 
and sustain cultural resources on the Site. The conservation and Preservation land- 
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10 
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12 
13 
14 
15 S6.3.4 Sifing New Development 
16 
17 

use designations are the primary land-use controls to accomplish this policy. The 
CRMP addresses those actions where land-use controls are not the appropriate 
mitigation (Le., if a cultural resource is found in an Industrial designation, provisions 
of the CRMP would be applied to mitigate impacts to the resource). Within the 
Conservation and Preservation designations, land uses shall be consistent with the 
purpose of the designation and significant impacts mitigated. Implementation 
mechanisms such as the CRMP, and habitat management plans augment these 
designations for site-wide reviewing and approving proposed development. 
Developments for public access and recreation should be according to adopted 
AMPs depicting management of use, and siting of support facilities. 

2. Proposed developments within all areas should be reviewed consistent with the 
BRMaP and the CRMP, and reflected in the applicable AMP. 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 
18 
19 1. 
20 
21 
22 2. 
23 
24 
25 
26 3. 
27 
28 
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33 4. 
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35 
36 
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46 

Locate and approve new developments in areas consistent with the adopted Hanford 
CLUP. 

Locate proposed projects, as feasible and practical, in those areas of the Hanford 
Site where the adopted CLUP and the local cities' and counties' land-use maps are 
consistent. 

Within all land-use designations, previously disturbed areas (as identified by the 
BRMaP and CRMP) should be developed first, followed by the acreages with the 
least sensitive biological and cultural resources. Within the site plan of any 
proposed new development, the acreages with the most sensitive biological and 
cultural resources should be worked into natural open space for landscaping, 
buffers, natural drainage areas, etc. 

Focus on using existing infrastructure and developed areas for new projects within a 
land-use designation. 

a. Locate new development in close proximity to existing infrastructure unless a 
project requires an isolated site away from incompatible uses. 

b. Concentrate development on or adjacent to existing infrastructure. Where 
extensions of infrastructure are necessary, minimize the extension of 
infrastructure into undeveloped areas. 

c. Site, plan, and design development to avoid significant impacts on resources. 
Mitigate unavoidable impacts through design to minimize impacts and mitigation 
costs associated with biological, cultural, air and groundwater resources. 

47 S6.3.5 Utility and Transporfafion Corridors 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. With to-be-identified exception(s), existing utility and transportation corridor right-of- 
ways are the preferred routes for expanded capacity and new infrastructure. 

2. Existing utility corridors that are in actual service, clearly delineated, and of defined 
width, are not considered "nonconforming" uses in any land-use designation. 
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1 3. Utility corridors and systems without the characteristics of number two (above) a re  
2 considered to be nonconforming uses  and shall be  identified in the applicable RMP 
3 or AMP. 
4 
5 4. Avoid the establishment of new utility corridors within the Conservation and 
6 Preservation designations unless the use of an  existing corridor(s) is infeasible or 
7 impractical. 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 areas. 
13 
14 S6.3.6 Economic Development and Diversification 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 . 2. Protection and maintenance of existing functional infrastructure and utilities for use 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 S6.4 
34 
35 
36 augmented with a SPAB consisting of representatives from the cooperating agencies and 
37 affected Tribal governments (Figure S-31). 
38 
39 
40 procedures be  integrated with and addressed at the threshold decision points of all 
41 
42 includes contracts and budget proposals that directly or indirectly affect land use  on the Site so 
43 they will not create conflicts with the CLUP, or fail to forward its map and policy objectives 
44 where the opportunity and ability to do so  exists. 
45 
46 
47 undertaken to ensure that the plan is implemented. The objectives of these actions a r e  as 
48 follows: 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

5. Avoid the location of new above-ground utility corridors and systems in the 
immediate viewshed of an  American Indian sacred site. Prioritize for removal, as 
funding is available, existing nonconforming utility corridors and systems in such 

The CLUP policy would promote the following for the Site: 

1. Multiple land uses  for both the private and public sector. 

in economic development and Site transition. 

3. Future Federal missions and programs, consistent with the  provisions of the  CLUP. 

4. Protection of natural, historic, and cultural resources to assure continued biodiversity 
and cultural values as essential elements of a recreation and tourism economy. 

5. Reduction or elimination of existing conditions which are  impediments to the 
realization of the land-use designations (e.g., scattered withdrawn Public Domain 
land, contamination, and nonconforming and abandoned developments). 

Organizafional Sfrucfure and Procedure for Review and Approval of Use Requesfs 

The existing organizational structure within DOE would implement the Hanford CLUP, 1 

It is recommended that the CLUP land-use map, land-use policies and implementing 

authorizations, operational plans (e.g., the current Hanford Strategic Plan), and actions. This 1 

After the HCP EIS ROD is approved, the actions presented in this section would be 1 

To streamline and integrate procedures for project review, including ensuring project 
consistency with the plan, pre-planning for large areas, siting new developments, 
providing and using infrastructure and utilities, managing resources, notifying the 
public, and conducting environmental review. 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 efficiently implement the CLUP. 
8 
9 

10 Federal agencies, Tribes, and local cities and counties to jointly accomplish planning goals, 
1 I 
12 the  Site. 
13 

To make decisions on the use  of lands and resources on the Site within the frame- 
work of existing DOE legal and administrative procedures, with a n  implementation 
process that parallels, and efficiently coordinates with local land-use regulatory 
processes, and provides similar accountability and tracking. 

To make adjustments in existing DOE administrative structures as necessary to 

Achieving these objectives is essential to accomplishing DOE missions and working with 

economic transition, institutional controls, long-term site stewardship, and multiple uses  of I 

Summary S-I 14 Final EIS 



I Figure S-37, Organizational Structure for CLUP 
3 Implementation. 
4 

REVIEW OF P R O P O S E D  PROJECT AS A USE REQUEST' f PROJECT REVIEW UNDER NEPAL 
CERCLA, RCRA AND S E P A  

Estate Officer (REO) receives application for proposed project 
initiates processing, which includes determining whether the proposal 

is an Allowable Use. Special Use. or Amendment to the Plan. 
Where appropriate, as part of project review, the REO obtains 

recommendations from the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB). 

i 
A REO forwards DOE'S Recommendation * v  
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= Area Management Plan 
= Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilify Act of 1980 
= Categorical Exclusion 
= Environmental Assessment 
= Finding of No Significant Impact 
= Environmental Impact Statement 
= National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
= Resource Conservafion and Recovery Act of 1976 
= Record of Decision 
= State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 

' I  
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Cooperafing Agencies: U.S. Department of the Interior (Bureau of Land Management, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service); Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties; and the City of Richland, Washington 

Consulfing Tribal Governments: Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

Tifle: Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement 
(HCP EIS), Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Confacfs: For further information on this EIS call or contact: 

Thomas W. Ferns, HCP EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
(509) 372-0649 or thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
Fax: (509) 376-4360 

P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

For general information on DOES National €nvironmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) process, 
call 1-800-472-2756 to leave a message, or contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 
Policy and Assistance (EH-42)’ U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue SW, 
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 586-4600. 

Absfract The DOE prepared this Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental 
Impact Statement (HCP EIS) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with 
implementing a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site for at least the next 50 years. 
With the exception of the required No-Action Alternative, each of the six alternatives presented 
represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local agency’s Preferred Alternative. Each alternative is 
presented separately. The DOE’S Preferred Alternative anticipates multiple uses of the Hanford 
Site, including: consolidating Waste Management operations in the Central Plateau, allowing 
industrial development in the eastern and southern portions of the Site, increasing recreational 
access to the Columbia River, and expanding the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to 
include all of the Wahluke Slope and ALE (managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

The Hanford Site occupies 1,517 square kilometers (km2) (586 square miles [mi2]) in 
southeastern Washington. Today, the Hanford Site has diverse missions associated with 
environmental restoration, Waste Management, and Science and Technology. These missions 
have resulted in the growing need for a comprehensive, long-term approach to planning and 
development for the Site. 

Public Commenfs: The Final EIS is a revision of the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive- Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) published in 
April 1999 and responds to comments received in writing and at public hearings. The Final EIS 
is being transmitted to commenting agencies and individuals, made available to the public, and 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A DOE decision on proposed actions will 
not be made earlier than 30 days after EPA issues a public notice of availability for the Final 
EIS. The DOE will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register. 
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Foreword 

Objective of fhe €IS 

This Final HCP EIS was  prepared by the Department of Energy (DOE) and its nine 
cooperating and consulting agencies to develop a comprehensive land-use plan (CLUP) for the 
Hanford Site. The DOE will use the Final HCP EIS as a basis for a Record of Decision (ROD) 
on a CLUP for the Hanford Site. While development of the CLUP will be complete with release 
of the HCP EIS ROD, full implementation of the CLUP is expected to take at  least 50 years. 

Implementation of the CLUP will begin a more detailed planning process for land-use 
and facility-use decisions a t  the Hanford Site. The DOE will u se  the CLUP to screen proposals. 
Eventually, management of Hanford Site areas  will move toward the CLUP land-use goals. 
This CLUP process could take more than 50 years to fully achieve the land-use goals. 

The final CLUP will consist of the following: 

A Final Land-Use Map, depicting the desired future patterns of land use on the Hanford Site. 
This map will be one of the alternative land-use maps presented in the EIS, or a map that 
combines features of several of the alternatives maps such as the new Preferred Alternative 
based on public comment. 

Land-Use Definitions, describing the purpose, intent, and principal use(s) of each land-use 
designation on the final CLUP map. 

Land-Use Policies, directing land-use actions. These policies will help to ensure that individual 
actions of successive managers collectively advance the adopted CLUP map, goals, and 
objectives over time. 

Land-Use Implementing Procedures, including: 

e Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving requests for use of Hanford Site 
lands. 

e A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), consisting of representatives from DOE, the 
cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and the affected Tribes, to evaluate and 
make recommendations on development proposals and land-use requests. It is 
anticipated that some requested activities will be permitted under the plan, but that 
others will need to be modified or required to incorporate mitigation to reduce potential 
impacts. 

e New or revised “area” and “resource” management plans for the Site aligned and 
coordinated with the new land-use maps, policies and procedures of the adopted CLUP. 

’Vertical lines in the margins like these to the right indicate where changes have been made 
since the publication of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS in April, 1999. 

Foreword Foreword-I Final HCP EIS 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

Integration of the CLUP 

The process described above would be  integrated with existing DOE land-use review 
procedures (e.g., the Draft Biological Resources Management Plan and the Draft Cultural 
Resources Management Plan). The final CLUP map, policies, and implementing procedures 
would be  integrated with and addressed at the threshold decision points of all authorizations, 
operational plans, and actions, including contracts and budget proposals that directly or 
indirectly affect land use  so that they would not create unintentional conflicts with the CLUP, or 
fail to advance CLUP objectives where the opportunity and ability to do so exists. I 

The DOE would have the final approval of all land-use decisions taking place on the 
Hanford Site while under DOE responsibility. The DOE Richland Operations Office would 
coordinate review of Hanford land development and land-use requests and determine, with 
input from the SPAB, whether a request represents an allowable use, special use, or whether 
the request would require an  amendment to the CLUP. 

Cooperating Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments 

The nine cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments that participated in 
the preparation of this Final HCP EIS are  the US. Department of the Interior (Bureau of Land I 
Management [BLM], Bureau of Reclamation [BoR], and the U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
[USWS]);  the City of Richland, Washington; Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; the Nez 
Perce Tribe, Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management; and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). 

The HCP €IS Alternatives 

Six land-use alternatives (including the No-Action) were developed by the  nine 
Cooperating Agencies and Consulting Tribal Governments using common land-use 
designations and definitions. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, each of the  six 
alternatives presented represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local agency’s Preferred 
Alternative. 

No-Action Alternative. This alternative, developed by DOE in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 7969 (NEPA), presents the current status of land use a t  the 
Hanford Site and represents no change from current land-management processes or 
intergovernmental relationships with the cooperating agencies. Specific land-use decisions for 
Hanford would continue to be  made  under the NEPA process and the Tri-Party Agreement, 
based on the current Hanford Strategic Plan (Mission Plan) and on a project-by-project basis. I 
DOE’S Preferred Alternative. DOE’S Preferred Alternative anticipates multiple uses  of the  
Hanford Site, including anticipated future DOE missions, non-DOE Federal missions, and other 
public and private-sector land uses. The DOE Preferred Alternative would do the following: 

e For the cleanup mission - Consolidate Waste Management operations on 50.1 km2 
(20 mi2) in the Central Plateau of the Site. 

e For the economic development mission - Allow industrial development in the eastern 
and southern portions of Hanford and increase recreational access to the  Columbia 
River. 
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e For the Natural Resource Trustee mission - Expand the existing Saddle Mountain 
National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope) of the Site, 
consistent with the 1994 Hanford Reach EIS and 1996 Hanford Reach ROD; place the 
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) under USFWS 
management by permit so it may be included in the overlay wildlife refuge, add McGee 
Ranch to the overlay wildlife refuge; and ensure that, where practicable, withdrawn BLM 
lands are clean enough to support BLM's multiple-use mandate. 

Alfernafive One (Natural Resource Trusfee). The USFWS's alternative emphasizes a 
Federal stewardship role for managing the natural resources at Hanford. This alternative 
considers these resources in a regional context, and would expand the existing Saddle 
Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope (North Slope), the 
Riverlands, McGee Ranch, and the ALE Reserve (e.g., all of the Hanford lands north and east 
of the Columbia River and west of State Highways 24 and 240). The vision of Alternative One 
is to conserve the Hanford Site shrub-steppe ecosystem and protect the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River. 

Alternative Two (Nez Perce Tribe, Environmental Resforation and Wasfe Management 
Deparfmenf). This Nez Perce alternative calls for preservation of natural and cultural 
resources and traditional Tribal use at the Site. Future DOE missions would be constrained to 
the Central Plateau, 300 Area, and 400 Area. Both this alternative and Alternative Four 
(developed by the CTUIR) reflect Tribal visions and views of Tribal members' treaty rights and 
traditional Tribal uses of Hanford lands. The Tribes and DOE have "agreed to disagree" on the 
interpretation of treaty rights on Hanford lands in the interest of moving the EIS process 
forward. Each party reserves the right to assert its respective interpretation of treaty rights at 
Hanford. 

Alternative Three (Cifies and Counfies). This local governments' alternative is based on the 
individual planning efforts of local agencies and organizations including Benton County, 
Franklin County, Grant County, and the City of Richland. Alternative Three recognizes the 
potential that land use at the Hanford Site has in relation to economic development. Alternative 
Three would allow dryland (non-irrigated) agricultural and grazing activities, and irrigated 
agriculture on the Hanford Site. The land-use designations contained in Alternative Three were 
developed consistent with local availability of infrastructure, nearness of urban areas, soils 
capabilities, and current use patterns. 

Alternafive Four (Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservafion, CTUIR). This 
CTUIR alternative calls for preservation of natural resources and areas of religious importance 
to the CTUIR as well as traditional Tribal use at the Site. Both this alternative and Alternative 
Two (developed by the Nez Perce Tribe, Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
Department) reflect Tribal visions and views of Tribal members' treaty rights and traditional 
Tribal uses of Hanford lands. The Tribes and DOE have "agreed to disagree" on the 
interpretation of treaty rights on Hanford lands in the interest of moving the EIS process 
forward. Each party reserves the right to assert its respective interpretation of treaty rights at 
Hanford. 

Public Comment 

The DOE received more than 400 comment letters, 30 E-mails, and 86 transcript 
comments from four public hearings on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The DOE also accepted a 
binder with 922 endorsements for the Wild and Scenic River (with the inclusion of a Wahluke 
Wildlife Refuge) that were collected for the Department of the Interior's Hanford Reach EIS in 
1994. More than 200 request forms for farmland on the Wahluke Slope (also generated for the 
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Hanford Reach EIS in 1994) were accepted in the s a m e  spirit. Each of these signature- 
gathering efforts were assigned only one comment number. Based on the  public comment 
received, the following changes have been made to the DOE’S Pt-eferred Alternative: 

0 All Conservation (Mining and Grazing) has been changed to Conservation (Mining). 
The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has been extended to 0 

include the ALE Reserve, the Riverlands, and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in 
Benton County. The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge will be a n  overlay 
wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE), and that DOE retains the right to 
mine the  ALE insert for cover materials. 

given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to 
manage the Refuge. 

Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the White Bluffs 
Memorial. 

eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have 
been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access. 

Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River 

0 A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge will be  

The White Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One  and Three) has been added to the 

The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could 

A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the 

0 

. 
0 

In addition to changes made to the Preferred Alternative, and the identifying of 
Alternative O n e  as the environmentally preferable alternative, many other changes were made 
to the  document updating items, refining analyses, and correcting errors. Each change in the 
Final EIS from the  Revised Draft EIS is identified by vertical line on the outside margin of the 
page such as the one that accompanies this paragraph. 
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Preamble 
In response to public comment, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has changed the I 

name of this environmental impact statement (EIS) from the Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HW-EIS) to the 
Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS (HCP EIS). In the Notice of Intent in 1992, 

I 
I 

establishing future land uses  was  listed as one  of the HRA-EIS objectives. Since that time, 
various considerations have led to this Final HCP EIS in which future land use  is now the EIS's 
main objective. To reflect this reduction in scope  from the 7996 Draft HRA-EIS, DOE solicited 

I 
I 

comments on the proposed name change (as well as the contents), and in response to 
comments has changed the name to the HCP EIS. 

I 
I 

Originally, this EIS was  intended to provide a n  environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) for all aspects of the developing Hanford 
Environmental Restoration Project. The document, however, no longer directly considers 
remediation issues. Instead, remediation issues a re  now integrated into specific Tri-Party 
Agreement remediation decision documents. Remediation decisions a re  made by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and the State  of Washington, as lead regulatory agencies, 
and DOE as lead implementing agency. The DOE does expect that the EIS process will assist 
Hanford remediation efforts by determining reasonably foreseeable land uses  and establishing 
land-use decision-making processes to ensure the viability of any future institutional control that 
might be  required. 
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Coordinated land-use planning is one of the many trustee responsibilities the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) has, as a Federal agency holding Federal assets. This Final 
Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan ,Environmental lmpacf Statement (HCP EIS) considers 
several land uses for the Hanford Site planned for at least the next 50 years. As Hanford 
cleanup progresses through the next 40 years, cleanup Records of Decision (RODS) issued 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCIA) and decisions made through the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
(RCRA) permitting process will impact some areas within the proposed land uses. Likewise, 
other DOE missions, such as research and development (R&D), might be collocated at Hanford 
because of DOES continued Federal presence as the long-term caretaker of CERCWRCRA 
or low-level waste (LLW) disposal sites. Other DOE missions ,such as economic development 
or even other Federal mandates such as natural resource protection, could also impact Hanford 
land uses. 

As with all Federal activities, where, when, and how quickly Hanford waste sites are 
remediated and proposed land uses are achieved depends on Congressional funding. It is 
DOE'S responsibility to include in its annual budget request sufficient funds for applicable 
environmental requirements. The Tri-Party Agreement, which defines the schedule for clean- 
up activities at the Hanford Site is one source of such requirements, and is itself dependent on 
Congressional funding. These cleanup activities are an important factor in determining when, 
or even if, proposed land uses might be fulfilled. 

The DOE has prepared this HCP EIS to evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
associated with implementing a comprehensive land-use plan (CLUP) for the Hanford Site for at 
least the next 50 years. The DOE is expected to use this land-use plan in its decision-making 
process to establish what is the "highest and best use" of the land (41 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 101 -47, "Federal Property Management Regulations"). The final selection of 
a land-use map, land-use policies, and implementing procedures would create the working 
CLUP when they are adopted through the ROD for this EIS. 

Creating this land-use plan benefits DOE in several ways: 

As a Natural Resource Trustee, DOE is encouraged by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) to further the goals of biodiversity and actively manage 
the land's intrinsic resources. 

Federal law and Executive Orders require that executive agencies hold only that 
land necessary to economically and efficiently support agency  mission^.^ 

* Vertical lines in the margins like these to the right indicate where changes have been made 
since the publication of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS in April, 1999. 

Specifically, Executive Order 12512, federal Real Property Managernenf, requires executive agencies to ensure 
the effective use of real property in support of mission-related activities. Also, to stimulate the identification and 
reporting of excess real property and to achieve maximum utilization, the federal Property and Adrninisfrafive 
Setvices Act of 1949, as amended, requires all executive agencies to periodically review their real property holdings. 
These reviews identify property which is "not needed," "underutilized," or "not being put to optimum use." Property 
determined to be excess should be promptly reported to the Federal General Services Administration (DOE 1997b). 
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DOE is required to develop a future use plan for the Hanford Site by 42 U.S.C. 
7274k (Public Law 104-201 , Section 31 53, National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 7997). 

DOE’S Land- and Facility-Use Po/icy is to develop a comprehensive plan to support 
the Department’s critical missions, stimulate the economy, and protect the 
environment. 

A land-use plan provides a means for coordinating planning and plan 
implementation with Tribal governments and local jurisdictions, as well as facilitating 
site and infrastructure transition and privatization activities. 

A land-use plan formed with cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments establishes a planning baseline for the Hanford Site in a regional 
context, from which DOE and stakeholders can deliberate from, and depart on new 
future directions. 

Completing this HCP EIS and subsequent publication of the ROD finalizes the 
Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (Working Group) process begun in 1992 
as scoping for this EIS. 

This land-use plan can be used by the regulators to establish goals for the 
CERCWRCRA cleanup (Le., remediation) processes (see Table 1-3). Remediation 
will be conducted under CERC WRCRA authority. If the remediation process 
cannot support the proposed land use within the National Contingency Plan’s 
(NCP’s) I O 4  to risk range, then this EIS contains a proposed process for 
changing the “highest and best use” of the land while maintaining institutional 
controls (see Chapter 6). 

In this EIS, DOE is working with Tribal governments and Federal, state, and local 
agencies to develop several land-use alternatives - specifically, the potential environmental 
consequences associated with each alternative - for at least the next 50-year time frame. 
These individual land-use plans, together with a common set of policy statements, represent 
the distinct alternatives developed by the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments on this document. The cooperating agencies are the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (Dol), which includes the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation 
(BoR), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; and 
the City of Richland. The consulting Tribal governments are the Ne+ Perce Tribe Department 
of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (Nez Perce Tribe) and the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). 

With the exception of the required No-Action Alternative, each alternative presented 
represents a Tribal, Federal, state, or local agency’s Preferred Alternative. Each alternative is 
presented independently. Effort was taken to present each alternative with equal measure to 
encourage public comment. 

This CLUP’s authority is limited to as long as DOE retains legal control of some portion 
of the real estate. This EIS does not contain any new mechanisms or preferences regarding 
the transfer of land, but with input from the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments, this EIS would continue to be useful for considering proposals regarding Hanford 
lands that might be transferred beyond the control of DOE. This EIS is not focused on land 
transfer, but rather speaks to the integrated use and management of land and resources 
independent of who owns the land. Land transfer is a complicated and separate process from 
the CLUP and once property leaves DOE control, DOE has no more authority over the use of 
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that land unless the property was conveyed with deed or other legal restrictions. For more 
information about the process for transferring property, see Section 1.4.3. 

The HCP EIS provides environmental review for the following DOE actions: 

Designation of existing and future land uses, and land-use policies and 
implementing procedures, through the adoption of a CLUP for the Hanford Site. 

Incorporation of site-specific CERCLA RODS into a regional land-use planning 
process. 

7. I Historic Background 

The Hanford Site is a geographically diverse land area in southeastern Washington 
State. A large area of pristine shrub-steppe habitat, the Hanford Site is bisected by the last 
free-flowing stretch of the Northwest‘s Columbia River. In contrast, the Hanford Site is also 
included on the CERCLA National Priorities List (NPL) of contaminated sites. About 4 percent 
of the Site is surface contaminated, and 30 percent of the Site overlays contaminated 
groundwater from the past production of defense nuclear materials. 

The Hanford Site occupies 1,517 square kilometers (km’) (586 square miles [mi’]) in the 
southeastern portion of the State of Washington (see text box, “How Big is /-/anford?” and 
Figure 1-1, Location of the Hanford Site). Figure 1-2 shows the names and locations of local 
landmarks that are referenced throughout this EIS. Within the geographic boundary of the Site, 
there are 36.42 km’ (14.1 mi’) of Columbia River surface water and one section (1 mi’) of land 
owned by the State of Washington. Established by the Federal government in 1943, the 
Hanford Site is owned by the Federal government and is managed by the U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL). 

1.1.1 Early Land Use of the Region 

The Hanford Site is located within the 
Pasco Basin, a unique feature of the Columbia 
Plateau. The basin is the only area along the 
mid-Columbia River where the river is not 
confined within a gorge. Instead, the river is 
bounded by wide expanses of uplands. During 
the pre-contact era, these uplands contained 
abundant natural resources, including native 
plants, wildlife, and geologic resources. In 
addition, the Pasco Basin is where the Snake 
River and the Yakima River join the Columbia 
River, providing a wealth of riparian areas as well 
as an excellent means of transportation 
throughout the semiarid inland northwest. These 
rivers once contained enormous fisheries of 
salmon, steelhead, sturgeon, eels, freshwater 
clams, and other aquatic resources. 

How Big is ffanford? 

ivalents. The DOE‘S 

Order 12770, Metric Usage in Federal Government 
Programs”; the Mefric Conversion Act of 7975 (Public 

and various ?itle 15, olations. 
taw 94-168, as arne 00-418.); 
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These physical features of the Pasco Basin made the basin highly attractive to 
American Indian Tribes. Archeologic evidence has demonstrated their presence in the area for 
more than 10,000 years. Tribal oral histories confirm that Tribes have been in the  region for a 

fishing and fish processing sites, hunting areas, plant gathering areas,  and religious sites, while 
upland areas  were used for hunting, plant gathering, religious practices, and overland 
transportation. 

very great period of time. The near-shore areas  of these rivers contain many village sites, I 

For at least the past several thousand years, the Pasco Basin was  a major economic 
hub in the larger Columbia River Basin trading region. The Pasco Basin's location along the 
main travel corridor between Puget Sound and the Great Plains meant American Indian Tribes 
in the area were extensively involved in inter-regional economic activity. As a result, the  Pasco 
Basin was relatively densely populated and contained a diversity of Tribes and bands 
(Figure 1-3). 

The arrival of the horse in the region around the year 1700 greatly increased the 
distances that could be  traveled by individuals and by Tribes and bands, further increasing the 
intensity of trade, warfare, and other interaction between groups. The arrival of the horse also 
initiated a period during which American Indians of the region began keeping large herds of 
domesticated horses. 

The  first European-American trappers and traders began arriving in the region around 
1800. Their goals were to acquire furs to sell in Asia and Europe. Lewis and Clark arrived in 
the fall of I805 to establish the United States' territorial claim to the region. Trapping 
organizations such as t h e  Hudson's Bay Company and the Northwest Bay Company became 
increasingly active in the years after the  Lewis and Clark expedition. These arrivals were 
followed by Catholic and Protestant missionaries. Catholic missionaries briefly established a 
mission a t  Columbia Point (the confluence of the Yakima and Columbia Rivers). Although the 
Oregon Trail w a s  established in 1843, and large numbers of non-Indians came to the Northwest 
via that trail, very few settled in the Pasco Basin, preferring instead to continue on to the 
Willamette Valley of Oregon. 

In 1855, Governor Isaac Stevens, representing the United States government, and Joel 
Palmer, U.S. Superintendent of Indian Affairs, negotiated treaties with many of the American 
Indian Tribes in the region (see Appendix A). These treaties called for the relocation of those 
Tribes to permanent reservations located away from the Pasco Basin. The Tribes retained in 
their treaties, however, the right of taking fish a t  all "usual and accustomed" places; erecting 
buildings for curing; and to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock on "open and unclaimed 
lands" where they traditionally had conducted these activities. To this day, American Indians 
travel to the Pasco Basin to use  its resources. 

There were other exceptions to the relocation of American Indians. Peopeomoxmox, a 
Walla Walla negotiator of the treaty between the United States and the Cayuse, Walla Walla, 
and Umatilla Tribes, retained in that document the right to operate a trading post where the 
Columbia River and Yakima River join a t  Columbia Point. In addition, the Wanapum Band, 
which did not negotiate a treaty with the United States, remained resident in the Pasco Basin. 
Nevertheless, over the following 88 years, the Wanapum came under ever-increasing pressure 
as non-Indian homesteaders seized much of their lands. 
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Significant non-Indian settlement of the region began relatively late. In 1888, small 
irrigation companies and farmer cooperatives began to develop irrigation systems in the 
Columbia Basin. The agricultural economy of the region saw upswings and downswings, from 
agricultural price increases during World Wars I and 11, drought during the 1920s, and the Great 
Depression during the  1930s. While, principally, non-Indian farmers lived on the adjacent 
private lands, members of the Wanapum Band continued to reside on portions of the future 
Hanford Site that remained in Federal ownership. In 1942, approximately 19,000 people lived 
in Benton and Franklin counties. Pasco was  the largest population center, with approximately 
3,900 people (Gerber 1992). The City of Richland had a population of approximately 200 
people (Relander 1956). 

In the 194Os, almost all of the land that would at some time be considered part of the 
Hanford Site was being used for crops or grazing. More than 88 percent (about 152,971 ha 
[378,000 ac]) w a s  sagebrush range land interspersed with volcanic outcroppings, where some  
18,000 to 20,000 sheep grazed during winter and spring. Some 11 percent (almost 19,830 ha 
[49,000 ac]) w a s  farmland, much of it irrigable but not all under cultivation. Less than 1 percent 
(less than 809 ha [2,000 ac]) consisted of town plots, right of ways, school sites, cemeteries, 
and similarly used land, most of it in or near the  three small communities of Richland, Hanford, 
and White Bluffs (Jones 1985). 

More than one-third of the Hanford area at  the time was government-owned. The 
Federal government owned nearly 28,733 ha (71,000 ac); the State of Washington more than 
18,211 ha (45,000 ac); and the five local counties (Le., Benton, Yakima, Grant, Franklin, and 
Adams) about 16,592 ha (41,000 ac). More than 91,054 ha (225,000 ac) belonged to private 
individuals or to corporate organizations, including more than 2,428 ha (6,000 ac) owned by 
several irrigation districts (Jones 1985). Figure 1-4 provides an  example of pre-Hanford Benton 
County lands in 1943. 

7.7.2 Establishment of  the Hanford Site 

The entry of the U.S. into World War I I  and the race to develop a n  atomic bomb led to a 
search for a suitable place to locate plutonium production and purification facilities. The U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) selected the site near the towns of White Bluffs and 
Hanford because of the  remote location, good climate, and, most importantly, t h e  abundant 
supply of hydroelectric power and clean water from the Columbia River. The selection was 
made in early 1943 and land acquisition proceedings began. The War Department began with 
condemnation of private lands, followed by appraisals, negotiations, and payments to 
landowners. S o m e  property owners protested the offered purchase prices and won larger 
settlements through the courts. Originally, 1,605 km2 (620 mi2) were acquired through a 
combination of withdrawal of lands from the Public Domain and the acquisition of state and 
privately owned lands. The towns of Hanford and White Bluffs were vacated, the Wanapum 
were relocated to above the Priest Rapids area,  and Richland was  transformed into a 
government town. The U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) leased an  additional 70,000 ha 
(1 73,000 ac) as secondary control zones. These secondary zones were released in 1953 and 
1958. 

For more than 40 years, the primary mission at Hanford was  associated with the 
production of nuclear materials for national defense. Land management and development 
practices a t  the Hanford Site were driven by resource needs for nuclear production, chemical 
processing, Waste  Management, and R&D activities. The DOE developed infrastructure and 
facility complexes to accomplish this work, but large tracts of land used as protective buffer 
zones for safety and security purposes remained undisturbed. These buffer zones preserved a 
biological and cultural resource setting unique in the Columbia Basin region. 

Introduction 1-8 Final HCP EIS I 



3 
3 
4 

Figure 1-4. Pre-Hanford Benton Countv Lands = 1943. 

Final HCP EIS 1-9 Introduction I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

1.1.3 Change in Mission from Defense Production fo Environmental Resforafion 

In the late 1980s, the primary DOE mission changed from defense materials production 
to environmental restoration. In 1989, DOE entered into the Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) (Ecology et al. 
1989). This agreement is intended to accomplish the following: 

Define EPA's CERCLA cleanup provisions for remediation of hazardous substances. 

Define the RCRA waste treatment, storage, and disposal requirements and 
corrective actions for hazardous waste management as administered by Ecology. 

Establish the responsibilities for each agency (DOE, EPA, and Ecology). 

Establish milestones for achieving remediation and regulatory compliance. 

The DOE expects that CERCWRCRA authority will be used to remediate a reas  of the 
Hanford Site consistent with applicable requirements to support "highest and best use" land 
use. If the remediation process cannot support the proposed land use  within the NCP's I O 4  to 
I O a  risk range, then this EIS contains a proposed process for changing the "highest and best 
use" of the land (see Chapter 6). 

Today, the Hanford Site has a diverse set of missions associated with environmental 
restoration, Waste Management, and Science and Technology. These missions have resulted 
in the growing need for a comprehensive, long-term approach to planning and development for 
the Site. Additionally, DOE'S Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE 1994b); DOE Order 430.1, 
Life-Cycle Asset Management (DOE 1995~); and the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1997 each require the development of a CLUP for the Hanford Site. 

To comply with these requirements, DOE 
has developed a process for implementing a 
Hanford CLUP, and has integrated this process 
into this Final HCP EIS (see Chapter 6). The 
NEPA ROD issued for this EIS would create the 
CLUP by documenting a final land-use map and 
adopting final Hanford land-use policies and 
implementing procedures. Together, these pieces 
would form the CLUP. The CLUP would consider 
the role of the Hanford Site in a regional context, 
and would integrate mission requirements and 
other factors as directed by the Secretary 
of Energy (see text box, "Land- and Facility-Use 
Policy" [DOE 1994b1). 

1.2 The National Environmental 
Policy Act Process 

On Dec@ber:21,19%, fhe:Secretary of Energy 

... . . . .  

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires consideration of 
potential environmental impacts associated with Federal agency actions and provides 
opportunities for public involvement in the decision-making process. In accordance with NEPA 

understand the potential environmental impacts associated with establishing future (for at least 
requirements, DOE has prepared this Final HCP EIS to help decision makers and the public I 
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the next 50 years) land uses at the Hanford Site through the adoption of a CLUP and its integral 
land-use maps, policies, and implementing procedures. 

1.2. I Scope of  the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 

The DOE received more than 2,000 comments from approximately 233 commenters on 
the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. Response was mixed. Many commenters felt land-use 
planning was poorly integrated into the public scoping process and the Draft HRA-EIS. 
Ecology’s and EPA’s comments centered around disagreements with the CERCWRCRA 
assumptions that were used for the waste volume, cost, and risk assessments. Several key 
stakeholders (Le.; the DOI, City of Richland, Benton County, and Nez Perce Tribe) felt that with 
the magnitude of the land-use decision, they needed to be invited into the process as 
cooperating agencies. 

The DOE realized that, without stakeholder support, the regulators (EPA and Ecology) 
would not be able to use the Draft HRA-EIS land-use plan, as presented, in terms of factoring in 
potential future land use into the cleanup decision-making process. The DOE then formally 
invited local Ia*nd-use planning authorities and Tribes to be cooperating agencies and consulting 
Tribal governments. From January through March 1997, DOE worked with the cooperating 
agencies and consulting Tribal governments to clarify and resolve the issues, still with the intent 
of incorporating comments on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS to produce a final EIS. 
However, through this consultation process, DOE determined that stakeholders wanted an EIS 
emphasizing land-use maps as alternatives (as opposed to alternatives representing levels of 
access independent of the land use[s], as presented in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS). The 
DOE then decided to produce a Revised Draft HRA-EIS in cooperation with, and response to 
EPA, Ecology, Tribal governments, local governments, and other stakeholder comments. 

On April 23, 1999, DOE published the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. A public comment 
period was held from April 23, 1999, to June 7, 1999. Comments on the Revised Draft HRA- 
EIS have been incorporated into this Final HCP EIS as appropriate. The DOE’S responses to 
comments are presented in the Comment Response Document of this Final EIS. 

The Final HCP EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts from establishing land 
uses at the Hanford Site for at least the next 50 years, defers the evaluation of impacts 
associated with remedial actions to Tri-Party Agreement documents, and includes the entire 
Hanford Site within the scope of the document. In general, the differences between the Final 
HCP EIS and the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS can be summarized as follows: 

This Final HCP EIS focuses on land-use impacts and decisions rather than potential 
remediation impacts. 

Each alternative in the Final HCP EIS features a Site-wide map designating land 
uses, whereas alternatives in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS focused on individual 
geographic areas. 

In response to public comment, the Final HCP EIS includes a new DOE Preferred 
Alternative as well as land-use alternatives developed by the cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments. 

The Final HCP EIS contains land-use policies and implementing procedures for 
integration into the Hanford CLUP (see Chapter 6). 
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Preparation of the Final HCP EIS is consistent with the National Defense Authorization 
Act of 1994, which requires the development of a future-use plan for the Hanford Site; and is 
responsive to public comments received during scoping and during public comment periods on 
the 1996 odginal draft and the 1999 Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The Final HCP EIS also provides 
a basis for considering potential future proposals regarding transferring ownership and control 
of some or all of the Hanford Site such as the Wahluke Slope. As the original I996 Draft EIS 
provided for consideration of land use, no additional scoping meetings were required. 

1.2.1.1 Public Review of the Revised Draff Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. Once DOE made the decision to 
reduce the scope of the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS and issue a Revised Draft, the agency 
announced it would conduct a 45-day public review and comment period following issuance of 
the Revised Draft EIS to the public. This public review and comment period, held from April 23, 
1999, to June 7, 1999, included four formal public hearings in Portland, Oregon; Richland, 
Washington; Mattawa, Washington; and Spokane, Washington. The DOE accepted public 
comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS at  these hearings and throughout the comment 
period, and has responded in writing to those comments in this Final HCP EIS. 

1.2.2 External Coordination/lnvolvement in the Preparation of the Revised Draft 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive 
Land-Use Plan 

During the public comment period on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, several agencies 
and American Indian Tribes expressed an  interest in working with DOE to establish alternative 
visions for land use. To encourage a variety of viewpoints and strengthen the EIS, DOE 
involved representatives of other Federal agencies, American Indian Tribes, and state and local 
governments in ongoing planning efforts. Eventually, these groups received formal invitations 
from DOE to become cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments in the 
preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 

Since March 1997, DOE has worked with the cooperating agencies and consulting 
Tribal governments to establish a framework for the environmental analyses presented in this 
Final HCP EIS. Substantial agreement was  reached among the cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments on the development of land-use designations and on the format 
for determining the potential environmental impacts associated with the land uses carried 
forward in this Final HCP EIS (see Chapters 3 and 5). The cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments also worked together to develop the policies and implementing 
procedures for the CLUP (see Chapter 6). Alternatives that reflect the land-use values and 
preferences of different organizations were developed because the cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments have different resource usage requirements and goals. 

1.2.3 Identification of Public Land-Use Values 

Through cooperative activities during the past seven years, diverse stakeholder groups 
have developed statements of values related to the future of the Hanford Site to provide 
guidance to Congress, the states of Oregon and Washington, DOE, Ecology, and EPA. It is 
from this guidance that the proposed policies and implementing procedures for the CLUP have 
been developed. The first set of values was  formulated in 1992 by the Hanford Future Site 
Uses Working Group (FSUWG 1992) and includes the following statements: 

Protect the Columbia River. 

Deal realistically and forcefully with groundwater contamination. 
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Use the Central Plateau wisely for Waste Management. 

Do no harm during cleanup or with new development. 

Cleanup of a reas  of high future use  value is important. 

Clean up to the level necessary to enable the future use option to occur. 

Transport waste safely and be  prepared. 

Capture economic development opportunities locally. 

Involve the public in future decisions about the Hanford Site. 

After the success  of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group, other similar 
stakeholder groups were formed, including the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force and the 
Hanford Advisory Board (HAB). In 1993, the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force reinforced the 
first set of values by adding the following statements (Hanford Waste Tank Task Force 1993): 

. 

Protect the environment. 

Protect public/worker health and safety. 

"Get on with the cleanup" to achieve substantive progress in a timely manner. 

Use a systems design approach that keeps endpoints in mind as intermediate 
decisions a re  made. 

Establish management practices that ensure accountability, efficiency, and 
allocation of funds to high priority items. 

The first major action taken by the HAB in early 1994 was to endorse and adopt both 
previously issued sets of values. In September 1994, acting on a recommendation from the  
Cultural and Socioeconomic Committee, the HAB adopted the following additional values 
(Takaro 1995): 

Historic and cultural resources have value and should not be  degraded or destroyed. 
Appropriate access to those resources is a part of that value. 

Workforce stability and reasonable stability in the demand for public services a r e  
important for the affected communities. In decisions on projects and contractors, 
consideration should be given to affected workforce and population shifts. 

Cleanup and Waste Management decisions should be coordinated with the  efforts of 
the affected communities, to shift toward more private business activity and away 
from dependence on Federal projects that have adverse environmental o r  economic 
impact. 

The importance of ecological diversity and recreational opportunities should be 
recognized; those resources should be  enhanced as a result of cleanup and Waste 
Management decisions. 
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These concerns should be considered while promoting the most effective and 
efficient means that will protect environmental quality, and public health and safety, 
now and for future generations. 

Cleanup activities should protect, to the maximum-degree possible, the integrity of 
all biological resources, with specific attention to rare, threatened, and endangered 
species and their related habitats. 

1.2.4 Development of the August 1996 Draff Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 

The Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the HRA-EIS was published in the Federal 
Regisfer (57 FR 37959) on August 21, 1992. The NO1 stated that the EIS would evaluate a 
range of reasonable alternatives to accomplish the scope of the Tri-Party Agreement within the 
framework of potential future Hanford Site use/cleanup strategies. 

Public scoping meetings were held at four locations in the Northwest: Spokane, 
Washington, on September 29, 1992; Pasco, Washington, on October 1, 1992; Seattle, 
Washington, on October 5, 1992; and Portland, Oregon, on October 8, 1992. The public 
scoping period for the HRA-EIS ended on January 15,1993. 

As discussed in Section 1.2.3, in 1992 the 
EPA, Ecology, and DOE, in cooperation with other 
interested parties, organized a process to involve 
stakeholders in the development of a vision for the 
future of the Hanford Site. A committee consisting 
of representatives of labor, environmental, 
governmental, agricultural, economic development, 
citizen-interest groups, and Tribal governments 
was established and became known as the 
Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (Working 
Group). The Working Group was charged with 

. . .- work& Group*sX?bjecfives 
. .  . .  . .  .. . . .  

fdenfi&.:a rangeof pofenfial future uses forthe 
:. . Hanforij,Site. . 

- -  Selec$cleanup.scenarios kablingthe future 
ilsesiin. liphEo~~potentiallexposure:fo cbntamin- 
ants,: if .any: ace? . .  deanup, 

. : .. .. 
. .  

,{. Probe.~o~-convergence.amon$ the cleanup 
. . sc&iarios.t~~iifenti@ priorities or driteria that 

~coutd prdvedseW1. irrlfocusing of conducting the . .  . . 
cl@"p,. :;+ ... . .  . . . . .. 

- 
i . - 

three related tasks (see text box, "Working Group's 
Objectives"). The result of the Working Group's 
efforts, a report entitled, The Fufure for Hanford: Uses and Cleanup - The Final Report of the 
Hanford Fufure Site Uses Working Group, was issued in December 1992 (FSUWG 1992), and 
was submitted to DOE as a formal scoping comment for the HRA-EIS. 

' 

The August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS was developed to assess the potential environmental 
impacts, primarily from remediation activities, associated with establishing land-use objectives 
for the Hanford Site. The land-use objectives were developed by DOE using concepts 
developed by the Working Group. In 1996, DOE decided to expand the land-use planning 
initiative into a formal CLUP in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS to conform to the Secretary of 
Energy's new Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE 1994b) and DOE Order 430.1, Life-Cycle 
Asset Managemenf. 

1.2.5 Public Review of the August 1996 Draff Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 

The August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, which addressed impacts associated with remedial 
actions and land-use planning, was released to the public during the week of August 26, 1996. 
A public hearing was held in Richland, Washington, on October 17, 1996, and additional public 
meetings were held throughout the Northwest during the public comment period, which ended 
December I O ,  1996. 
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7.2.5.7 Major Issues. Numerous public agencies, American Indian Tribes, interest groups, 
and members of the public provided comments that indicated a diverse range of values and 
objectives. Several major issues and concerns were identified by commenters during the 
August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS formal public comment period. The primary issues identified by 
the commenters included the following: 

Remedial action cost and volume of contaminated material estimates in the August 
1996 Draft HRA-EIS were not considered to be consistent with similar estimates 
made in support of CERCLA documentation. 

Analyses of potential impacts associated with remediation were considered 
duplicative of the CERCLA process. 

The combination of a land-use plan with remedial action evaluations was confusing. 
Suggestions were made to reduce or eliminate emphasis on remedial actions and 
focus instead on those elements of the HRA-EIS pertaining to land-use planning. 
Widespread support for the development of a comprehensive land-use plan was 
evident, though not necessarily for the “Hanford Site Comprehensive Land-Use 
Plan,” presented in Volume 4 of the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. 

The August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS did not identify DOE’S Preferred Alternative for 
level-of-access controls (i.e., unrestricted, restricted, or exclusive use) for the 
Hanford Site although there was only one land-use map presented. 

The Comprehensive Land-Use Plan was considered by commenters to be a major 
Federal action that was not only inadequately integrated in the August 1996 Draft 
HRA-EIS, but also was out of the scope of the EIS. 

Land-use alternatives, other than the one plan presented in Volume 4 of the August 
1996 Draft HRA-EIS, were not evaluated. 

Tribal members’ treaty rights and authority were inadequately addressed in the I 
August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. 

Cumulative impact analyses were considered inadequate. 

The August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS did not adequately address the need of the local 
community to diversify and strengthen the economy to offset the decline of Hanford 
Site employment and did not sufficiently emphasize the role that agriculture and 
related industries play in the region. 

Many commenters requested that the entire Hanford Site be cleaned up to a level 
that would allow for unrestricted level-of-access use. 

DOE should coordinate with Benton County and the City of Richland to develop an 
integrated land-use planning process. 

The level-of-access alternatives (unrestricted, restricted, and exclusive) were 
confusing without an actual land-use designation. 

The comments received on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, as well as transcripts from 
the public hearing are contained in a Revised Draft HRA-EIS Comment and Response 
Document, which is available for review in the public reading rooms. In addition, a comment I 
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summary is provided in Appendix F of the Revised Draft document. A summary of comments 
received on  the  Revised Draft HRA-EIS is included as part of this Final HCP EIS. 

1.2.6 Public Review of the Revised Drat? HRA-ElS and Summary of Major lssues 

On April 23, 1999, DOE published the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. A public comment 
period was held from April 23, I999 to June  7, 1999. Public hearings on the Revised Draft 
HRA-EIS were held on May 18, 1999, in Portland, OR; on May 20, 1999, in Richland, WA; on 
June 2,1999 in Mattawa, WA; and on June  3,1999 in Spokane, WA. Comments on the 
Revised Draft HRA-EIS have been incorporated into this Final Hanford Comprehensive Land- 
Use Plan EIS (HCP EIS), as appropriate. The DOE'S responses to comments a re  presented in 
the Comment Response Document of this Final EIS. 

More than 400 comment documents were received by DOE, including letters, postcards, 
questionnaires, and surveys as well as electronic mail. In addition, more than 200 pages of 
transcripts were generated during the four public hearings. 

T h e  DOE considered all comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Many of 
the comments supported particular alternatives, or a combination of alternatives. A significant 
number of the  comments addressed environmental issues, such as the  plight of wildlife habitat 
and the continued preservation of habitat for plants and animals, including the diminishing 
population of salmon, and the Hanford Reach designation as a Wild and Scenic River. The 
comments and comment responses a re  given in the Final HCP-EIS Comment Response 
Document, and summarized comments and responses a re  found in Appendix F. 

Twenty-eight major topics were identified and given general responses from the 
hundreds of comments received. More than 200 detailed comments were given individual 
responses in the Comment Response Document. The major topics a re  summarized below. 

No-Action Alternative. A few commenters gave input regarding this alternative, with two 
supporting it and two opposing the lack of planning in this alternative. 

DOE'S Preferred Alternative. Most commenters citing this alternative offered support, albeit 
with many favoring some modification to further protect the environment. Those opposed cited 
the lack of economic development for Grant County and keeping the Wahluke Slope under 
Federal control as the basis for their opposition. 

Alternative One. Almost all letters received regarding this alternative were in favor of this 
alternative, citing the emphasis on preservation and the additional protection that it provides for 
high value or  sensitive ecological areas  on the Hanford Site, and the prohibition against 
agriculture, mining, grazing, and intensive recreational uses  that would compromise the 
ecological and wildlife values presented. The opposing letter expressed the need for economic 
development. 

Alternative Two. Almost all commenters citing this alternative were in favor of it. The primary 
issue expressed in the supporting comments was  the additional protection given to the 
environment, particularly that afforded to the high value ecological a reas  and natural and 
sensitive lands on the Hanford Site. Some commenters expressed the desire for even more 
protection of the environment, citing this alternative as the one  closest to total preservation. 
The two opposing commenters cited lack of economic development. 

Alternative Three. A significant majority of the commenters citing this alternative supported it, 
particularly the economic development provided to Grant County. These commenters wanted 
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the  land returned to farming. Opposing commenters cited the lack of adequate protection of 
the shrub-steppe habitat, and the concern that irrigation would undermine the White Bluffs. 

Alternative Four. Commenters expressing a n  opinion on this alternative generally supported 
it, citing the  large amount of preservation. Those opposed expressed concern that there was  
no economic development. 

National Wildlife RefugdDOE’s Preferred Alternative. More than 300 commenters wrote 
concerning the  DOE’S Preferred Alternative, with the modification that a National Wildlife 
Refuge be created/expanded for additional protection of the environment. Six commenters 
were against this combination, citing as their reasons the USFWS’s lack of adequate resources 
to properly manage the land, and the lack of consideration of the previous use  in farming and 
future economic development. 

Other Combinations. More than 100 comments expressed concern or support for parts of 
alternatives or an  additional alternative. A few submitted their own alternative maps. Some  
commenters addressed the issue of Federal versus local control. A few supported an  extension 
to the public comment period. The comment was  made that additional mapping be done to 
better represent the wildlife population picture. Others suggested that cleanup, not planning, be 
the focus of the mission at the Hanford Site. 

Preservation. Several commenters expressed their support for preservation of the Hanford 
Site, varying from preservation of the entire Hanford Site, to the addition of the 200 West Area 
sagebrush to preservation. Many cited the Hanford Reach, the creation of a National Wildlife 
Refuge, McGee Ranch, May Junction, the islands, the LIGO land, Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, and the sand dunes. Reasons cited were historical, ecological, cultural, biological, and 
economic. 

Conservation (Mining). A large majority of the commenters expressing a view on this topic 
said mining could be allowed but only for the necessary materials to support cleanup of the 
Hanford Site. Some letters described specific areas  that should not be mined (primarily the 
ALE Reserve), while one  commenter cited the need for McGee Ranch silt specifically for the 
cleanup program. 

Conservation (Mining and Grazing). More than 200 commenters were against allowing any 
commercial grazing on the Hanford Site. Many commenters cited grazing as being 
incompatible with wildlife protection. The spreading of noxious weeds w a s  attributed to 
livestock grazing, because hooves tear up the delicate ground cover habitat. There was  a 
concern raised regarding possible plutonium contamination of the livestock. 

Low-Intensity Recreation. Commenters gave a variety of views regarding recreation. Boat 
launches were generally supported, although a boat launch at White Bluffs drew comments for 
and against. Two commenters opposed any recreation at the Hanford Site. Several expressed 
the view that only non-motorized vehicles or recreation be allowed on constructed trails, while 
others supported access for limited recreation such as campsites for paddlers and access for 
kayakers and rafters. 

High-Intensity Recreation. Most of the commenters who expressed views on High-Intensity 
Recreation were in support of the B Reactor Museum. Some commenters were opposed to any 
High-Intensity Recreation on the Hanford Site. 

Research and Development. Letters received on this land-use designation cited the need for 
restricting or prohibiting research and development, using only the 300 Area, LIGO, and FFTF, 
for exam p I e. 
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Industrial. S o m e  commenters addressing this topic recommended limiting industrial 
development to the 300 Area and 1 I00  Area, or areas  near the Tri-Cities, which would support 
the industry-with infrastructure. A few commenters were against any industrial development at 
Hanford, while s o m e  expressed that timing w a s  important, with cleanup of the site first, then 
development. 

lndustrial-€xcl~sive. Several commenters stated that the area designated for Industrial- 
Exclusive land use  should be reconfigured to represent what was shown in Alternatives One  
and Two. 

Agriculture. Ninety percent of the more than 200 commenters addressing Agriculture were 
opposed to any agriculture on the Hanford Site, citing the possible endangering of the health of 
the Columbia River from irrigation runoff, the potential damage to the White Bluffs from 
irrigation, the need for preservation of the shrub-steppe habitat for wildlife, and the possibility 
that agriculture on the Hanford Site would be bad, perceptually, for all Washington State 
agriculture. The commenters in support cited the need to support world food production, 
schools, and the rural area in Grant County. 

Policy. Several letters were received addressing payment in lieu of taxes (PILT), expressing 
support for DOE to give Grant County PILT; others would like the PILT based on lost 
opportunity instead of current land use. Commenters also reiterated the need for continuation 
of the cleanup mission, the need to consider human health and safety, and the need to better 
address environmental justice by expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke Slope. 

Procedure. Several letters addressed the membership of the Site Planning Advisory Board, 
wanting to add regulators and Tribes as sovereign nations, and to limit counties involvement. 
Several commenters expressed the opinion that the Secretary's announcement in April 1999 of 
the DOE'S Preferred Alternative prejudiced the outcome. Commenters also wanted a document 
name change, a change in timing, and cultural reviews and natural resources for land-use 
planning. 

Plan. Some  commenters addressed the comprehensive land-use plan, citing a variety of items. 
These included the concern that "management by committee" is too risky, thanking the DOE for 
keeping an  open process, lack of impacts from industrial development, the recommendation 
that planning should be seven generations out, and concerns regarding the sensitivity of LlGO 
to noise and vibration. 

Public lnvolvement Several letters cited the commenter's appreciation for the opportunity to 
comment, positive feedback on multiple public hearings, and complimented DOE and the 
Cooperating Agencies on the quality of the document and the work that went into preparing the 
document. 

Salmon and Sfeelhead. All letters addressing salmon were in support of protection of salmon 
and salmon habitat and salmon recovery efforts, and this extended to other anadromous fish, 
such as steelhead, as well. 

Hanford Reach. More than I00  letters were received supporting protection of the Hanford 
Reach, citing the importance of the salmon spawning habitat and the welfare of the eagles and 
other wildlife that eat the salmon. Concern was expressed for the erosion of the White Bluffs, 
and the effects of regional agricultural growth on spawning habitat. 

Tribal Rights. Several commenters expressed their concern that Tribal rights be honored by 
the DOE. Many expressed a n  opinion that no grazing of any type should be allowed on the  
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Hanford Site. Also supported was  the protection of cultural and religious sites, working with the 
Yakama Indian Nation, and consideration of an  option to deed stewardship back to the Tribes. 

Wild and Scenic River. Several commenters supported a Wild and Scenic River designation 
for the Columbia River flowing through the Hanford Reach, citing protection of the river and the 
riverbanks. A few of those opposed the designation were concerned for future local needs,  
such as water rights. 

Habifaf. Many commenters were in favor of setting aside land for conservation and 
preservation of habitat, noting that the wildlife needs protection. Many of the commenters 
mentioned the  valuable shrub-steppe habitat, which is home to many species, including the 
sage sparrow, desert butterflies, and species of snakes, other reptiles, and amphibians. A few 
commenters did not support wildlife habitat, noting that shrub-steppe is only weeds,  or that 
wildlife can coexist with farming. 

Wahluke Slope. Many commenters addressed the Wahluke Slope, with more than half against 
any farming there. Other commenters supported farming, or an  impartial study of all the  
potential u ses  of the land. 

Split Record of Decision. Over 180 commenters supported a split ROD in the interest of 
moving the designation of a wildlife refuge forward, without waiting for cleanup of the  site to be  
completed. 

1.2.7 Summary of Changes Made in Response to Public Comment 

Based on the  public comment received, the following changes have been made to the 
DOE’S Preferred Alternative: 

0 All Conservation (Mining and Grazing) has been changed to Conservation (Mining). 
The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has  been extended to 0 

include the  ALE Reserve, the Riverlands, and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in 
Benton County. The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge would be an overlay 
wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE), and that DOE retains the right to 
mine the ALE insert for cover materials. 

given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to 
manage the Refuge. 

Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the white Bluffs 
Memorial. 

eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have 
been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access. 

Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River. 

A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge would be  

The white Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One  and Three) has been added to the 

The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could 

A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the 

0 

0 

0 

In addition to changes made to the Preferred Alternative, and the identifying of 
Alternative O n e  as the environmentally preferable alternative, many other changes were made 
to the document updating items, refining analyses, and correcting errors. 
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1.2.8 Biodiversity in the National Environmental Policy Act Process 

In January 1993, the CEQ issued a report titled, Incorporating Biodiversity 
Considerations Into Environmental Impact Analysis Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (CEQ 1993). This report was designed with the following objectives: 

Provide an overview of major issues related to biodiversity 

Outline general concepts regarding biodiversity analysis and management 

Describe how biodiversity is addressed in NEPA analyses 

Provide options for agencies undertaking NEPA analyses that consider biodiversity. 

The CEQ report indicated that physical alteration, as a result of changing land use, is 
the most profound cause of biodiversity loss. When natural, undisturbed lands (resembling 
much of the land at the Hanford Site) are converted to industrial, residential, agricultural, or 
recreational uses, ecosystems are disrupted and biodiversity is diminished. The CEQ report 
further states that, "Beyond the direct removal of vegetation and natural landforms in local 
areas, development of sites for human use fragments larger ecosystems and produces isolated 
patches of natural areas. Activities such as timber harvesting and grazing also may fragment 
natural areas, but more important, they result in simplification of ecosystems." 

On February 1 1, 1999, the President issued Executive Order 131 12, Invasive Species, 
intended to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to 
minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts caused by invasive species. The 
Order, which is applicable to each Federal agency whose actions may affect the status of 
invasive species, establishes an Invasive Species Council made up of the Secretaries of 
various Federal agencies, and also calls for the formation of a stakeholders' Invasive Species 
Advisory Committee to provide information and advice to the Council. 

Each disturbance factor on a given tract of land weakens the native plant community, 
causing potentially catastrophic and accelerated change in landscape components. Therefore, 
any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the vegetation and soil surfaces of that site should 
be examined for its effect on invasive weeds and consequences to site biodiversity. If such 
disturbance activities do occur, it is important to consider how the effects of the disturbance 
would be managed, before the action takes place. Specific actions can be taken to help 
prevent the introduction and/or spread of invasive weeds onto the Wildlife Refuge areas of the 
Hanford Site. For example, equipment being moved onto the Refuge could be steam-cleaned 
and washed free of vegetation and soil debris at an offsite location before being placed onsite 
to remove invasive plant seeds and reproductive parts. Additionally, Hanford road activity 
should be monitored and immediate management action should be taken, when necessary, to 
prevent invasive species from becoming established along roadsides. 

It is the goal of DOE to ensure that the Hanford Site lands are managed in a way that 
allows biodiversity to be considered prior to finalizing any land-use or land-management 
decision. To further the biodiversity goal, DOE contacted the Interior Columbia Basin 
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Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP)’ , and provided the Geographic Information System 
(GIS) database developed for this EIS as a contribution to that project. 

1.2.9 Environmental Justice in the National Environmental Policy Act Process 

On February 11 , 1994, the  President of the U.S. issued Executive Order 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 
This Executive Order mandates each Federal agency to make environmental justice part of the 
agency mission. To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, Federal agencies 
must identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations. 

As  stated in the President‘s February 11 , 1994, memorandum to Heads of Agencies that 
accompanied the  Executive Order, “Each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental 
effects, including human health, economic, and social effects, of Federal actions, including 
effects on minority communities and low-income communities, when such analysis is required 
by NEPA. Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in an environmental assessment,  EIS, or 
ROD, whenever feasible, should address significant and adverse environmental effects of 
proposed Federal actions on minority communities and low-income communities.” The 
memorandum and Executive Order ensure that minority and low-income communities will have 
a voice in the development and implementation of any Federal action that might adversely 
affect those communities. 

In addition, the memorandum and Executive Order indicated that all Federal agencies 
were to be proactive in identifying and, to the extent practicable, mitigating any potential 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities that 
could result from proposed Federal actions. In order to implement the provisions of 
Executive Order 12898, the  U. S. Department of Energy Environmental Justice Sfrategy 
(DOE 1995a), was  prepared. Guidance provided in this publication, as well as CEQ’s 
Environmental Justice Guidance under NEPA (March 1998) and EPA’s Guidance for 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses (April 
1998), were used to the extent practicable in the HRA-EIS. 

7.3 Nafional Environmenfal Policy Acf and Ofher Environmenfal 
Reviews 

Past  land-use commitments, based on other NEPA documents, as well as  CERCLA 
RODs addressing remediation, have had a direct impact on the development of the land-use 
alternatives presented in this Final HCP EIS. Table 1-1 summarizes the Hanford-related ElSs 
and RODs and shows the relationships these documents have to land-use planning. Table 1-2 

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project is a Federal land- and ecosystem- 
management plan commissioned in 1993. The plan affects 100 counties in seven states (including all of 
eastern Washington and eastern Oregon), and includes more than nearly 22 million ha (54 million ac) of 
private property. Federal agencies involved are the BLM, National Marine Fisheries Service, Forest 
Service, and the €PA. Much of the plan deals with water. The plan also proposes aggressive ecosystem 
restoration practices in order to better control fire, insect outbreaks, and noxious disease spread. Over 
75,000 comments (mostly form letters) have been received on the project. In June 1998, the U.S. House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on the Interior said that ICBEMP should b e  stopped, its field offices closed, 
and its studies turned over to the appropriate Federal agencies (TCH 1998a). If the project is stopped, 
either by Congressional action or lack of funding, the thousands of pages of studies and ideas that have 
been produced by the project will be given to Federal land management agencies such as the Forest 
Service. 

1 

Final HCP EIS 1-21 Introduction I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

summarizes the regional State Environmental Policy Act of 7977 (SEPA) EISs. Table 1-3 
summarizes CERCLA RODs. 

The restrictions posed by approved CERCLA RODs were taken into consideration in the 
development of the land-use alternatives in this Final HCP EIS. Conversely, the land-use 
alternative selected for implementation in the  ROD for this EIS would be useful for remediation 
decisions yet to be  made in other areas  of the Hanford Site. The EPA, Ecology, and DOE 
consider land-use designations in a given area when determining cleanup levels. If the desired 
"highest and best use" land use  cannot be attained because of remediation-linked technical or 
economic constraints, or if the remedial action required to achieve that land use  would cause  
unacceptable-unavoidable impacts, then the land use  designation of this EIS would be 
amended using the policies and implementing procedures in Chapter 6 to the next "highest and 
best use" land use. If required by the CERCLA ROD/RCRA Permit, a deed restriction would be 
filed with the local land-use jurisdictional agency to conditionally implement the land use. 

1.3. I lnterim Actions 

During the preparation of this EIS, several outside parties have made proposals to DOE 
regarding future uses  of portions of the Hanford Site. Such proposals undergo NEPA review to 
determine whether they a re  major Federal actions, or if they have significant environmental 
impacts that would require preparation of EISs. This is consistent with the CEQ's regulation in 
40 CFR 1506.l(b), "Limitations on Actions During the NEPA Process." 

The Hanford 11 00 Area and the Hanford railroad southern connection (from Horn 
Rapids Road to Columbia Center) have been transferred from DOE ownership to Port of 
Benton ownership in order to support future economic development. Land use  of the I100 
Area and the railroad southern connection would remain Industrial, as proposed in all 
alternatives of this EIS. The DOE prepared a n  environmental assessment that resulted in a 
finding of no significant impact (FONSI) on August 27, 1998, transferring the I 100 Area and the 
Southern rail connection to the Port of Benton (DOURL EA-1260). The Port officially took 
ownership and control of the "1 100 Area" (consisting of 31 8 ha [786 ac], 26 buildings, and 
26 km [ I6 mi] of rail tract) on October 1, 1998, and is currently studying the feasibility of 
reconnecting the Hanford main rail line to Ellensburg, Washington, as it w a s  in the 1970s, as an  
alternative route for Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the  
Tri-Cities. Although the 11 00 Area is no longer under DOE control, it is included in this EIS to 
support the local governments with their SEPA EIS analyses of the Hanford sub-area of Benton 
County under the State of Washington's Growth Management Act. 

Energy Northwest (formerly known as the Washington Public Power Supply System, or 
WPSS) has requested DOE approval of a sublease of a portion of the land they lease from 
DOE north of the 300 Area. This sublease would be for siting, construction, and operation of an  
aluminum smelter. Land use  of the Energy Northwest-leased land would remain Industrial, as 
proposed in all alternatives of this EIS. The environmental effects of the proposed sublease 
and aluminum smelter were being considered in DOUEA-1259, which w a s  suspended due  to 
lack of response from the proponents. 
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1.4 Hanford Site Planning Effopfs 

1.4.1 Hanford Site Planning Documents 

Several Hanford Site planning documents have been developed to address the various 
information needs of DOE managers. These planning documents are periodically updated to 
reflect new information and DOE decision making, such as the decision(s) DOE will make 
based on this Final HCP EIS. Summarized below these planning documents are: 

Draft Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) (DOE-RL 1999) 

Draft Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) (DOE-RL 1996c) 

Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b) 

Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure at the Hanford Site (DOE 1998) 

Hanford Site Ground- Water Protection Management Plan (DOE-RL 1995c) 

Management and lntegration of Hanford Site Groundwater and Vadose Zone 
Activities (DOE-RL 1998). 

The CRMP establishes guidance for the 
identification, evaluation, recordation, curation, 
and management of archaeological, historic, and 
traditional cultural resources. The plan specifies 
methods of consultation with affected Tribes, 
government agencies, and interested parties; and 
includes strategies for the preservation and/or 
curation of representative properties, archives, 
and objects. This plan is currently being revised 
with the active participation of affected Tribes and 
government agencies. 

. The BRMaP provides DOE and DOE 
contractors with a consistent approach for 
protecting biological resources and for 
monitoring, assessing, and mitigating impacts to 
biological resources from site development and 
environmental restoration activities. Primarily, the 
BRMaP supports DOE's Hanford missions; 
provides a mechanism for ensuring compliance 
with laws protecting biological resources; provides 
a framework for ensuring that appropriate 
biological resource goals, objectives, and tools 
are in place to make DOE an effective steward of 
the Hanford biological resources; and implements 
an ecosystem management approach for 
biological resources on the Site. The BRMaP 
provides a comprehensive direction that specifies 

Hanford Strategic Plan 

Ihe.f996 Hanford Sfratesic Plan identifies six critical 
mccessfactors to achieve the Hanford vision and 
nissions. ltwill b e  periodically updated. 

3rotect:worker safety and health 
. reduce accidents and radiological exposure 
. achTeve volunfary protection program %far" status 
?rotect-public.heaith andthe environment 
. reduce:or eliminate emissions and effluents 
- Fegul&ory and Tii-Party Agreement compliance 
Ma&? Hanford-to achieve progress 
: projectizg Hanford-for dear management 

:. establish an&control:project basdines 
-.: link key perIormancerneasuresto results 
-. @&%fain a iiiell-trained and qualified workforce 
Bptimizcithe HanfordSite infras@cture 
- d e v e I a p ~ s t a m p e t i t i e  jnfrastfucttire 

&mrn&su&e with mission needs 
- inuohre:staff and-.ixmrnunity in the oufsoming 

process 
Contribh to economicdiversification 
- blend'economic diversification strategies with all 

Hanford-activities and contractors 
- invaivk focaf carnmunityand leaders in projects 
Buitd and strerigthen.partnenhips for progress 
A include American Indian Tribes, regulators, and 

- -championthe public's right to know with prompt, 

ac@untatjility, .respons@My, and authority 

stakeholders in $arming processes 

accurate information 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

DOE biological resource policies, goals, and objectives. 

The Hanford Strategic Plan is a planning document that articulates DOE's current vision I 
and commitments to a long-range strategic direction for the Hanford Site missions (see text I 
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box, “Hanford Strategic Plan” on previous page). Decisions and actions a re  made using NEPA, 
CERCLA, RCRA, and recognized processes as appropriate. 

A revision of the 2006 Plan, the Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure at the Hanford 
Site builds on a n  already accelerated pace of activities and numerous efficiencies implemented 
at  the Hanford Site during the last few years. It commits to significant cleanup progress on the 
Site by 2006, while recognizing that much cleanup effort will remain beyond 2006. 

The Hanford Site Ground- Water Protection Management Plan, and the Management 
and Integration of Hanford Site Groundwater and Vadose Zone Activities documents both 
provide management and protection guidelines to protect groundwater from radioactive and 
nonradioactive hazardous substances. 

This Final HCP EIS builds on these past planning efforts to address land-use planning 
at the Hanford Site and presents a range of alternative land uses  that represents different 
visions. 

7.4.2 Integrating Planning Efforts by Ofher Governmenfs and Agencies 

This section includes information supplied to DOE by representatives of other 
governments and agencies about their respective planning efforts. The concept of “agreeing to 
disagree” on issues such as Tribal members’ treaty rights allowed the agencies to se t  aside 
differences and work together on the land-use planning process. 

7.4.2.7 Tribal Righfs. Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal members’ treaty- 
reserved right of taking fish at  all “usual and accustomed” places applies to the Hanford Reach 
of the Columbia River where it passes through Hanford. 

Tribal governments and DOE, however, disagree over the applicability of Tribal 
member‘s treaty-reserved rights to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock on the Hanford 
Site. The Tribal governments and DOE have decided not to delay completion and 
implementation of a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site. Instead, the Tribes and 
DOE have gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights to assert 
their respective positions regarding treaty rights. Neither the existence of this EIS nor any 
portion of its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the treaty rights 
dispute. 

7.4.2.2 Ofher Federal Agencies. In 1943, the USACE began the acquisition of the Hanford 
Site. Public land managed by the BLM was  withdrawn from BLM and placed under DOE control 
by a land withdrawal order. The BoR land w a s  placed under DOE control by a memorandum of 
agreement and, finally, land was purchased (sometimes via condemnation) from private 
owners. Today, DOE continues to manage these acquired lands, which form a checkerboard 
pattern of underlying ownership over large portions of the Hanford Site (for additional 
information, see Section 4.1.3). 

The BLM and BoR continue to retain an  interest in their original property holdings prior 
to the establishment of the Hanford Site. The DOE must u se  the land consistent with the 
purposes for which they were originally acquired from BLM and BoR. Any other u se  of these 
lands by DOE requires BLM and BoR involvement. The BLM is responsible for administering 
Public Domain land. The BoR is responsible for the ultimate development of the inigable lands 
within the Wahluke Slope as part of the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project. Both the BLM 
and BoR have a n  interest in the Hanford resources and in management of those resources 
over the long term. When DOE relinquishes its withdrawals on these lands, the BLM and/or 
BoR would have the right of first refusal to the land. The BLM would examine the lands for 
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current u ses  and suitability for return to the Public Domain. Depending upon condition, and 
after public involvement, suitable lands could be retained and designated for a special 
protective classification, recreational use, multiple use  management, exchange, etc. If 
unsuitable, then DOE or the Federal General Services Administration (GSA) would have the 
responsibility to dispose of the land. 

In addition to BoRs  irrigation system maintenance activities, DOE lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, have been managed in part by the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW) as the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area and, in part, by the USFWS as 
the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. In April 1999, the WDFW and the USFWS 
notified the  DOE of their intent to modify their management responsibilities on the Wahluke 
Slope under the  1971 agreement. The USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow 
essentially the s a m e  uses  permitted by the State of Washington under the WDFWs 
management of the Wahluke Slope. Therefore, transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope 
from the  WDFW to the USFWS involves only a change in the agency managing the property 
and does not involve any change in the management activities for the Wahluke Slope. 
Management of the entire Wahluke Slope by the USFWS as an  overlay wildlife refuge is 
consistent with t h e  1996 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS ROD. The ROD recommended the Wahluke 
Slope be designated a wildlife refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild and Scenic River, and that 
the wildlife refuge be managed by the USFWS. 

The USFWS is managing the FitznedEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE 
Reserve) under a cooperative agreement with DOE that was  signed on August 27, 1997. The 
USFWS is currently preparing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) (equivalent to a n  
area management plan [AMP]; see Chapter 6) for the ALE Reserve. 

Aside from BoR, BLM, and the USFWS current management responsibilities, the 
U.S. National Park Service (NPS) has, with DOE as a co-preparer, completed an  EIS for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in 1994. The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, 
Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Final Environmental lmpact Statement (Hanford 
Reach EIS) (NPS 1994) examines alternatives for preservation of the resources and features of 
the Hanford Reach (including addition of the Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System), and evaluates impacts that could result from various uses  of the river. The 
Dol’s ROD (NPS 1996) recommends that the Congress designate federally owned and 
privately owned lands within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the Columbia River, on both banks from river 
mile 396 to 346.5 as a Recreational River under the  Wild and Scenic Rivers System; and that 
the portion of the Hanford Site that lies north of the  river be designated as a National Wildlife 
Refuge managed by the USFWS. Congress is still contemplating actions that are  necessary to 
implement the Dol’s ROD. 

In addition to the proposed wild and scenic discussions, other discussions have 
occurred to transfer administrative jurisdiction over certain parcels of land in the State of 
Washington from the Secretary of Energy to the Secretary of the Interior, affecting ownership of 
about 19,943 ha  (49,280 ac, 197 km2, 75 mi2) of the Hanford Site. This swap would consolidate 
the scattered Benton County portion of Hanford’s BLM Public Domain lands, into an  a rea  
beginning near 100-D, running south and east along the Columbia River shore, to just north of 
Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) and then west to Gable Mountain. 

As long as these lands a re  needed by DOE (i.e., still withdrawn from the BLM by DOE), 
this legislative action would not affect DOE’s administration of the areas  involved (see 
Figure 4-3). The DOE’s use  of withdrawn BLM Public Domain lands is consistent with most 
land-use designations with the  exceptions of Industrial Exclusive, Research and Development, 
High-Intensity Recreation, or Industrial designations where BLM’s multiple-use mandate would 
be limited by a n  extensive infrastructure. 
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7.4.2.3 Local Governrnenfs. Portions of the Hanford Site lie within Benton, Franklin, Adams, 
and Grant counties. The primary contaminated portion of the Site falls within Benton County, 
and parts of the  Wahluke Slope fall within Franklin, Grant, and Adams counties. The City of 
Richland abuts the southern boundary of the Hanford Site in Benton County. The City of 
Richland's urban growth area (UGA) extends into the Hanford Site's 300 Area and considerable 
development within the city limits and adjacent to the Site has already occurred. 

Most planning by local governments falls under the State of Washington Growfh 
Management Act of 1990 (GMA), which established a statewide planning framework and 
created roles and responsibilities for planning at  the local, regional, and state level. The GMA 
requires the largest and fastest growing counties (counties with more than 50,000 people or 
population growth of more than 20 percent in the past I O  years), and cities within those 
counties to develop new comprehensive plans. Counties not required to plan under the GMA 
may elect to do so. Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties, along with the City of Richland, have 
elected to plan under the GMA requirements. 

Under the GMA, any county or city that implements the GMA is required to: (1) have the . 
county legislative authority adopt a county-wide planning policy under the Revised Code of 
Washington (RCW) 36.70A.210; (2) have the county and each city located within that county 
adopt development regulations conserving agricultural lands, forest lands, mineral resource 
lands, and critical areas  which must be designated by the local government within one year of 
the date the county legislative authority adopts its resolution of intention; (3) have the county 
designate the UGAs in cooperation with each city under RCW 36.70A.1 I O ;  and (4) have the 
county and each city located within the county produce a comprehensive plan and development 
regulations within four years of the county announcing its intention to plan. 

7.4.2.3.1 Benfon County. The relationship between DOE and Benton County differs 
from DOE'S relationship to other counties with an interest in Hanford because most of the 
Hanford Site is located within Benton County. As a cooperating agency, Benton County does 
not agree with the Tribal view that Hanford lands are "open and unclaimed." Benton County is 
preparing a comprehensive land-use plan that covers the entire county, which includes a 
portion of the Hanford Site. The DOE is committed to cooperating with the Benton County's 
planning effort, per a signed agreement by the Secretary of Energy in March 1996 with local 
governments, titled Statement of Principles Outlining the Relationship Befween the U. S. 
Deparfment of Energy and Local Governments (RL No. 98-089, dated June 1998). 

As part of its planning effort, Benton County has developed a proposed critical areas  
map, which depicts lands identified as critical areas under the GMA (see Figure 1-5). The 
county has completed its SEPA review of the critical areas map and draft implementing 
ordinance provisions, which would be amended to the county's adopted Critical Resources 
Protection Ordinance. The Benton County Planning Commission has reviewed and approved 
the map and ordinance amendments a t  public hearings, and has forwarded them to the Board 
of County Commissioners for action, which is pending. Critical areas include wetlands areas  
with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water, fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas,  frequently flooded areas, and geologically hazardous areas. 

The Port of Benton, which must comply with county land-use plans, has already 
received the 1100 and 3000 Areas, and has expressed interest in the industrial development of 
portions of the 300 Area and in the area south of Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPPSS) Plant Number 2. 

7.4.2.3.2 City of Richland. The City of Richland plans in coordination with Benton 
County under the GMA. Richland is greatly influenced by activities a t  the Hanford Site and has 
gone through several boom-and-bust cycles in response to employment levels at Hanford. Land 
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use  a t  Hanford has the potential to affect the economic development of Richland. The city 
currently provides services such as water, electricity, and sanitary sewers to the southern portion 
of the Hanford Site. The City of Richland has identified portions of the  southern Hanford Site 
(Figure 1-6) suitable for industrial development and possible annexation. 

7.4.23.3 Counfies of fhe Wahluke Slope. Franklin, Grant, and Adams counties also 
contain portions of the Hanford Site. The planning efforts of these local county governments 
vary by each planning jurisdiction. For example, land-use planning for Grant County reflects t h e  
Wahluke 2000 Plan prepared by farming interests in 1992 and supported by Grant County 
(Figure 1-7). Land-use planning for Franklin County reflects the results from a land-use analysis 
conducted by the  Franklin County Planning Department. 

7.4.3 Federal Land-Transfer Procedures 

The DOE annually examines its real estate holdings to identify any excess properties. 
The GSA has developed the following questions for executive agencies such as DOE to 
consider in identifying valid real property needs (DOE 1997~): 

Is an of the property essential for program requirements? 

Are buffer zones kept to a minimum? 

Can the land be disposed of and program requirements satisfied through reserving 
rights and interests in the property? 

Is the land being retained merely because it is landlocked? 

Is the land being retained merely because it is considered undesirable due to 
topographical features or believed to be not disposable? 

Is any portion of the property being retained primarily because the present 
boundaries a re  marked by existing fences, roads, and utility systems? 

These questions a re  specifically applicable to purchased land. However, in the absence  
of other guidance, it is reasonable to apply these s a m e  factors when assessing the need for land 
withdrawn from the Public Domain. 

Within the context of Hanford, the CLUP’s authority exists only as long as DOE retains 
legal control of s o m e  portion of the real estate. For example, in the Columbia River Corridor, 
DOE might decide to retain control of the subsurface or groundwater and release only the  first 
4.6 m (1 5 ft) of the surface. However, because of the cooperating agencies’ involvement in the 
CLUP process, the CLUP can provide reasonable assurance as to what the land use  would be if 
the land is transferred to the control of one of the cooperating agencies. Further, the creation of 
a land-use plan through the NEPA process would provide a basis for considering future land 
transfer proposals. The DOE would conduct appropriate further NEPA review (Le., €IS, 
environmental assessment,  or categorical exclusion), tiered from this EIS, before making 
decisions on any specific future land-transfer proposals. 
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In its NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021), 
DOE has identified several categorical exclusions .. 
of typical classes of action relevant to land 
transfers that normally do not require an EIS or an 
environmental assessment. As described in 10 
CFR 1021.41 0, to find that a proposal may be 
categorically excluded, DOE must determine that 
the proposal fits within the class of action (see text 
box, "DOE's Land Transfer CXs") that there are no 
extraordinary circumstances that may affect the 
significance of the proposal (e.g., 'I... unresolved 
conflicts regarding alternate uses of available 
resources..."), and that the proposal is not 
connected to other actions with potentially 
significant impacts. Departmental policy requires 
field activities to identify long-term mission needs 
and rationally plan for future site development. 
More specifically, policy requires that 
comprehensive land-use plans be developed 
based on mission needs, site and regional 
conditions, strategic goals, and other technical 
information such as the need for buffer zones. 
Also, disposals are made through the 
Department's certified realty specialists at field 
sites in accordance with statutory and regulatory 
requirements. This CLUP's authority is limited to 
as long as DOE retains legal control of some 
portion of the real estate. 

This EIS does not contain any new 

DOE's Fand Trrinsfer CXS 

k.7 .Transfer,lease, disposition, or acquisition of 
inters@ in personal property.(e& equipment.and 
maferials) or real property-{e;g.+ permanent 
sp&.res an&land), ifproperly use js to remain 
unc&&ed;.i:e.; the- type andmagnitude'of impacts 
woukiremainessentiairy . . .  thesdme. 

BC24 ?i$nsfer;lease; disposition or acquisifion of 
interestsin uncontamjnated permanentorte.rnporay 
stfuctures, equipment-therein, and only land that is 
necessary for-use olf:tfie.transfened structures and 
equipment;fo~~ideiifial;~~ornmerciali or industrial 
u s e  (including,but not-limited ta, affiq space, 
warehouses, equipment-storage facilities) where, 
under reasonably:.foreseeabte uses, there woutd not 
be-:any lessening in-quality, or increases in volumes, 
concentrations, or discharge rates, ofwastes, air 
emls$ons, 'oswater emuents; and environmental 
impac&lwoutdgeneralIy be similar to those before 
~hetraris~r~iease,.disposition, or acquisition of 

hminated means thaf there would 
r release of substances at a level, or 

.. . 

at woutd pose a th'reat to public health or 

B9.25- Transfer; lease, disposition or acquisition of 
in€e&s, in urpnt&minated.land for habitat 
.j$j!~e@&on'jirv$dlife management;and onty 
a&iiciafed;buildings-fhat support these purposes. 
Uncoritaminated meansthatthere would be no 
potenfial f06 release:ofsubst&c& at-a lev&, or in a 
€OM; $%t wo@diijose athreat:tapubEc:healfh or fhe 
environeen! i .. . .  . .  

mechanisms or preferences regarding the transfer of land, but with the input from the 
cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments, this EIS would continue to be useful 
for considering proposals regarding Hanford lands that might be transferred beyond the control 
of DOE. This EIS is not focused on land transfer, but instead focuses on the integrated use and 
management of land and resources independent of who owns the land. Land transfer is a 
complicated and separate process from the CLUP and, once property leaves DOE control, DOE 
has no control over the use of that land unless the property was conveyed with deed or other 
legal restrictions. For more information about regulations pertaining to land transfer or facility 
leasing, see Table 1-4. For more information about the process for transferring property, refer to 
the guidebook, Cross-Cut Guidance on Environmental Requirements for DOE Real Property 
Transfers (DOE 1997b), or Ecology's guidebook, Hanford Land Transfer (Ecology 1993). 
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The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has several missions to fulfill at the Hanford Site 
that include, but are not limited to, being a natural resource trustee, developing economic 
diversification, managing energy research, and remediating legacy wastes. These missions 
have competing natural resource consumption needs and management values. Governments 
and stakeholders within the region have an interest in Hanford resources and in management of 
those resources over the long-term. The DOE needs to assess the relative qualities of 
Hanford’s resources, compare the priorities and needs of Hanford’s missions, and reach 
decisions such as the identification and disposal of any excess lands. DOE Order 430.1 and 
Federal Law 42 U.S.C. 7274k require a land-use plan for the Hanford Site. This Final HCP EIS 
provides the analysis needed to adopt a land-use plan. 

The DOE needs to determine (1) if DOE wants to plan with the cooperating agencies and 
Tribal governments, and (2) how the land-use planning process should be integrated into the 
current Hanford Site management systems. The decision to cooperatively plan involves the 
adoption of a comprehensive land-use plan that contains three parts, as outlined in Chapter 6: 
a land-use map, planning policies, and implementing procedures. The default would be no 
comprehensive land-use plan as referenced in the No-Action Alternative. 

determining the best combination of land uses required to meet DOE mission needs for 
minimally the next 50 years. Through this EIS, DOE is responding to the following needs: 

Meet the mandate set forth in 42 U.S.C. 7274k, requiring the development of a 
future-use plan 

The role of the Final HCP EIS is to document, in a public forum, the process of 

final 

Support the US. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington State Department of 
Ecology, and DOE remediation decision-making processes 

Develop a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site in accordance with 
DOE Order 430.1 (DOE 1995~). 
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3.0 Descrirotion of the Proroosed Action and Alternatives 

This chapter describes the proposed action and the alternative methods by which the 
proposed action could be accomplished. Also included is a discussion of the No-Action 
Alternative. A No-Action Alternative is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 7969 
(NEPA) and provides a baseline against which the impacts of the other alternatives can be 
compared. 

3. I Proposed Acfion 

The proposed action for the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental 
lmpacf Statement (HCP EIS) is to develop and implement a comprehensive land-use plan 
(CLUP) for the Hanford Site. As mandated by 42 U.S.C. 7274k, the land-use plan must address 
at least a 50-year planning period, although some specific DOE activities such as 
decommissioning of reactors are expected to take longer. The CLUP would include the 
following sections which are the minimum parts of a “comprehensive” land-use plan. 

A land-use map with land-use designations. The Record of Decision (ROD) for this 
HCP EIS would select one of the alternative land-use maps presented in Chapter 3 or 
would select a land-use map such as the revised Preferred Alternative that combines 
features of several alternatives. 

A set of definitions for each land-use map designation that apply to all of the 
alternative land-use maps (not applicable to the No-Action Alternative). 

A set of land-use plan policies (see Chapter 6) that apply to all of the alternative land- 
use maps (not applicable to the No-Action Alternative). 

A set of procedures for plan implementation (see Chapter 6) that would promote 
DOE’S responsibility for coordination of land-use decisions with cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments (not applicable to the No-Action Alternative). 

Once established, this land-use plan would provide a framework for making Hanford Site 
land-use and facility-use decisions. 

3.2 Development of the Alfernafives 

Alternative land-use plans for the Hanford Site were developed through a cooperative 
effort with DOE; the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR); the 
Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (Nez Perce 
Tribe); the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) via the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
Bureau of Reclamation (BoR), and the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW); the City of Richland; and Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties. Following development of the alternatives, an analysis of potential environmental 
impacts resulting from proposed land uses associated with each alternative was conducted. 
With the exception of DOES Preferred Alternative and the No-Action Alternative (both of which 
were written by DOE), the narratives of each alternative do not contain parallel information 
because each alternative was written by a separate cooperating agency or consulting Tribal 
government with differing management goals. The results of these impact analyses are 
presented in Chapter 5. 
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3.2. I Involvemenf of fhe Cooperating Agencies 

During the  public comment period on the 
August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, several entities 
formally requested cooperating agency status in 
developing the Final HCP EIS. These agencies 
included the DOI, the City of Richland, and 
Benton and Franklin counties (with whom the 
State of Washington has  placed land-use 
planning authority under the Washington 
Growth Management Act of 7990 [GMA]). Each 
of these agencies has  a legal interest in land- 
use  planning at the  Hanford Site because each 
has s o m e  responsibility or interest in managing 
Hanford lands or dependent resources. From a 
management perspective, it is also important to 
understand who orchestrates Columbia River 
activities (see text box, "The Managed River"). 

Discussions with the interested agencies 
were initiated in January 1997 to provide a 
forum to participate in Hanford Site land-use 
planning and alternatives development. On 
March 4, 1997, DOE issued letters formally 
requesting the participation of these agencies, 
as well as Grant County and affected Tribal 
governments, in the  development of a Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS. Later, upon request, a letter 
was  also issued to the USFWS (see Appendix 
B). 

For the convenience of DOE, there a re  
two permits with the  USFWS for managing land 
on the Hanford Site. On the Wahluke Slope, 
the  USFWS manages the Saddle Mountain 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) under a permit 
signed in 1971. Unless this agreement is 
dissolved, the Saddle Mountain National 

The Managedi River 

&&use ownership is integral to land-use planning, it is 
importanf to undetstand.who owns the Columbia River. 
Withinthe Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, DOE, 
Bureau of Land Management(BL1M). Bureau of 
Reclamation CBoR), US. Amy Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), and Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources.ali own portions of the Columbia River's 
islands;riveibed, shoreline, water, or adjoining riverbanks. 
The Columbia Riieris central to:both commerce and 
environmental quality for the Northwest. 

1n.addifionto ownership, it also helps to know what 
activities are regulated.and who the managers a r e  in the 
Columbia River Comdor. The Columbia River is a highly 
managed river. At the top ofthe Federal responsibilifies 
are.Congressiona[ Treaties. There are treaties with Tribal 
Nations concerning fishing rights, international treaties 
wnceming rnigratoj birds, and specific treaties with 
Canada:that concern rivet flows, hydropawer marketing, 
and rnigratory'fish stocks- Nextis the authority of the 
Fe'dekljagencies. Section 404 of the Clean Wafer Acf 
involves two lead agencie  - the.U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), whose regulations implement 
the Dredged and Fill~Material~Discharge Permit Program of 
Section 404,.and the USACE. whose regulations also 
implement the permit program and who controt river flows 
via their dams. 

The DO1 has several agencies with regulatory authority on 
theyriver, including the.USFWS for the migrafory and listed 
EnilangefedlSpei-Acf plants or animals, the National 
.P&SeFi@ while fhe river is being considered for Wild 
.and Scenic Recreational status, and the BoR whid.1 
CdnfroTs river flows via their dams. -The U.S. Department 
fl Commer@s National Oceanicand Atmospheric 

..Administratiin:, Nationat Marine Fisheries Service (or 
"NOM Fisheries")adminisfrs NOMS programs that 
sugport tbemigr?tory salmon and steelhead stocks. The 

I DOE regulates the-Oalumbia River flow through its 
' agency; the Bonneville Power Administration, marketing 

. .  

Wildlife Refuge would continue to be  managed as part of the NWR System under all alternatives 
described in this chapter. On the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve), 
the  USFWS and DOE have a 25-year agreement, signed in 1997, that the USFWS will manage 
the ALE Reserve consistent with the existing ALE Reserve Management Plan until the  new plan 
is developed. This new Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) is being developed by the 
USFWS under DOE funding. Through the CCP, the USFWS will identify USFWS proposed 
management actions. The finished CCP will, in turn, give the USFWS the authority to manage 
the ALE Reserve as a part of the NWR System. The  CCP would be the equivalent of a n  area 
management plan (AMP) developed under the guidelines in Chapter 6. Unless the DOE permit 
is revoked, the USFWS would manage the ALE Reserve and proceed with CCP preparation to 
identify refuge management actions to bring the  ALE Reserve into the  NWR System. 

The  land-use planning sessions with the  participating agencies resulted in development 
of the nine land-use designations, six alternatives (including the No-Action Alternative), land-use 
planning policies and implementing procedures, the potential environmental impacts analysis, 
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and the structure of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The cooperating 
sessions are expected to continue through publication of the HCP 
of the CLUP (see Chapter 6). 

agency land-use planning I 
EIS ROD and implementation I 

3.2.2 Development of the Nine Han ford Site Land-Use Designations 

The following land-use designations and their definitions were co-written by the 
cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments so alternative land-use plans could be 
commonly developed and compared. These land-use groupings determined to be suitable for 
the Hanford Site lands include the following designations: 

Industrial-Exclusive 
Industrial 
Agricultural 
Research and Development 
High-Intensity Recreation 
Low-Intensity Recreation 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing) 
Conservation (Mining) 
Preservation. 

These Hanford Site land-use designations and their definitions are presented in 
Table 3-1. In developing these land-use designation definitions, the cooperating agencies and 
consulting Tribal governments drew from the Final Report of the Future Site Uses Working 
Group (Working Group), the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, Benton County’s GMA planning effort, 
and the City of Richland’s GMA planning effort. 

3.2.3 Identification of Land-Use Suitability 

Developing alternatives was preceded by a land-use suitability analysis for a given area 
of the Hanford Site. A roundtable opportunity-and-constraint discussion on existing Site 
conditions was shared by the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments. During 
these discussions, the land-use designations in Table 3-1 were developed. While land-use 
decisions are fundamentally value-driven decisions, they also should be decisions formed by 
opportunities and constraints (see text box, “What is an Opportunity or Constraint?”). Existing 
Site conditions and resources analyzed in the Final HCP EIS include the following: I 

Biological 
Surface water 
Groundwater 

Geological 
Cultural 
Economic (e.g., infrastructure). 

Waste sites including vadose zone 

These land-use designations, while based on land-use suitability, also provide insight into 
a myriad of potential land-use opportunities and reflect the many and varied interests of the 
cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments. Examples of potential land-use 
activities taking place under each land-use designation are defined in Table 3-1. 
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Land-Use- 
Designation 

ndustrial- 
3clusive 

ndustrial 

Igricultural 

iesearch and 
3evelopment 

dig h-Intensity 
3ecreation 

Low-Intensity 
Recreation 

Conservation 
(Mining and 
Grazing) 

Conservation 
(Mining) 

Preservation 

Table 3-1. Hanford Site Land-Use Designations. 

Definition 

An area suitable and desirable for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous, dangerous, 
,adioactive, and nonradioactive wastes. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial- 
Sclusive uses. 

~ 

4n area suitable and desirable for activities, such as reactor operations, rail, barge transport 
acilities, mining, manufacturing, food processing, assembly, warehouse, and distribution 
iperations. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial uses. 

4n area designated for the tilling of soil, raising of crops and livestock, and horticulture for 
mmmercial purposes along with all those activities normally and routinely involved in 
iorticulture and the production of crops and livestock. Includes related activities consistent 
Nith Agricultural uses. 

In  area designated for conducting basic or applied research that requires the use of a large- 
scale or isolated facility, or smaller scale time-limited research conducted in the field or within 
acilities that consume limited resources. Includes scientific, engineering, technology 
levelopment, technology transfer, and technology deployment activities to meet regional and 
iational needs. Includes related activities consistent with Research and Development. 

4n area allocated for high-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities (commercial and 
~overnmental), such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, boat launching facilities, Tribal 
ishing facilities, destination resorts, cultural centers, and museums. Includes related activities 
xnsistent with High-Intensity Recreation. 

4n area allocated for low-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities, such as improved 
acreational trails, primitive boat launching facilities, and permitted campgrounds. Includes 
-elated activities consistent with Low-Intensity Recreation. 

4n area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and 
natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and 
topsoil for governmental purposes) and grazing could occur as a special use (Le., a permit 
ilvould be required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with 
resource conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining and Grazing), 
consistent with the protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 

An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and 
natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and 
topsoil for governmental purposes) could occur as a special use (Le., a permit would be 
required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource 
conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining), consistent with the 
protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 

An area managed for the preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural 
resources. No new consumptive uses  (Le., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources) 
would be allowed within this area. Limited public access would be consistent with resource 
preservation. Includes activities related to Preservation uses. 
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Industrial-Exclusive - Would use existing 
waste management areas, such as the 200 Area. 
This land-use designation would preserve DOE 
control of the continuing remediation activities and 
use the existing compatible infrastructure required 
to support activities such as dangerous waste, 
radioactive waste, and mixed waste treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities. The DOE and its 
contractors, and the Department of Defense and 
its contractors, could continue their federal waste 
disposal missions; and the Northwest Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Compact could continue using 
the U.S. Ecology site for commercial radioactive 
waste. Research supporting the dangerous 
waste, radioactive waste, and mixed waste 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities would 
be also encouraged within this land-use 
designation. New uses of radioactive materials 
such as food irradiation could be developed and 
packaged for commercial distribution here under 
this land-use designation. This land-use 
designation supports the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) Brownfields Initiative for 
contaminated areas (EPA 1997). 

lndustrial - Would allow the opportunity for 
expanded economic growth as a result of an 
increased and diversified regional marketplace. 

. .  
1.; What is an' Opportunity or Consfraint? 

.... 

In4dnd-useplat&ngi :existing cbnditionsoffer a.mix 
constra.ints." Not all 

uality;. .These shore1ines.als.o are 
unique in..ffiatsiting of needed water"dependent" and 

topmenfs that cannot be an 
Ily located$in.upland landscapes. 

L a n d s ~ p ~ y i t ~ $ e w  or no. constraints present the 
greafes$.chaltenges- because they represent 
b&mdl@$sjoppo$unities with no hint as to their 
i n h e r e n ~ : s ~ i ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ o n e  land Use oranother, 
Consequenuy; unless% site'ssuitability for a 
garti$laBand use% narrow1y.prescribed by law 
e.g,,,wet)ands.are protected.for bjological and-water 

quality ne&), the land-Use-deGsion is'fundamentally 
value.driveF, "ffierefore;whenihe.oppohnitks and 
&nsfraints.ofaparticuIar Iand&ape are.analyzed 
togelhe!; thetn&$aT@y" . . . . .  €or different !and uses can 

comearea.and;cpritst~.for an-.informed and 
Lalii&&ven decision. 

(-. _ _  .. . .. . . - . 

This land-use designation wiuld use existing compatible infrastructure, including transportation 
corridors, utilities and availability of energy, and suitable buildings or building space to 
encourage redevelopment and current DOE missions of research into energy resources 
development and other research opportunities. Redevelopment could include leasing or selling 
of idle industrial equipment currently held by DOE such as has been done for the aluminum 
extrusion presses in the 300 Area or the locomotive machine shop in the 11 00 Area, to 
laboratory facilities and other infrastructure. Leases for industrial facilities such as the Energy 
Northwest's (formerly the Washington Public Power Supply System, or WPPSS) reactor or a 
proposed metal smelter cluster would be encouraged. This land-use designation supports the 
EPA Brownfields Initiative for contaminated areas (EPA 1997). 

Agricultural - Would use the economic potential of the Columbia River Basin in eastern 
Washington (see text box, "Hanford's Agricultural Opporfunity Cost," Section 3.3.5.3.1). Under 
the Agricultural land-use designation, the land would be grazed, irrigated, plowed, planted with 
monocultures (e.g., wheat, grapes, apples, cherries, alfalfa, potatoes, etc.), fallowed, chemically 
managed (e.g., fertilizers, and pesticides would be applied), burned to control weeds and 
disease, and otherwise utilized consistent with common regional agricultural practices. 

Research and Development - Would allow economic growth potential from research 
activities associated with the Hanford Science and Technology Mission, the Hanford Site 
remediation mission, and non-DOE-related research activities including large-scale, multi- 
decade research and development (R&D) facilities such as the Environmental Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) and the Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory 
(LIGO), as well as smaller scale and/or time-limited research conducted in the field or within 
facilities that consume limited resources. Examples include environmental characterization or 
monitoring studies, site-specific testing of waste management or cleanup technologies , or 
environmental research in unique areas such as the Columbia River or the ALE Reserve. This 
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land-use designation would take advantage of existing compatible infrastructure, including 
transportation corridors, utilities, and availability of energy, suitable buildings or building space,  
security (Le.,- controlled access), and the isolation of the Hanford Site from large population 
centers. 

High-Intensity Recreation - Would use the economic potential of planned multi-activity 
recreational uses, including destination resorts, golf courses, and recreational vehicle service 
areas. High-Intensity Recreation is also used to accommodate recreational activities that would 
require a permanent commitment for infrastructure such as a septic drain field for flush toilets or 
waste water from fish cleaning stations associated with Tribal-reserved use sites or other public 
use sites. 

Low-Intensify Recreation - Would allow use of the Hanford Site's natural features and 
the opportunity for human recreational activities (e.g., birding, fishing, hunting, rafting, kayaking, 
hiking, and biking), which would result in minimal disturbance and require minimal development. 
Low-Intensity Recreation would require active management practices to enhance or maintain the 
existing resources, and to minimize or eliminate undesirable or non-native species. 

Conservation (Mining and Grazing) -Would enable the extraction of valuable near- 
surface geologic resources at some locations on the Hanford Site after obtaining NEPA, RCRA, 
CERCLA, or, where applicable, State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) approval to protect 
NEPA-sensitive (e.g., biologic, geologic, historic, or cultural) resources. This land-use 
designation would allow permitted (i.e., conditional) livestock grazing and mining (quarrying) 
activities for governmental purposes in specific, limited areas. The Hanford Site has no proven 
reserve of any metallic ore bodies; therefore, heap/leach or open-pit mining methods would not 
be applicable. Should DOE determine that some or all of the Public Domain lands are  surplus to 
DOE'S needs and release the Public Domain lands back to the DO], the DO1 could then 
determine if the Tribal treaty language "the privilege of hunting, gathering roots and berries, and 
pasturing their horses and cattle upon open and unclaimed land is applicable. Conservation 
(Mining and Grazing) would afford protection of natural resources; however, other compatible 
uses, such as recreation, or non-intrusive environmental research activities would also be 
allowed provided those activities are consistent with the purposes of the Conservation land-use 
designation. Conservation would require active management practices to enhance or maintain 
the existing resources, and to minimize or eliminate undesirable or non-native species. 

Conservation (Mining) -Would allow the same permitted uses as conservation (Mining 
and Grazing), except grazing would be prohibited. This land-use designation reflects the 
anticipated need for onsite geologic resources to construct surface barriers as required by 
Hanford Site remediation activities. Conservation would require active management practices to 
enhance or maintain the existing resources, and to minimize or eliminate undesirable or non- 
native species. 

Preservation - Would protect the unique Hanford Site natural resources and would 
enhance the benefits resulting from the protection of these resources. Preservation would 
require active management practices which could include grazing for fire and weed control to 
preserve the existing resources, and to minimize or eliminate undesirable or non-native species. 
Commercial grazing of domesticated livestock would not be allowed. An approved wildfire 
management plan that manages biological resources and protects cultural resources in addition 
to infrastructure also would be required. Preservation would not preclude all access, but would 
allow only uses such as nonintrusive environmental research or game-management activities, 
provided that those activities are  consistent with the purposes of the preservation of natural 
resources. 

A discussion of the affected environment and the existing constraints due to legacy 
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waste contamination and other features is presented in Chapter 4. Chapter 4 also contains 
Hanford Site maps that illustrate the relevant Site characteristics of the natural environment and 
individual constraints. 

3.2.4 Developing the Environmental Impact Statement Alternatives 

Following identification of the opportunities and constraints on the Hanford Site (see 
Chapter 4), and development of the nine land-use designations, individual alternatives were 
developed. Based on visions, goals, and objectives of the cooperating agencies and consulting 
Tribal governments, the land-use designations were applied to specific tracts of land on the 
Hanford Site. This process resulted in the development of the five (six, including the No-Action) 
alternatives that a r e  presented and analyzed in this Final HCP EIS. I 
3.2.5 Incorporation of the Future Site Uses Working Group’s Geographic Study Areas 

into the Alternatives 

On December 22, 1992, the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (Working Group) 
which submitted its report into the official scoping record for the HRA-EIS, provided one of the 
first coordinated outside looks into the future of the Hanford Site. One  of the important 
contributions of the Working Group was the establishment of six geographic study areas for the 
Hanford Site for planning purposes (see Figure 3-1). These geographic areas  were North of the 
River, the Columbia River, Reactors on the River, the Central Plateau, All Other Areas, and the 
ALE Reserve. These original geographic areas are used in this EIS with the following slight 
modifications: 

The North of the River geographic area has adopted the local name, the Wahluke 
Slope. 

Two geographic areas - the Reactors on the River and the Columbia River - have 
been combined into a single geographic area, the Columbia River Corridor, 
consistent with Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) advice. 

The buffer area associated with the Central Plateau geographic area is not shown; 
instead, the Central Plateau geographic area represents only the central waste 
management area and defers the point of compliance for groundwater to the 
Tri-Party Agreement’s processes. 

The All Other Areas geographic area was divided into the South 600 Area to reflect 
the clusters of infrastructure located there, and the Central Core that surrounds the 
Central Plateau but contains less developed infrastructure. 

3.2.6 Screening for Reasonable Alternatives 

As discussed in the “Memorandum to Agencies: Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations” (40 FR 18026), reasonable alternatives include the alternatives that are  feasible 
from a common sense,  technical, and economic standpoint. Further, the CEQ guidance states 
that the number of reasonable alternatives considered in detail should represent the full 
spectrum of alternatives for meeting the purpose and need of the agency, but should not discuss 
every unique alternative when an unmanageably large number of alternatives would be involved. 
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An infinite number of land-use alternatives could be developed for the Hanford Site. 
Consequently, DOE and the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments developed 
a process for_ generating a series of alternatives representative of the many stakeholder desires 
for the future of the Hanford Site lands. This involved considering the relevant factors that 
influence land use at the Hanford Site. These factors include the following: 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Consider public values from scoping and comments on the August 1996 Draft 
HRA-EIS 

Consider land commitments that have been previously made by major Federal 
actions (NEPA and CERCLA RODS) 

Consider current DOE missions, including economic diversification 

Consider site characteristics 

Consider regional development and ecosystem characteristics 

Consider the Working Group’s possible future-use options and HAB advice 

Consider existing land uses, permits, easements, and current ownerships (Le., the 
BLM, BoR, DOE, State of Washington, and Big Bend Alberta Mining Company) in 
developing proposed land uses 

Consider projected changes to the natural and built environment for at least the next 
50 years 

Consider projected land uses for at least 50 years (in the year 2046) 

Evaluate projected land uses against the values, goals, and objectives of the 
expressed public interests and the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments 

Consider contamination institutional controls 

Honor treaties. 

3.3 Description of the Alternatives 

The individual alternative land-use plans developed for this Final HCP EIS, as well as the 
No-Action Alternative, are discussed in the following sections. The No-Action and DOE’S 
Preferred Alternatives were written by DOE, Alternative One was written by DOE with input from 
the USRNS, Alternative Two was written by a representative of the Nez Perce Tribe Department 
for Environmental Restoration and Waste Management, Alternative Three was written by local 
government land-use planners (Benton, Franklin and Grant counties, and the City of Richland), 
and Alternative Four was written by a representative from the Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation. Differences between alternatives are the result of each respective 
agency having unique values, goals, and objectives (vision) that the agency applies to the 
common set of resources and, from which, each agency develops a vision for the Hanford Site. 
Each alternative discussion begins with the values used to develop that alternative. Agency 
goals were used to develop the nine land-use designations listed in Table 3-1. These land-use 
designations and the agencies’ values were, in turn, used to generate the six alternatives. 

I 
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3.3.7 No-A-ction Alternative 

As required by CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14[d]), the  
No-Action Alternative have been included. Question 3 of CEQ's N€PAJs Forty Most Asked 
Questions guidance, "Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing t h e  
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act" (40 CFR 1500-1 508), 
46 FR 18026-1 8038, explains how DOE is to develop the No-Action Alternative: 

There are two distinct interpretations of "no action" that must be considered, 
depending on the nature of the proposal being evaluated. The first situation might 
involve an action such as updating a land management plan where ongoing 
programs initiated under existing legislation and regulations will continue, even as 
new plans are developed. In these cases "no action" is "no change" from current 
management direction or level of management intensity. To construct an 
alternative that is based on no management at all would be a useless academic 
exercise. Therefore, the "no action" alternative may be thought of in terms of 
continuing with the present course of action until the action is changed. 
ConsequentlyJ projected impacts of alternative management schemes would be 
compared in the €IS to those impacts projected for the existing plan. In this case, 
alternatives would include management plans of both greater and lesser intensity, 
especially greater and lesser levels of resource development. 

Therefore, in keeping with CEQ guidance, the No-Action Alternative is presented as "no 
change" from current management direction or level of management intensity. Specifically "no 
change" means  that DOE would not employ the land uses  shown in Table 3-1, any of the 
alternative maps (or combination of alternative maps), and the CLUP policies and implementing 
procedures in Chapter 6 for managing Hanford Site lands into the future. The No-Action 
Alternative is DOES mission-related operation provisions and managerial values of the 1996 
Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b) without a framework and implementation procedures to 
assure  the planned use  and sustainability of the Site's land and resources. If a n  alternative is 
adopted in the ROD, it would simply add more structure to the implementation of the current 
Han ford Strategic Plan. 

The No-Action Alternative serves two purposes. First, it serves as a true baseline 
common to all of the alternatives that presents the current status of land use  and land 
management on the  Hanford Site. For this purpose, a baseline no-action map was developed 
that contains available information defining existing buildings and infrastructure a t  the  Hanford 
Site. Second, the No-Action Alternative provides a basis for comparing the alternatives against 
a "no change" in land-use management policy baseline. 

To analyze the impacts associated with implementing the no change in land-use 
management policy/No-Action Alternative, assumptions regarding land-management options 
were applied. In the No-Action Alternative, specific land-use decisions and designations would 
be  made through the  NEPA process on a project-by-project basis as needed. Still there would 
not be a true land-use designation, land-use policies, or implementing procedures. There would 
only be  a reas  of the  Hanford Site that are  currently used or managed for specific purposes 
guided by administrative agreements (e.g., the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope) and areas  
of the Hanford Site that a r e  committed to a general land-use because of historical uses  and 
existing NEPA or CERCWRCRA ROD commitments but a re  subject to change by future 
projects or missions that a re  unknown at this time. Consequently, potential u ses  for t h e  Hanford 
Site lands under the No-Action Alternative a re  mapped using the policies presented in Hanford 
Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b) (Figure 3-2). Impacts associated with these potential future 
uses  are  analyzed and presented in Chapter 5. 
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3.3.1. I Plan-ning Goals, Objectives, and 
Values (Vision). No publicly reviewed land- 
management plan has been developed for the 
Hanford Site since 1975 (ERDA 1975) (see text 
box, “Permanent Commitments”). In the 
incorporated by reference Waste Management 
Operations, Hanford Resewation, Richland, 
Washington: Final Environmental Statement 
(ERDA 1975), the Section IX.2.3, “Land Use,” 
states: 

Continuation of the Hanford Waste 
Management Operations Program will 
result in (I) occupancy of land by 
structures containing radionuclides, and 
(2) restricted use of land containing 
radionuclides. The quantity of land 
committed will remain essentially constant 
for about 300 years because of the 
presence of 137Cs, ’OSr, and transuranium 
materials in the burial grounds and crib 
sites unless major recovery and cleanup 
programs are initiated. After 300 years, 
the quantity of land required for such 
purposes will decrease to the lands which 
contain plutonium or other long-lived 
transuranics. Recovery of plutonium from 
stored waste would eliminate the need for 
long-term control and surveillance. 

A summary description of the committed 
lands is presented in Table IX-2. The 
areas in that table include appropriate 
buffer zones for surveillance and 
prevention of disturbance of the 
radionuclides by nearby activities such as 
irrigation agriculture. 

. ’ pe&arient Commitments 

Theresoures tliatareconsidered.io b e  committed in 
an jrretrievablt? anii;i@$Yersihl6 m&iDef by the 

Most.lan&ont$ning fisGon.produ@ radionuclides 
wifh long:.half-liies wn.6e.consiaeredunusablefor 
.agricilltu~al.pupose.s . .  . .  for centrin‘es. Although mosf of 

from 

. .  . .. . .  . .  
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equipment.: i - : 

ppcti@wilI:not %&e ia8ditionaF land. usad. for 
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. .  
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Commitment of some of the Hanford lands to waste management makes that land 
unavailable for other uses. Because there are tens of thousands of acres of similar 
desert land available throughout the western United States, the dedicated land cannot be 
considered to have rare characteristics that result in a premium value, such as for 
residential or industrial use. Ample similar land is available nearby for any such uses 
foreseen. 
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Table IX-2. Dedicated Wasfe Management Lands. 

600 Area 

Total 

Burial Grounds 10 

5,230b 

I 100 Areas I Burial Grounds I 70 I 

Reservation, Richland, Washington: Final Environmental Statement (ERDA 
1538, 1975). Ofher EIS's and CERCU RODS have committed even more areas 
such as ERDF, the 200 West expansion and the 200 East trenches to DOE 
waste disposal activities. 

59'00 I Burial Grounds, Process Buildings, Tank 
I2OoAreas I Farms, Cribs, and Ponds 

I 300 Area I Burial Grounds and Process Ponds I 50 I 

In place of any formalized plan, land management at the Hanford Site would be 
administered using the visions outlined in the Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b), which is 
not a land-use plan but is instead a DOE mission plan that is periodically updated. The 1996 
Hanford Strategic Plan details the management direction for the Site. As outlined in the 
Strategic Plan, Hanford's environmental management, or cleanup mission is to protect the health 
and safety of the public, workers, and the environment; control hazardous materials; and utilize 
the assets (i.e., people, infrastructure, site) for other missions. Hanford's Science and 
Technology mission is to develop and deploy Science and Technology in the service of the 
nation, including stewardship of the Hanford Site. 

Hanford Site managerial values, which are  further explained in the 1996 Strategic Plan, 
a re  identified below: 

Safety - The safety and health of our workers and the public will not be 
compromised. We place a high priority on managing and reducing the  risks in our 
workplace, as well as risks to the public and the environment. 

Results - We are  committed to environmental and scientific excellence. We will 
meet or exceed the needs and expectations of our customers. Our employees a re  
encouraged to seek creative and innovative solutions and to continuously find ways 
to improve what w e  do. 

Teamwork - We work as a team to accomplish our missions. We regard all 
concerned parties as essential members of the team and value and plan for their 
participation. "Win-win" solutions a re  essential elements of the way w e  do business. 
We value the diversity of our employees and all other members of the team. 

Integrity -We conduct ourselves with the highest standards of professionalism and 
ethical behavior. We honor our commitments and comply with applicable laws and 
regulations. We are  proper stewards of the taxpayers' interest. 
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The 1996 Hanford Strategic Plan divided t h e  Hanford Site into five distinct geographic 
study areas,.-including the Columbia River, Reactors on the River (100 Areas), Central Core, 
Central Plateau (200 Areas), and the South 600 Area (DOE-RL 1996b). These areas  were 
modified to be  consistent with the geographic areas  used in this Final HCP EIS. Specifically, the 
Columbia River and Reactors on the River geographic areas  were combined to create the 
Columbia River Corridor geographic area. The Wahluke Slope and ALE Reserve were not 
included in the 1996 Hanford Strategic Plan but have been included in this alternative, since 
these a reas  would remain under DOE authority. 

3.3.1.2 Assumptions Regarding Future Use. Specific land-use decisions under the No-Action 
Alternative would continue to be  made through the NEPA or the Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) (Ecology et al. 1989) process on a project- 
by-project, as-needed basis and without consideration of conformance to a CLUP. 

3.3.1.3 Application of the Land-Use Designations. 

3.3.1.3.1 The Wahluke Slope. The entire Wahluke Slope is managed for DOE by other 
agencies by permit. The western portion of the Wahluke Slope is managed by the USFWS as 
the Saddle Mountain NWR. Current permit conditions require this area to be closed to the public 
as part of a security zone for the N Reactor (now shut down), and the area would continue to be 
managed similar to the Preservation designation. This permit also provides protection for the 
K Basin spent nuclear fuel (SNF) removal project. The USFWS permit provides additional 
protection to sensitive a reas  and species of concern. The remainder of this geographic area has 
been managed by the WDFW and is now designated the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area. 

In April 1999, the  WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE of their intent to modify their 
management responsibilities on the Wahluke Slope under the 1971 agreement leaving only a 
small portion (about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge under WDFW permit. The 
USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the s a m e  uses  permitted by the 
State of Washington under the W D W s  management of the Wahluke Slope. Therefore, 
transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to the USFWS involves only a 
change in the agency managing the property and does not involve any change in the 
management activities for the Wahluke Slope. Management of the entire Wahluke Slope by the 
USFWS as an  overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the I996 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS ROD. 
The ROD recommended the Wahluke Slope be designated a wildlife refuge and the Hanford 
Reach a Wild and Scenic River, and that the wildlife refuge be managed by the USFWS. 

Consistent with the permit, this land is managed similar to the Conservation (Mining and 
Grazing) designation. These designations a re  also consistent with the BoRs Red Zone, in 
which irrigation is prohibited to minimize slumping of the bluffs into the Columbia River. Under 
this alternative, limited public access for hunting, fishing, or  recreation; permitted mining and 
grazing activities; and agricultural leases would continue. Existing permits with the USFWS can 
be revoked by DOE a t  any time. 

3.3.1.3.2 The Cohmbia River Corridor. The surface water in this geographic area 
would continue to be managed to allow limited public access and use  as a Low-Intensity 
Recreation area. Access to the Columbia River's islands would remain restricted to provide 
protection for cultural, aesthetic, biological, and geologic resources. Restrictions that a re  
intended to preserve the unique character of the Hanford Reach portion of the Columbia River 
(Public Law 100-605) would also remain in effect. Public access to the Reactors on the River 
area (Le., the 100 Areas) would remain restricted, which is consistent with current management. 
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HazaIdous and/or dangerous waste has been disposed of a t  the 183-H Solar 
Evaporation.Basins under the terms of EPA and Ecology regulations. Future use restrictions 
associated with this parcel of land a re  to be  consistent with the terms of 40 CFR 264.1 17(c) and 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-303-61 0(7)(d). The WAC 173-303-61 0(7)(d) and 
40 CFR 264.1 17(c) are  identical in intent and similar in text and state the following: 

Post-closure use of property on or in which [hazardous and/or] dangerous wastes 
remain aRer partial or final closure must never be allowed to disturb the integrity 
of the final cover, liner(s), or any other components of any containment system, or 
the function of the facility’s monitoring system, unless the department finds that 
the disturbance: (i) Is necessary to the proposed use of the property, and will not 
increase the potential hazard to human health or the environment; or (ii) Is 
necessary to reduce a threat to human health or the environment. 

A deed restriction has  been filed with Benton County for the 183-H Solar Basin RCRA 
corrective action (BHI 1997) because of residual contamination. Other deed restrictions or 
covenants for activities that potentially may extend beyond 4.6 m (15 ft) below ground surface 
a re  expected for the CERCLA remediation areas  (see Figure 4-34). 

3.3.7.3.3 The Cenfral Plafeau. Lands within the Central Plateau geographic area would 
continue to be  used for the management of radioactive and hazardous waste materials. These  
management activities would include collection and disposal of radioactive and/or hazardous 
waste materials that remain onsite, contaminated groundwater management, current offsite 
commitments, and other related and compatible uses. After incorporating by reference the 
previous 1975 ERDA 1538 irreversible and irretrievable ( I & I )  commitments and other 
documented commitments into this EIS (see Section 1.3), future individual project land-use 
requirements would be I&I committed through the appropriate NEPA and C E R C W R C W N E P A  
integrated processes. Deed restrictions or covenants also would be applied to this area through 
the  CERCLA and RCRA processes. 

3.3.7.3.4 The AI1 Ofher Areas. These areas  would be available for other Federal 
programs or leased for non-Federal uses,  provided that such uses  a re  consistent with the safety 
requirements and address the cultural and biological resource issues through DOE’S NEPA 
process. After incorporating by reference the previous 1975 ERDA 1538 irreversible and 
irretrievable (El) commitments and other documented commitments into this EIS (see Section 
1.3), future individual project land-use requirements would be  I&I committed through the 
appropriate NEPA and C E R C W R C W N E P A  integrated processes. The All Other Areas 
geographic area would remain under Federal ownership to protect the public from routine or 
accidental releases of radiological contaminants and/or hazardous materials. The use  of 
protective buffer zones surrounding the waste remediation, processing, and disposal a reas  is 
required by DOE Order 151 .I , Comprehensive Emergency Management System (DOE 19969, 
and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations 29 CFR 191 0.120, 
“Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response” (Site Safety and Control Plan), and 
OSHA 29 CFR 1910.1 19, “Process Safety Management (PSM) Rule.” These buffer zones  limit 
public exposure to radiological and hazardous chemicals from routine operations and accidents. 

A portion of this geographic area (just north of the City of Richland) would be used for 
industrial purposes. An Industrial u se  would allow R&D facilities similar to the EMSL. The lands 
in and adjacent to the 300 and 400 Areas would remain under Federal ownership, but DOE 
would be able to lease lands for private and public uses  (including withdrawn public lands with 
the owning agency’s permission) to support regional industrial and economic development (e.g., 
Energy Northwest [formerly known as WPPSS]). Other Federal uses  would be allowed by 
permit (e.g., LIGO). This area includes a section south of the 200 Areas that was  sold to the 
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State of Washington for a dangerous waste, non-nuclear disposal site but remains undeveloped. 
If the state were to develop that property per its Quit Claim Deed (State of Washington 1980), 
the state would have to obtain appropriate county, state, and Federal permits. 

The Horn Rapids Landfill (HRL), operated by the U.S. Department of Energy Richland 
Operations Office (RL), encompasses approximately 20 ha (50 ac) of the 600 Area. Originally, 
the landfill was  a quarry for sand and gravel. Subsequently, the HRL was used as a landfill for 
office and construction waste, asbestos, sewage sludge, fly ash, and reportedly numerous 
drums of unidentified organic liquids. Consistent with EPA recommendations for operators of 
landfills that handle asbestos, fencing and warning signs have been erected around the 
perimeter of the HRL to control public access. The HRL has been remediated under the terms 
of the 1100 Area CERCLA ROD. Future-use restrictions associated with this parcel of land as 
an  asbestos-containing landfill are  to be consistent with the terms of 40 CFR 61.151. In general, 
for the purposes of restrictions on land uses, 40 CFR 61 .I 51 indicates that a notation must be 
made on the deed or covenant notifying a potential purchaser that the land has been used for 
asbestos-containing waste material. A deed restriction for asbestos has been filed with Benton 
County for the.HRL. Other deed restrictions or  covenants would likely be applied to this area 
through the CERCLA and RCRA processes. 

The DOE'S transfer of the 1100 Area to the  Port of Benton for economic development 
was  approved through a n  interim action environmental assessment. The DOE prepared an  
environmental assessment  that resulted in a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) on 
August 27, 1998, transferring the 1100 Area and the Southern rail connection to the Port of 
Benton (DOE/RL EA-I 260). Although the 1 100 Area is no longer under DOE control, it is 
included in this EIS to support the local governments with their SEPA EIS analyses of the 
Hanford sub-area of Benton County under the State of Washington's Growth Management Act. 

The Port of Benton officially took ownership and control of the "1 100 Area" (consisting of 
318 ha [786 ac], 26 buildings, and 26 km [ I6 mi] of rail tract) on October 1, 1998. Together with 
the Washington State Department of Transportation and Legislature Transportation Committee, 
the Port of Benton is funding a major study ($600,000) to determine the feasibility of 
reconnecting the  Hanford main rail line to Ellensburg, Washington, as it was in the 197Os, as a n  
alternative route for Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the 
Tri-Cities. The current Yakima Valley route passes directly through all the cities in the Valley, 
including the cities of Yakima and Kennewick, which have plans to develop their downtown areas  
to be more people friendly. 

Specifically, the Port of Benton has expressed a desire to use  the Hanford rail system 
and extend the current system upriver where there is currently only a n  abandoned railroad 
grade. Provisions for the reconnection would be made in DOES permit to the USFWS for 
management of the Riverlands. The DOE Preferred Alternative would not hinder the  rail option 
because it would be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use (see Chapter 6). At this time, 
DOE has no plans to maintain the northern portions of the existing rail line. 

3.3.1.3.5 The Fifzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). The 
ALE Reserve geographic area would continue to be managed similar to the Preservation 
designation in accordance with the Rattlesnake Hills Research Natural Area designation and the 
USFWS permit. Big Bend Alberta Mining Company holds mineral rights on about 5 km' (2 mi') 
under the  southern portion of the ALE Reserve (see Section 4.2.3.1). The USFWS and DOE 
have a 25-year agreement signed in 1997 that the USFWS will manage the ALE Reserve 
consistent with the existing ALE Management Plan until the new plan is developed. This new 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) is being developed by the USFWS under DOE 
funding. Through the CCP, the USFWS will identify USFWS proposed management actions. 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 3-1 6 Final HCP EIS 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



- .  

Preferred Alternative (DOE) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 

The CCP will give the USWS the authority to manage the ALE Reserve as a part of the NWR 
System. The  CCP would be the equivalent of a n  area management plan (AMP) developed 
under the  guidelines in Chapter 6. Unless the DOE permit is revoked, the USFWS would 
manage the ALE Reserve and proceed with CCP preparation to identify refuge management 
actions that could bring the ALE Reserve into the  NWR System. 

Currently, persons wishing to visit the ALE Reserve must first contact a n  appropriate staff 
member of either DOE or the USFWS. I 
3.3.2 The Agency’s (DOE’s) Preferred Alternative 

The CEQ requires an  agency to ’. . . identify the agency’s Preferred Alternative if o n e  or 
more exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the final statement . . . 
(40 CFR 1502.14[e]).” In the development of the Preferred Alternative, DOE took into account 
its role as the long-term caretaker for the Site for at least the next 50 years. The DOE used 
information from the Hanford Geographic Information System (HGIS) and Waste Information 
Data System (WIDS) databases. Information considered by DOE includes: 

‘ I  
All surface waste sites, including those remediated (Figure 4-34) 

Groundwater contaminants and flow direction (Figures 4-1 5,4-35, and 4-36) 

Cultural and biological resources (Figure 4-27) 

Exclusive-use zones (EUZs) and emergency planning zones (EPZs) associated with 
DOE and other Hanford activities (e.g., Energy Northwest‘s nuclear power reactor, 
U.S. Ecology’s low-level waste [LLWJ disposal site, LIGO, etc.) (Figure 4-37). I 

The DOE believes that the Preferred Alternative would fulfill the  statutory mission and 
responsibilities of the agency and give adequate consideration to economic, environmental, 
technical, and other factors. 

3.3.2.1 Planning Goals, Objectives, and Values (Vision). Much like the No-Action 
Alternative, D O E s  Preferred Alternative was  developed based on policies that a re  consistent 

Alternative, DOE’s Preferred Alternative would establish policies and implementing procedures 
that would place Hanford’s land-use planning decisions in a regional context. 

with the  1996 Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b). However, unlike the No-Action I 

The DOE has identified the map alternative presented in Figure 3-3 and the land-use 
policies and implementing procedures of Chapter 6 as the Agency’s (DOEs) Preferred 
Alternative. The D O E s  Preferred Alternative represents land-management values, goals, and 
objectives of DOE for at least the next 50 years. It also represents a multiple-use theme of 
Industrial-Exclusive, Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, 

identified by the public, cooperating agencies, and consulting Tribal governments as being 
important to the region. 

Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land uses  that have been I 
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Preferred Alternative (DOE) 

3.3.22 Assumptions Regarding Future Use. The assumptions used to develop DOE’S 
Preferred Alternative a re  as follows: 

DOE, as a Federal agency, has a Trust responsibility to protect Tribal interests. 

DOE has  a responsibility to consult with and recognize the interests of the 
cooperating agencies. The DOE continues to support Dol’s proposal to expand the 
Saddle Mountain NWR to include all of the Wahluke Slope, consistent with the 1994 
Hanford Reach EIS and 1996 Hanford Reach ROD. 
DOE will support economic transition and potential industrial development by the  City 
of Richland or the Port of Benton by encouraging the use  of existing utility 
infrastructure on the Hanford Site. 

Other entities will ask for Hanford’s resources and lands. 

The  public will continue to support protection of cultural and natural resources on the 
Site, especially on the Wahluke Slope, the Columbia River Corridor, the McGee 
Ranch, and the ALE Reserve. 

Mining of onsite geologic materials will be needed to construct surface barriers as 
required by Hanford Site remediation activities. 

Remediation of the Site will continue and, where necessary, the institutional controls 
currently in place will continue to be required a t  s o m e  level for at least the next 
50 years. Institutional controls a re  transferrable and can be shared with other 
governmental agencies. 

Plutonium production reactor blocks will remain in the 100 Areas throughout the 
planning period and will be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. 

Vadose zone  contamination will persist in the All Other Areas, Central Plateau, and 
100 Area. Contaminated groundwater 
will remain unremediated in the All Other 
Areas, Central Plateau, and 100 Area. 

The public will support preservation of 
the Manhattan Project‘s historical legacy 
and development of a High-Intensity 
Recreation area,  consistent with the 
B Reactor Museum proposal. 

The public will support access to the 
Columbia River for recreational activities 
and public restrictions consistent with the 
protection of cultural and biological 
resources. 

Areas will be se t  aside specifically for 
R&D projects. 

Sufficient area will be retained to support 
current and expected DOE facility safety 
authorization basis. 
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An adequate land base and utility infrastructure will be maintained to support possible 
industrial development associated with future DOE missions. 

3.3.2.3 Application of the Land-Use Designations. Land-use designations identified for 
DOE's Preferred Alternative a re  Industrial-Exclusive, Industrial, Research and Development, 
High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation 
(see text box, "Planning for Possible Future Missions," and Figure 3-3). 

3.3.2.3.1 The Wah/uke Slope. Recently the  Wahluke Slope was  administered for 
wildlife and recreation as the Saddle Mountain NWR and the Wahluke Wildlife State Recreation 
Area under permits granted by DOE to the USFWS and WDFW, respectively. In April 1999, the 
WDFW and the USFWS notified t h e  DOE of their intent to modify their management 
responsibilities on the Wahluke Slope under the 1971 agreement leaving only a small portion 
(about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge under WDFW permit. The USFWS 
informed the  DOE that it intends to allow essentially the same  uses  permitted by the State of 
Washington under the WDWs management of the Wahluke Slope. Therefore, transfer of 
management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to the USFWS involves only a change in 
the agency managing the  property and does not involve any change in the management 
activities for the Wahluke Slope. Management of the entire Wahluke Slope by the  USFWS as 
an  overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the  1996 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS ROD. The ROD 
recommended the  Wahluke Slope be  designated a wildlife refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild 
and Scenic River, and that the wildlife refuge be managed by the USFWS. 

The DOE's Preferred Alternative would expand the existing Saddle Mountain National 
Wildlife as a n  overlay wildlife refuge to include all of the Wahluke Slope consolidating 
management of the Wahluke Slope under the USFWS, consistent with the Hanford Reach EIS's 
ROD (DO1 1996). An overlay refuge is one  where the land belongs to one  or more Federal 
agency, but it is managed by the USFWS. 

The entire Wahluke Slope would b e  designated Preservation, with the exceptions near 
the  Columbia River as discussed in the Columbia River Corridor section below. The major 
reason for designating this area as Preservation would be to provide protection for sensitive 
a reas  or  species of concern (e.g., wetlands, sand dunes, s teep slopes, or the White Bluffs) from 
impacts associated with intensive land-disturbing activities. 

A CCP (see Area Management Plans, Chapter 6) for the Wahluke Slope would be 
developed by USFWS in accordance with the National Wldlife Refuge System lmprovement Act 
of 1997. This Act provides significant guidance for management and public use of refuges 
allowing for wildlife-dependent recreation uses  such as hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and 
photography, and environmental education and interpretation. The USFWS would consult with 
DOE during the development of this plan to ensure necessary and appropriate buffer zones  for 
ongoing and potential future missions a t  the Hanford Site. 

3.3.2.3.2 The Columbia River Corridor. The Columbia River Corridor has historically 
contained reactors and associated buildings to support Hanford's former defense production and 
energy research missions. Nevertheless, remediation planning documents, public statements of 
advisory groups, and such planning documents as the Environmental lmpact Statement: The 
Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Reactors (DOE 1992a) have determined that remediation and 
restoration of the Columbia River Corridor would return the corridor to a nondeveloped, natural 
condition. Restrictions on certain activities may continue to be  necessary to prevent the  
mobilization of contaminants, the most likely example of such restrictions being on activities that 
discharge water to the soil or excavate below 4.6 m (15 ft). Although the Surplus Reactor NEPA 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 3-20 Final HCP EIS I 



Preferred Alternative (DOE) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

ROD calls for the reactor buildings to be demolished and the reactor blocks to be moved to the 
Central Plateau, this action might not take place until 2068 or until a new Tri-Party Agreement 
milestone is negotiated. As a result, the reactor buildings could remain in the Columbia River 
Corridor throughout the 50-year-plus planning period addressed by the HCP EIS and would be 
considered a pre-existing nonconformance into the future. 

I 

The Columbia River Corridor would include High-Intensity Recreation, Low- 
Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use designations. The river 
islands and a quarter-mile buffer zone would be designated as Preservation to protect cultural 
and ecological resources. Those islands not in Benton County would be included in the Refuge. 

I 

I 
Four sites, away from existing 
contamination, would be designated 
High-Intensity Recreation to support 
visitor-serving activities and facilities 
development. The B Reactor would be 
converted into a museum and the 
surrounding area would be available for 
museum-support facilities (see text box, 
"B Reactor Museum Proposai"). The 
High-Intensity Recreation area near 
Vernita Bridge (where the current 
Washington State rest stop is located) 
would be expanded across State 
Highway 240 and to the south to 
include a boat ramp and other visitor- 
serving facilities. Two areas on the 
Wahluke Slope would be designated as 
High-Intensity Recreation for potential 
exclusive Tribal fishing villages. 

Six areas would be designated for 
Low-Intensity Recreation. The area 
west of the B Reactor would be used as 
a corridor between the High-Intensity 
Recreation areas associated with the 
B Reactor and the Vernita Bridge rest 
stop and boat ramp. A second area 
near the D/DR Reactors site would be 
used for visitor services along a 
proposed recreational trail as 
conceptualized on Alternative Three's 
map. The third and fourth areas, the 
White Bluffs boat launch, and its 
counterpart on the Wahluke Slope, are 
located between the H and F Reactors 
and would be used for primitive boat 
launch facilities. A fifth area, near the 
old Hanford High School, would 
accommodate visitor facilities and 
access to the former town site and 
provide visitor services for hiking and 
biking trails that could be developed 

Final HCP EIS 3-21 

Preservingitfie~~istoly-ofthe Hanford Site; and the 
pubEckknowl&ige and understanding afthe 
events 4hat oc@t-red during World Warfl and We 
years.slrjhich(foitowed arefhe basis for the 
existenceiofthe !BB.Reactor Museum.Association 
(BRMA). :The.$Fimary-mis5ion of-theiorgan6ation 
is the bng<eM:-presefuation of the refired B . 
Reactor at tfie banford Site, andthe upgrading of 
thestructureta%Iow public access and 
unrestrided-lou$. 

&emtion.of-the, B Reactor was permanenfly 

Hanford.Sifafr&n RiMand, and. by'boat fmm the 

Proposed Action and Alternatives I 



Preferred Alternative (DOE) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

along the Hanford Reach. A sixth site, just north of Energy Northwest (formerly 
known as WPSS), would also provide visitor services for recreational trails (e.g., 
hiking and biking) along the Hanford Reach. On the Wahluke Slope side of the 
Columbia River, the White Bluffs boat launch would remain managed as is, with a 
Low-Intensity Recreation designation. A Low-Intensity Recreation designation for the 
water surface of the Columbia River would be  consistent with current management 
practices and the wishes of many stakeholders in the region. 

The remainder of land within the Columbia River Corridor outside the quarter-mile 
buffer zone would be  designated for Conservation (Mining). This designation would 
allow for DOE-permitted mining activities and support BLM's mission of multiple use. 
Mining would be permitted only in support of governmental missions or to further the 

excavating to groundwater). Should DOE determine that some  or all of the withdrawn 
lands are  surplus to DOE'S needs and releases t h e  Public Domain lands back to the 
DOI, then the DO1 could determine if the  Tribal treaty language - "the privilege of 
hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their horses and cattle upon open 

allow DOE to provide protection to sensitive cultural and biological resource areas,  
while allowing access to geologic resources. 

I 

I 

I 
biological function of wetlands (i.e., conversion of a gravel pit to a wetland by I 

and unclaimed land" - is applicable. A Conservation (Mining) designation would I 

A Preservation land-use designation for the Columbia River islands would be  
consistent with the Hanford Reach EIS ROD (DO1 1996) and would provide additional 
protection to sensitive cultural areas, wetlands, floodplains, Upper Columbia Run 
steelhead, and bald eagles from impacts associated with intensive land-disturbing 
activities. Remediation activities would continue in the 100 Areas (i.e., 100-B/C, 
100-KE, 100-KW, 100-N, 100-D, 100-DR, 100-H, and 100-F), and would be  
considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use in the Preservation land-use 
designation. 

3.3.2.3.3 The Cenfral Plafeau. The Central Plateau (200 Areas) geographic area would 
be designated for Industrial-Exclusive use. An Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation would 
allow for continued Waste Management operations within the  Central Plateau geographic area. 
This designation would also allow expansion of existing facilities or development of new 

consistent with the Working Group's recommendations, current DOE management practice, 
other governments' recommendations, and many public stakeholder values throughout the 
region. 

compatible facilities. Designating the Central Plateau as Industrial-Exclusive would be I 

To keep the 1975 I&I commitments (see text box in Section 3.3.1 -1) and to help maintain 
the current Waste Management mission, there have been several Notices of Deed Restriction 
placed with the Benton County Assessor's Ofice and the Benton County Planning Office. The 
No-Action Alternative (Figure 3-2) shows where these Notice of Deed Restrictions have been 
placed across the  Hanford Site. They are  currently being used mainly for asbestos left in 
landfills (e.g.' the HRL and the Central Waste Complex Landfill) and concrete structures that 
were surface contaminated (e.g., the 183-H Solar Basins) (BHI 1997). As remediation 
continues, DOE expects to file more restrictions that would institutionalize the 5-m (154) depth 
restriction for excavation in the 100 Areas CERCLA RODs, the Industrial land-use restriction 
CERCLA ROD in the 300 Area, the expected Industrial land-use RODs for the Central Plateau, 
and point-of-compliance boundaries for groundwater remediation or LLW disposal facility 
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performance assessment purposes. After incorporating by reference the previous 1 975 ERDA 
1538 irreversible and irretrievable (I&I) commitments and other documented commitments into 
this EIS (see Section 1 .3), future individual project land-use requirements would be I&I 
committed through the appropriate NEPA and CERCWRCWNEPA integrated processes. 

3.3.23.4 The A// Other Areas. Within the All Other Areas geographic area, the 
Preferred Alternative would include Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity 
Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation, and Preservation land-use designations. 
The majority of the All Other Areas would be designated Conservation (Mining) to support a 
possible BLM's mission of multiple uses. 

Several areas that would be designated as Conservation (Mining) would be unable to 
fulfill the designated land use: 

A Notice of Deed Restriction would be placed in those areas where vadose zone 
contamination remained in-place, according to the CERCLA ROD or RCRA Closure 
Permit (e.g., the HRL, Central Waste Complex, 183-H Solar Basins, etc.), foreclosing 
the mining option. 

The section of Washington State land that is deed restricted to waste management 
activities would be designated as Conservation (Mining) consistent with Benton 
County's Alternative Three (GMA authority) and, therefore, could not fulfill any waste 
management purpose. 

Other land-use designations would introduce new land management priorities into the All 
Other Areas. These designations and the areas affected are as follows: 

Two distinct areas, one located east of the 200 Areas (i.e., May Junction) and the 
other located north of Richland, would be designated for Industrial use to support new 
DOE missions or economic development. This designation would provide additional 
industrial development and/or expansion area for current facilities. 

An area west of State Highway 10 and east of State Highway 240 would be 
designated for Research and Development to support economic diversification and 
DOE'S Energy Research mission. This area would allow for the development of R&D 
facilities, such as LIGO, which could require substantial buffer zones for operation. In 
addition, R&D facilities not requiring large areas for operation would also be located 
within this area. 

A small area at the junction of State Highway 10 and State Highway 240 would be 
designated High Intensity Recreation to allow for visitor serving facilities at the 
gateway to the Hanford Reach, ALE, Horn Rapids Park and other recreational 
activities. 

Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, the area west of State Highway 240 from the Columbia 
River across Umtanum Ridge to the ALE Reserve, and the active sand dunes areas 
would be designated for Preservation, which would provide additional protection of 
these sensitive areas. The extant railroad grade across the Riverlands area would be 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
considered an active permitted infrastructure. I 
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Afterhcorporating by reference the previous 1975 ERDA 1538 irreversible and I 

I 
I 

irretrievable (I&I)  commitments and other documented commitments into this EIS (see Section I 
1.3), future individual project land-use requirements would be I&I  committed through the 
appropriate NEPA and C E R C W R C W N E P A  integrated processes. 

3.3.2.3.5 The Fifzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). Nearly 
all of the ALE Reserve geographic area would be  designated as Preservation. This designation 
would be consistent with current management practices of the Rattlesnake Hills Research 
Natural Area and the  USFWS permit. A portion of the ALE Reserve would be managed as 
Conservation (Mining) during the remediation of the Hanford Site as a trade-off developed during 
the cooperating agencies discussions for preservation of a wildlife corridor through the McGee 
Ranch and after public comment, the inclusion of the McGee Ranch within the Refuge 
designation. The wildlife corridor through the McGee Ranch/Umtanum Ridge area had been 
identified by DOE as the preferred quarry site for basalt rock and silty soil materials that could be 
required for large waste-management area covers (RCRA caps or the Hanford Barrier) in the 
Central Plateau. In addition to the wildlife corridor function, the mature shrub-steppe vegetation 
structure in the McGee Ranch area has greater wildlife value (Le., BRMaP Levels I l l  and IV) than 
the cheat grass  (BRMaP Level I )  in the ALE Reserve quarry site (see Section 5.1 -2). The 
BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) levels of concern run from Level I through Level IV, increasing in 
biological importance as the numbers increase, with Level I being the  level of least importance. 

‘ I  
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3.3.3 Alternative One 

3.3.3. I Planning Goals, Objecfives, and 
Values (Vision). Alternative One  represents a 
Federal stewardship role for managing national 
resources on the Hanford Site with the 
acknowledged consumptive treaty-reserved "right 
of taking fish a t  all usual and accustomed places 
in common with citizens of the Territory; and of 
erecting temporary (suitable instead of temporary 
for the CTUIR) buildings for curing." This does 
not include the tribal vision of consumptive non- 
fishing activities by tribal member's exercising 
their reserved treaty rights, implicit in Alternatives 
Two and Four. Specifically these rights are, "the 
privilege of hunting, gathering roots and berries, 
and pasturing their horses and cattle (stock 
instead of horses and cattle for the CTUIR) upon 

. . .En&ot&enfal& Preferable Alternative 
. .  . .  . 

h)iOfci&s NEPA regulations 
~ e s  where an EfS has been 

'prekared;the RecoTd of Decsion (R6D) must identify 
all alfernafives'that yere considered, ". . .specifying 
~ h e a ~ e m ~ y ~ . o r . . a m a ~ i Y e s  which were considered 
to beknvirpnmentally preferabTe." The 

ai.yijll.pmrnote.the national 
environnienta€ pill~as expressed h: NEPA's 
Seiition..103. O'rdiiiarily~.i~::meansrthe altemafiie 

. that causes.the.~e~t~amage-.t~~e-biotogical and 
.physic$li$n~ir6nmen~ it.also means me dtemative 
@hick best pkiectk;. preservks;: and 'enhances 
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ty:p&fer&lealkrnative is the  

. .  . . .  

open and unclaimed land" (just unclaimed a n d  not open and unclaimed for the CTUIR). The 
DOE regards Alternative One  as the Environmentally Preferable Alternative. 

The  land-use designations included in Alternative One are  presented in Figure 3-4. This 
alternative considers Hanford resources (Le., ecological, historic, cultural, and economic 
resources) in a regional context. Enlarging the existing Federal Saddle Mountain N W R ,  to 
include all of the undisturbed natural area north and east  of the Columbia River and west of 
State Highways 24 and 240, is seen  as the best way to preserve these resources. The vision of 
Alternative One is to preserve the Hanford Site shrub-steppe ecosystem by protecting the high- 
quality habitat that runs contiguously along the west of the Site from the Wahluke Slope to the 
ALE Reserve, and a t  the s a m e  time, protect the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. 

Alternative One  was  developed using the seven land-use planning goals listed below: 

Integrate mission, economic, ecological, social, and cultural factors as stated in the 
Secretary of Energy's Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE 1994b), which includes 
sustaining the valuable biological 
resources of the Hanford Site and 
supporting sustainable economic 
development. 

Support the Rattlesnake Hills 
Research Natural Area, established in 
1971. 

Reduce the inappropriate conversion 
of undeveloped land into sprawling, 
low-density development by 
encouraging siting of high-density 
development areas. 

Achieve ecosystem planning based on 
a regional perspective. 

Common)y Icienfified Goals of Afternative One 

nomic development and 
diversification. 

Protect the Columbia River. 

Use the Central Plateau wisely for Waste 
Management. 

Do no harm during cleanup. 

. rsity 
ualii  

Protect the integrity of all biological resources, 
with specificattention given to rare, threafened. 
and endangered species and their habifats. 
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2 Figure 3=4. Alternative One. 
3 
4 

0 
HHIrpp 04/23/98 clup/aliumativel.aml Database: 26-MAR4999 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 3-26 Final HCP EIS I 



Alternative One (Natural Resource Trustee) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

Preserve the lands, sites, and structures 
ofhistorical, cultural, or archaeological 
significance on the Hanford Site. 

Consider the resource needs of the 
Hanford cleanup program. 

Encourage the retention of open space. 

The land-use designations in Alternative One 
incorporate the commonly identified goals of the 
Working Group, Hanford Tank Waste Task Force, 
and HAB as well as DOE'S adoption of these 
stakeholder values (see text box, "Commonly 
Identified Goals of Alternative One"). 

The objectives of Alternative One are  to 
promote, through the enlargement of an existing 
Federal wildlife refuge, the protection and recovery 
of state and federally listed species, a wide range of 
fish and wildlife recreational opportunities (see text 
box, "Wildlife Viewing in Washington"), aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats and associated fish and wildlife 
populations, and the utilization of the existing 
infrastructure (especially in the southeast portion of 
the Site and the Central Plateau) for development. 
The vision of Alternative One is to conserve the 
Hanford Site shrub-steppe ecosystem, which 
provides a sanctuary for River and riparian areas to 
maintain the high quality of the salmon and 
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steelhead spawning areas, and to maintain a habitat link between the Hanford Site and the 
Yakima Training Center, which is Washington State's second largest shrub-steppe ecosystem. 
This would ensure conservation of the region's shrub-steppe heritage for future generations to 
enjoy. 

3.3.3.2 Assumptions Regarding Future Use. The assumptions used to develop Alternative 
One are as follows: 

Existing hazardous waste and ongoing remedial actions will require DOE to maintain 
control of portions of the Site for the proposed planning period. 

DOE control of the Site will be required to provide a safety buffer for the public from 
unforeseeable accidents that pose health risks to workers and the public (e.g., the 
Plutonium Reclamation Facility explosion) during the cleanup mission. 

Plutonium production reactor blocks will remain in the 100 Areas throughout the 
planning period and will be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. 

DOE will continue to practice 'as low as reasonably achievable" (AlARA) 
management designed to keep human exposure to a minimum by only approving 
staff and projects on the Hanford Site necessary for management of radioactive and 
hazardous wastes. The intent of the AURA program is to avoid unnecessary 
exposure and potential risks from radioactive, hazardous, or biological materials to 
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Alternative One (Natural Resource Trustee) 

workers, public, and/or the environment. These risks could include unexpected air 
rdeases .  

DOE will find new missions for buildings in the 300 and 400 Areas for exploring new 
technologies related to the treatment and handling of hazardous waste, developing 
energy technologies, and other DOE missions. These new missions may be 
conducted by Federal and non-Federal entities. 

Expansion for future development during the planning period will not exceed historical 
acreage used by DOE and its predecessors. This projected future development 
expansion will occur as high-density development to conserve the other natural 
resources present on the Site. 

Stewardship will be based on the principles of ecosystem management and 
sustainable development. 

Existing permits and Memoranda of Agreement made by DOE with other entities for 
land-management purposes will continue, with the exception of the Wahluke State 
Wildlife Recreation Area, which be terminated to allow management of the expanded 
Saddle Mountain NWR by the USFWS. 

USFWS will manage the ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch site, Riverlands, and Wahluke 
State Wildlife Recreation Area. 

The R&D necessary for cleanup will occur in a manner that creates additional private- 
sector economic development opportunities. 

Quarry sites will support DOE’S remediation construction and infrastructure 
maintenance needs. No commercial u se  of the quarries will occur during this 
planning period. 

3.3.3.3 Application of the Land-Use Designations. Alternative One land-use designations 
include Industrial-Exclusive, Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, 
Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation. The location, shape, and 
size of the land-use designations were based on analysis of the existing natural and man-made 
resources (e.g., infrastructure, topography, and biology, etc.) found in Chapter 4 and land-use 
projects for economic development, which are also found in Chapter 4. 

3.3.3.3.1 The Wahluke Slope. The land-use designation for the Wahluke Slope under 
Alternative One  would be Preservation. The Wahluke Slope is currently administered for wildlife 
and recreation as the Saddle Mountain NWR and the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area under 
permits granted by DOE to the USFWS and WDFW. Management of the Wahluke Slope would 
b e  consolidated under the USFWS as a portion of the Saddle Mountain NWR. 

The Saddle Mountain NWR would be designated Preservation, which is consistent with 
the current administered land use. Preservation would provide a protective safety buffer zone 
for DOE remedial activities in the 100 Areas. These DOE activities are  expected to continue for 
the planning period, and would continue to provide a sanctuary for shrub-steppe dependent 
species that inhabit the area. Preservation would also prevent activities within the BoRs  Red 
Zone (an area where irrigation is restricted because it accelerates mud slides along the 
Columbia River) that could jeopardize stability of the White Bluffs. Preservation would not 
interfere with the BoR’s management of the Columbia Basin Project‘s irrigation wasteways 
because they would be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. An agreement would be 
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Alternative One (Natural Resource Trustee) 

Adams County 

Benton County 
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91,794.00 $45.45 $4,172,037.00 
29,703.00 $40.63 $1,206,833.00 
32,524.00 $48.95 $1,592,050.00 
25,891 .OO $44.64 $1,155,774.00 

established by the DO1 between its four agencies 
(i.e., USFWS, BoR, NPS, and BLM) to enable all to 
fulfill their Congressionally mandated missions on 
the Wahluke Slope. 

Agriculture (cropland) is a feature of some 
refuges, and was considered for portions of the 
Wahluke Slope consistent with currently 
administered wildlife sharecropping programs (see 
text box, Cropland Management on National Wildlife 
Refuges"). Currently, there is a significant amount 
of privately held agricultural lands in the region that 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture is protecting (Le., 
the lands are not being used for agriculture) for 
either environmental or cultural reasons under the 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 
(CREP) (see Table 3-2). In addition, the markets for 
apples, potatoes, and wheat are currently soft with 
the apple industry examining the need to take trees 
out of production (TCH 1998a). 

In consideration of the natural resource 
trustee's Congressional mandate to preserve and 
protect endangered ecosystems such as the shrub- 
steppe, expanding the agricultural base in the region 
-- while possible under a NWR scenario - is not 
considered to be an appropriate use of the Wahluke 
Slope lands and their dependent fisheries resources. 

In 1992. qtimafed croplandin the NWR System 
was appr&i&teIy 82,556'tia i204,OOO-acj (1A% 
of refuge %Stem lands ouf$de:of Ataska),.down 
frb? 8;&J1i @~Z,OOO ac) [l.%"/of.refuge : 
system lands dtitsjde ofAlaska) in 1974- Former 
croplands havebeen al1owecPtt-j undergo:naturat 
successjon, haie:b&!en$anted with desired 
grasses,..pees, or sbjubs; or h a u e b k n  converted 
in some.cases fq.m&aged moist soBwettand 
units; according -io- a' USFSW report. 

Ofithe 281 r.e&ge&jth famjng programs in 1989. 
123 refuges,fand 61$3.j? ha:[153;000acll were 
famed by.$eMilfeesiivho refained a.share.cif the 
croplri retym @rcosts incurred.to farm the land. 

. .  

ibg iefiiges, USFWS. personnel 
ing o~erationsyith government . 

. .  . . . .  .. . . .. .. . .  

Soil preparation, manipulation and treatment 
pr5diksongfuge croplandsare based on sound 
land-use soil &nsentation pra&ces.. Techniques 

ng; couec cropping, 

. .  . .  

On rniny+BGes; .crops are systernaiicaily 
egumes.a+ incorpdratedwith grain 

W+ct~rob~e@:: BioTbgica(fiirming i s  
d&imi@mefhod . .  on reftlges.. 

$oi!:iitfh:and nutrlent content and 

3.3.3.3.2 The Columbia River Cowidor. 
Land-use designations for the Columbia River 
Corridor under Alternative One would include High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity 
Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation. 

Table 3-2. 1997 Regional Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program (CREP) (USDA 1998). 

Rental Payment 
per Acre in 1997 I County I Acres 1 

I Hanford Region I 179,912.00 I $44.92 I $8,126,694.00 1 

The Columbia River islands within the Hanford Site boundary would be designated for 
Preservation and included in the Saddle Mountain NWR to maintain important areas for wildlife. 
Wildlife species using these islands include mule deer, American white pelicans, sandhill cranes, 
waterfowl, and ring-necked pheasant. A significant area of the Upper Columbia River 
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summer/fall-run chinook salmon spawning habitat is located near these islands, as well as 
potential juvenile rearing habitat for the federally listed Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook 
salmon (Endangered listed -3/99), Middle Columbia River steelhead (Threatened listed-3/99), 
and Upper Columbia River steelhead (Endangered listed-8/97). 

I 
I 

The Columbia River Corridor itself includes Low-Intensity Recreation, High-Intensity 
Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use designations. The Low-Intensity 
Recreation areas  would include a n  existing unimproved boat ramp on the Benton County side of 
the corridor a t  the White Bluffs. Use of the boat ramp would be restricted to emergency 
responses to protect suitable bald eagle nesting habitat. Restrictions would be  consistent with 
the  Hanford Site Bald Eagle Management Plan (DOE-RL 1994b). The  High-Intensity Recreation 
area currently includes a n  existing highway rest area on the west side of State Highway 240 a t  
Vernita Bridge. The rest area is leased from DOE by the Washington Department of 
Transportation. A boat ramp facility has been proposed east of the highway across from t h e  rest 
area on the Benton County side. The Preservation designation would provide protection for 
ecologically and culturally sensitive areas  being considered for protection under the Wild and 
Scenic Recreational River designation (DO1 1996) and would be consistent with the current 
management of the  Saddle Mountain NWR. 

The 100 Areas would include High-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and 
Preservation land-use designations. The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity 
Recreation to allow tourism of the federally registered landmark and would be consistent with the 
B Reactor Museum proposal. Radioactive contamination would remain below 4.6 m (1 5 ft) in the 
100 Areas vadose zone. During the planning period for this document (at least the next 
50 years), the  spent fuel will be  removed from the K Basins. Associated environmental risks 
were evaluated in the K Basin EIS (DOE 1996b). 

3.3.3.3.3 The Central P/ateau. The Central Plateau would include Industrial-Exclusive 
and Preservation land-use designations. The Central Plateau includes undeveloped and 
uncontaminated land, the  majority of which has  been designated priority shrub-steppe habitat by 
the  WDFW. Potential future Hanford Site projects include a full-scale, low-level vitrification plant 
and a burial ground for eight reactor cores (DOE 1992a). The remaining undeveloped areas  
would be considered sufficient for the preferred regional alternative of DOE’S Programmatic 
Waste Management EIS (DOE 1997a). Under the Programmatic EIS preferred regional 
alternative, the Central Plateau would be committed to waste management from other DOE 
sites. Although this land-use designation does not include Research and Development, R&D 
projects specific to DOE waste management activities would be allowed. Mitigations for impacts 
from all the previously mentioned, and any unforeseeable projects, would be consistent with the 
Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) (DOE-RL 1996~). 

Land west of the currently developed 200 West Area within the Central Plateau 
geographic area would be  designated Preservation. This area contains high-quality mature 
sagebrush, which provides essential habitat for shrub-steppe dependent species. This 
designation would prevent additional sprawl to the west and encourage siting of new projects 
between the 200 East and 200 West Areas. 

3.3.3.3.4 The A// Other Areas. The All Other Areas geographic area under Alternative 
One  would include Industrial, Research and Development, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use designations. All development (Le., Industrial, 
and Research and Development) would occur south of Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPPSS), inclusive. This development would include transition of existing facilities in the I1  00, 
300, and 400 Areas and the Energy Northwest area to potential u ses  such as high technology 
incubators, manufacturing, and medical isotope production. The majority of non-Federal u ses  
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would occur offsite or within a portion of the area identified by the City of Richland's urban 
growth area.(UGA) boundary in the southeast portion of the Site. This reduced UGA would 
include Industrial and Research and Development. The DOES industrial needs could also be 
met within the approximately 5.2 km2 (4 mi2) of land identified for industrial use between Energy 
Northwest and the UGA boundary. This 5.2 km2 (4 mi2) area contains low-quality habitat. Just 
west of the Industrial designation is an extensive tract of seral shrub-steppe habitat which has 
been designated Conservation (Mining). As the canopy cover increases, this seral shrub-steppe 
habitat will becqme more important for shrub-steppe dependent species as additional shrub- 
steppe habitat is destroyed offsite. 

Wildlife corridors designated as Preservation would be located around this industrial 
development to allow wildlife movements between the ALE Reserve, the Columbia River, and 
the Saddle Mountain NWR. Between the western boundary and State Highway 240, a wildlife 
corridor would run north from the ALE Reserve to the Columbia River. This northwestern wildlife 
corridor would include the areas known as McGee Ranch and the river lands. Within the 
southeastern wildlife corridor north of the Yakima River, a small area would be designated 
Conservation (Mining) to allow potential extraction of geologic materials for use in the 200 Areas 
remedial efforts. Considering this as a quarry site for basalt and soil provides DOE with the 
option to designate Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, and West Haven as Preservation because of 
their significant cultural value; and also to designate, as Preservation, the McGee Ranch site 
(which is DOE land north and west of Highway 24 and south of the Columbia River). This 
Preservation designation, including the McGee Ranch site as part of the expansion of the 
Saddle Mountain NWR, would help preserve and protect an important habitat link between the 
Hanford Site and the Yakima Training Center. 

3.3.3.3.5 The Fifiner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). The 
ALE Reserve geographic area would be designated Preservation consistent with the 
management of the expanded Saddle Mountain NWR. Preservation and management of the 
ALE Reserve as an expansion of the Saddle Mountain NWR would protect the rare and high- 
quality shrub-steppe plant communities and unique and rare fauna that reside on this portion of 
the Site. Many of these plant communities and fauna are found nowhere else in the state of 
Washington or in the Columbia Basin eco-region. Providing an expanded Saddle Mountain 
NWR for a biological sanctuary of shrub-steppe dependent species would assist agricultural and 
industrial development in other areas of the Columbia Basin's shrub-steppe community by 
partially fulfilling the mandate to preserve species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
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Alternative Two (Nez Perce ERWM Department) 

3.3.4 Alternative Two 

3.3.4.7 Planning Goals, Objectives, and Values (Vision). Alternative Two presents the vision 
of the Nez Perce Tribe, Department for Environmental Restoration and Waste Management and 
incorporates their vision of Federal trust responsibility to the Indian Tribes (Figure 3-5). This 
vision calls for preservation of the natural and cultural resources at the Hanford Site. Traditional 
Tribal use  is consistent with the Preservation land-use designation. Protection of cultural 
resources a t  the Hanford Site is the top priority of Alternative Two. Sharing the Nez Perce 
Tribe's knowledge and point of view about sacred sites and nature with everyone is vitally 
important. Cultural resources remain important to the Nez Perce Tribe's way of life and a re  part 
of the Tribe's tradition. 

The  Hanford Site, including the Columbia River, has a history of serving as a gathering 
place for Indian Nations to hunt, fish, trade, and feast. The Nez Perce have shared and 
participated in these known ancient and traditional activities with other Tribes when and where 
there were no fences, boundary lines, or treaties. The Hanford Site is one of the largest areas  of 
land in the Pacific Northwest region that has not been developed, with agriculture being the 
principal development on surrounding lands. The Hanford Site contains the last nontidal, 
unimpounded section of the Columbia River in the United States, and the Hanford Reach is the 
only remaining area  on the Columbia River where Chinook salmon still spawn naturally. The 
ALE Reserve geographic area contains one of the few resident elk herds in the world that inhabit 
a semi-arid area,  and the ALE Reserve is one of the largest remnants of relatively undisturbed 
shrub-steppe ecosystem in the State of Washington. Approximately 50 species of animals that 
a re  classified as "sensitive species" currently reside at the Hanford Site. The largest population 
of sage sparrows in Washington State can also be found a t  Hanford. 

The Nez Perce have always considered that the land and its creatures a re  essential to 
everyday life. Humans a re  considered to be only one  small part of a much larger circle of life on 
the earth. Nez Perce stories exemplify this intimate relationship between humans and the earth, 
and traditional Nez Perce culture weaves at? intimate relationship between humanity and nature. 
In all phases of their daily lives, the Nez Perce recognize the  spirits of the forces and objects 
around them as supernatural guardian forms, which they call in a personal way their Wyakin. 
The Nez Perce identify themselves with all the natural features of the earth. In the Nez Perce's 
belief, the earth is the ever-nourishing mother, as any mother provides for a child. We must 
continue to be caretakers of the earth, or life will surely soon end. These values a re  used in ' 

developing Alternative Two. 

3.3.4.2 Assumptions Regarding Future Use. The assumptions used to develop 
Alternative Two a r e  as follows: 

Potential industrial and recreational development of the City of Richland and Benton 
County will primarily occur outside of the Hanford Site's boundary and close to 
Benton County's population centers. 

Remediation of the Hanford Site will continue, and the security measures currently in 
place will continue to be required. 

Plutonium production reactor blocks will remain in the I00 Areas throughout the 
planning period and will be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. 

The last nontidal, unimpounded section of the  Columbia River, and the salmon 
habitat found therein, as well as cultural resources of the indigenous people who 
pre-date the Federal government will be protected. 
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International treaties concerned with protecting salmon and other wildlife will be 
honored. 

With DOE’S mission change from defense production to environmental restoration, 
the land needs of future DOE missions could be contained in the Central Plateau, 
400 Area, and 300 Area. 

Major portions of the Site could not be conveyed to private ownership due to soil 
contamination left at  depth after remediation. 

Existing contaminated groundwater conditions would not preclude development in 
any given location but would be considered a constraint to groundwater use and 
prevent transfer to private ownership, as the private sector would be unable and 
unwilling to accept the environmental liabilities. 

3.3.4.3 Applicafion of the L and-Use Designations. Alternative Two’s land-use designations 
include Industrial-Exclusive, Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, 
and Preservation. The location, shape, and size of the land-use designations were influenced by 
a thorough analysis of the existing cultural resources, the hazards and resources created by 
humans, and the geology. 

3.3.4.3.1 The Wahluke Slope. Alternative Two would designate the entire Wahluke 
Slope as Preservation. Preservation would prohibit irrigation of the Wahluke Slope because 
irrigation is accelerating sloughing of the White Bluffs along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River. Sloughing of the bluffs, or other activities that change the course of the Columbia River 
such as dredging or mining, could release chemical and radioactive contaminants that have 
been entombed within the fine sediments of the Hanford Reach. 

Preservation would protect the last nontidal, unimpounded section of Columbia River and 
the salmon habitat found within, as well as the cultural resources of the indigenous people who 
pre-date the Federal government. Preservation would honor retained Tribal rights as recognized 
and affirmed by the United States of America in the Treaties of 7855 with the affected Tribes 
(Appendix A), as well as complying with international fishing treaties. Preservation would 
prevent an  additional appropriation of water from the Columbia River in order to support 
development of lands on the Wahluke Slope. The Wahluke Slope is not in acreage that has 
been appropriated water from the (57 U.S.C. 14). Finally, a preservation designation would be 
appropriate because a large portion of the Wahluke Slope is too steep to develop (see 
Section 4.2). 

3.3.4.3.2 The Columbia River Corridor. The Columbia River Corridor would include 
High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity Recreation, Research and Development, and 
Preservation land-use designations. The Columbia River (surface water only) would be 

designation for the islands in the Columbia River and the designation of the Hanford Reach as a 

located within the Columbia River Corridor, would be designated for High-Intensity Recreation 
and would allow conversion of the reactor into a museum with museum-related facilities. The 
B Reactor was  the first full-scale nuclear reactor in the world and was  critical in the development 

designated for Low-Intensity Recreation. The Nez Perce Tribe supports a Preservation 

“wild and scenic” river under Federal control. The B Reactor and surrounding area, which are  

I 

I 
I 
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of the first nuclear weapons. The K Reactor area would be designated for Research and 
Development. The K Reactor area could be used by the Tribes and others for fish farming or for 
aquaculture and aquatic research. 

The remainder of land within the 100 Areas would be designated Preservation. 
Preservation would protect retained rights of American Indian Tribes to the area and would 
protect sensitive cultural and biological resource areas. Prohibiting further irrigation and other . . _ -  8 .  . I  . .  -. - . . --.. .. . .. . .  ....I -... c I -  , 

Alternative Three (Cities and Counties) 

3.3.5 Alfernafive Three 

3.3.5.1 Planning Goals, Objecfives, and Values (vision). Benton, Franklin, Grant, and 
Adams counties and the City of Richland contain portions of the Hanford Site. Alternative Three 
represents the individual planning efforts of these local governments. The procedures used by 
these governments to develop Alternative Three vary by each planning jurisdiction. The 
designations in Grant County reflect the Wahluke 2000 Plan prepared by farming interests in 
1992 and supported by Grant County (NPS 1996). The designations in Franklin County result 
from a land-use analysis conducted by the Franklin County Planning Department; and 
designations within Benton County were developed per the procedure outlined below: 

Existing Hanford Site resources were inventoried, mapped, and characterized. 

Biological resources were identified per the WDFW priority habitat and species data 
base. 

Natural and biological resources were then translated into five “critical resources,” 
consistent with the GMA, including wetlands, fish and wildlife conservation areas,  
frequently flooded areas,  geologically hazardous areas,  and critical aquifer recharge 
areas. 

An opportunities and constraints analysis was  performed using the assembled 
Hanford Site information. 

Critical resources were placed in a single contiguous designation (i.e., the 
Conservation land-use designation). 

Areas remaining outside of the Conservation designation were identified as suitable 
for development and analyzed to determine the appropriate “intensity” of use  within 
the designated area. 

After appropriate intensities were identified for each area  suitable for development, 
land uses  were designated consistent with “opportunities and constraints” (e.g., 
availability of infrastructure, nearness of urban areas, soils capabilities, and current 
use  patterndfuture options). 

The land-use designations included in Alternative Three a re  presented in Figure 3-6. 
The county and city governments believe that the land-use designations for the Hanford Site 
address identified goals and values of DOE, the  City of Richland, Benton County, and the HAB. 
The goals and values include economic diversification, increased public use for recreation and 
private enterprise, private-sector utilization of infrastructure, and the protection of biological and 
cultural resources (see text box, “Goals and Objectives”). 

3.3.5.2 Assumptions Regarding Fufure Uses. The assumptions used to develop Alternative 
Three a re  as follows: 



Alternative Three (Cities and Counties) 

4 Fiaure 316. Alternative Three, 

Research & Development k,' CountyLies 
l l  Agriculture I Hanford Reach Interim Action Plan 

BHkrpp 04f23/98 clup/altemative3.aml Database: 2644AR4999 
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Existing contaminated groundwater 
Gbnditions will not preclude develop- 
ment in any given location, but will be 
considered a constraint to 
groundwater use. 

Plutonium production reactor blocks 
will remain in the 100 Areas through- 
out the planning period and will be 
considered a pre-existing, noncon- 
forming use. 

3.3.5.3 Applicafion of fhe Land-Use 
Designations. Alternative Three land-use 
designations include lndustrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial, Agriculture, Research and Develop- 
ment, High-Intensity Recreation, Low-Intensity 
Recreation, Conservation (Mining), Conservation 
(Mining and Grazing), and Preservation. 

For Site lands within Benton County, the 
location, shape, and size of the land-use 
designations were determined by analyzing the 
existing natural and man-made resources (e.g., 
infrastructure, topography, and biology) described 
in Chapter 4 (see text box, "Allowable and 
Permitted Uses within the Land-Use Designations 
of Alternative Three"). For lands within the Grant 
County portion of the Site, land-use designations 
were influenced by the input and analysis 
resulting from the Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
County Hanford Reach Citizens Advisory Panel, 
the Wahluke 2000 Plan, and the Wahluke Slope 
Element of the Grant County Comprehensive 
Plan. The lands within the Franklin County 
portion of the Site went through an analysis 
similar to that described above. The designations 
of Preservation, Conservation, Low-Intensity 
Recreation, and Agriculture on this portion of the 
Site were developed from onsite analysis and 
with input from the Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
Countv Hanford Reach Citizen's Advisory Panel 
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and the Wahluke 2000 Plan. In addition, the WDFW, the BoR, and the South Columbia Basin 
Irrigation District provided information. 

Alternative Three would accommodate both future Federal missions and private 
activities, such as business-related industry and R&D enterprises, in the southeastern portion of 
the Site (north of the City of Richland). This area would be adjacent to essential services and 
large-capacity infrastructure. Accommodations for the expansion of public and commercial 
recreational activities would be focused on the northern portion of the Site (i.e., primarily in the 
vicinity of the Vernita Bridge). The largest land-use designation would be Conservation (Mining), 
which would represent a single continuous area that would extend over all geographic areas 
except the southern portion of the Site. Generally, the shape and extent of this designation 
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would include sensitive biological, physical, and 
cultural featires on the landscape (e.g., rare, 
threatened, or endangered flora/fauna and their 
habitats; unique geologic hazards and features; 
and wetland and riverine environments), and would 
be intended to protect these resources over the 
long term. 

In the southern portion of the Site, located 
north and northwest of Richland, is a large area 
desianated for industrial. and Research and 

: i&ff&wabfeand:Permifted Uses withh fhe 
- . LandiUse DesQnations of Afternafive Three 

Allowable and perhifted useswithin any fand-use 
-designation would comspond to those listed in 
Table 3-1, exceptthat wifhin the Industrial, 
Research and Development, and High-Intensity 
Recreatjon land-use designations, dryland 
ag~cultura1:and commercial grazing; would be 
consideredzan allowable :use- (typically interim). 
Irrigated kgiiyliilre would beconsidered an interim 

. conditionall'y'pennitted use, Nhich would be subjed 
. to'bistina deed restrictions-or covenants standards 
that prohibitactivities that impact contaminated soil 
and groundwater; ..Basalt oufcrops and other 
culturdly significant landscape features would not 

Development land uses.' Within these land-use 
designations, a large area of seral-stage, shrub- 

planning considerations identified in the All Other 
Areas geographic area, this area was not included 
with the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation, and would be considered suitable for future 
development. However, the importance of this habitat would be recognized and impacts to 
shrub-steppe habitat would require mitigation. 

steppe habitat exists. Given the existence of other 

3.3.5.3.7 The Wahluke Slope. The soil, 
climate, and topography of the Wahluke Slope 
make it potentially one of the most productive 
agricultural areas  in the Pacific Northwest. Prior to 
its inclusion in the  Hanford control zone, the BoR 
had purchased over 10,927 ha (27,000 ac) of the 
Wahluke Slope for agricultural development. 
Development of land within the Site that is 
appropriate for agriculture would result in the 
completion of the vision for agricultural economy 
benefitting the citizens of the area. The land-use 
proposal for the Wahluke Slope seeks to provide 
balanced and compatible economic development, 
conservation of critical resource lands, and the 
protection of the Columbia River Corridor. The 
Wahluke Slope contains expansive critical 
resource lands not suitable for farming, but these 
lands a re  ideally suitable for wildlife habitat and 
Low-Intensity Recreation. Such areas constitute 
an ideal buffer providing protection between 
agricultural land and the Columbia River Corridor. 

The largest land-use designation would be 
approximately 23,951 ha (59,184 ac), designated 
as Agriculture. Development of land for agriculture 
would be based upon an  opportunities and 
constraints analysis. Land designated as 
Agriculture within the "Red Zone" consists of 
approximately 10,813 ha (26,720 ac) that would be 
conserved under a "no-action" scenario pending 
initiation and completion of geotechnical studies 
analyzing the impacts of irrigation to the White 
Bluffs and the Columbia River. Approximately 

iR a May;?& .lk95;letterresponse to the Benton 
Sounty &sessor, the Washington-State University 
kea mension Hortiw-lpM, John W-. Watson, 
Mmafed the present valueof crops that could be 
3rown on the BentOnCounQ portion of the HanfoKL 
Site. Watson's report estimated the farm gate 
income from arable.Hanford acreage (79,737 ha 
~19?,035:ac]; or73 percentof the area) under three 
assumpfion.sc+nanos: . .  . 

-As5ukption 1. ' Benton Gounty.has 26 major 
cropscuirently being grown on imgated.I&nd. 
GroGng those cropson the Xanfor#:Site, Hanford 
agricufiural . :in.qrne . .  woulc€equa€ $121,491,340. 

Assumpfioh 2.?$f the crops that are expanding 
- - :.thefastest in the county aretheonly crops used 

to estimate poten!ial income,ithe lost farm gate 
income-im 1994.wouId be as follows: 

. .  . . .  . .. . . . .  . .  

.. . . . .> 

- 5O%.apples would be 98,557 acres at 

- 25%jcherries would be 49;258 acres at 

- 25% grapes would be 49i258 acres at 

. 

. 
: . $5,0OOlacre for $492;80O;OOO 

$7,OOO/acre €or $344,8Q6,000 

$4,06Ohcre for $1 97;O32,000 
. .  
. (resulting,in p total of $l,O%I,638,00O). 

. .. . 

8 Assumption 3.- ffffie totaliaweage wasplanted 
t0:high;incom~~oducing:apple varieties [as., 

: Bala,if~~iiand.Braebum), then HanfoN lands 
.could pro'duce an  income of $Zj955,525,0O0 

. (assuming 197,035-ac at $f5,000/ac). 
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6,476 ha (16,003 ac) are designated Conservation (Mining and Grazing), including land 
providing for.wildlife refuge and Low-Intensity Recreational activities. Approximately 9,002 ha 
(22,244 ac) would be designated as Preservation. Generally, the shape and extent of this 
designation would include sensitive biological, physical, and cultural features on the landscape 
(e.g.;. rare, threatened or endangered flora/fauna and their habitats, unique geologic hazards 
and features, and wetland and riverine environments), and would be intended to protect these 
resources over the long term. Agriculture designated within the Franklin County portion of the 
Site is just outside of the BoRs Red Zone. 

3.3.5.3.2 The Columbia River Corridor. Land-use designations included in the 
Columbia River Corridor under Alternative Three would support conservation of the Columbia 
River, and would maintain and support high-quality aquatic and riparian habitats. These 
land-use designations within the Columbia River Corridor geographic area are described below. 

The Preservation land-use designation follows the boundaries of the locally proposed 
Hanford Reach Interim Protection Plan, which is an initial phase of the Hanford Reach Protection 
And Management Plan proposed by Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties to protect and 
manage the Hanford Reach jointly with Federal, state, and local authorities. The second phase 
of this proposal, which has legislation pending before Congress, is to appoint a Commission 
consisting of appointees from Federal and state agencies, and local jurisdictions, which would 
devise and implement the Hanford Reach Protection and Management Plan. The Preservation 
designation would extend upland 400 m (0.25 mi.) from the average high-water line of the river, 
except in Franklin and Grant counties, where the boundary would extend further inland to include 
specific sensitive features, such as the White Bluffs and several upland wetlands. Permitted 
uses would be similar to those within the Conservation land-use designation, except mining 
would be prohibited by the permitting process. Although Preservation is not a land-use term 
used under county-wide planning ordinances, Conservation is a recognized land-use term. The 
Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would include those areas that extend upland of the 
Preservation land-use designation. Within the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation, 
Mining would be allowed as a conditionally permitted use. Agriculture uses would be prohibited. 
The primary purpose would be to protect and manage fish and wildlife. 

Areas surrounding the K, N, D, and H Reactor sites would be designated as 
Low-Intensity Recreation. This area has minimal biological sensitivity and contains unique 
natural features potentially suitable for public enjoyment. The Low-Intensity Recreation 
designation would begin 400 m (0.25 mi.) upland from the average high-water line of the river 
except in small isolated areas such as the former White Bluffs town site, and the existing 
recreational access corridors to the Columbia River. Environmental restoration activities would 
continue in the 100 Areas (Le., 100-BC, 100-KE, 100-KW, 100-N, 100-D, 100-DR, 100-H, and 
1 00-F). These uses would be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use in the Low-Intensity 
Recreation land-use designation. 

A hiking and biking recreational trail along the entire river corridor would be proposed 
from North Richland to the Vernita Bridge, which would allow public access along the river 
corridor and connect important historic and natural resources, such as the former Hanford and 
White Bluffs townsites, the Bruggerman Warehouse, and the B Reactor Museum, and would 
connect the rest stop and boat launch area located at the Vernita Bridge. This trail would be 
sited to avoid impact to, or contact with sensitive biological, cultural, hazardous, and/or natural 
resource-sensitive areas. This trail would connect to the river shore trails in Richland at the 
southern boundary. 

3.3.5.3.3 The Central Plafeau. The DOE would be expected to continue all Waste 
Management and disposal activities in the Central Plateau. As a result, the Central Plateau 
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geographic area would be designated for Industrial-Exclusive Use. 

3.3.5.3.4 The AI1 Other Areas. The majority of the All Other Areas geographic area 
would be designated Conservation (Mining). Within the Conservation land-use designation, 
mining would be allowed as a conditionally permitted use. Agricultural uses would be prohibited. 
A small area along the southern boundary of the Site near the Yakima River would be 
designated High-Intensity Recreation. This area, adjacent to the Benton County Horn Rapids 
Park, is currently “master planned” as a regional park. A High-Intensity Recreation land-use 
designation would provide commercial use support for the expected increase in recreational and 
visitor use in the park area (a central feature of the Tapteal Greenway), which would extend 
along the lower Yakima River from Benton City to Columbia Point. The area adjacent to the 
Vernita rest stop, east of State Highway 240 (which includes the B Reactor site), would also be 
designated as High-Intensity Recreation. The Vernita rest stop, the proposed B Reactor 
Museum, and the proposed boat launch are all expected to increase demand for recreational 
and visitor use of the Vemita area. The strip designated for the west 135 ha (333 ac) of the 
Vernita Terrace would be designated Low-Intensity Recreation, primarily for limited activities 
such as biking, hiking, fishing, hunting, boat launching facilities, primitive day camping, and 
nature viewing, while maintaining the natural resource values upon which those uses are based. 

Areas north of the City of Richland would be designated as Industrial, and Research and 
Development. This area would be accessible using the State Highway 240 corridor, State 
Highway I O ,  and existing railroad infrastructure. Existing municipal water and sewer 
infrastructure is located nearby within the City of Richland’s UGA boundary. Industrial use also 
would be proposed for the area east of the 200 Area (Le., May Junction), which contains 
low-quality biological resources and existing rail and road infrastructure. 

3.3.5.3.5 The Fifzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). This 
area would be designated as Conservation (Mining) due to the existing unique and sensitive 
biological, ecological, and cultural resources. 
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3.3.6 Alternative Four - 

3.3.6.7 Planning Goals, Objectives, and Values (\/ision). Alternative Four represents the 
vision of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) for the 
management of the Hanford Site for the next 50 years (Figure 3-7). The alternative is based on 
a detailed knowledge of Site resources and upon experience gained from many years 
participating in a host of Hanford Site planning forums. 

In the view of the CTUIR, the greatest value provided to the region and the nation by the 
Hanford Site is its role as a natural and cultural resource reserve. The CTUIR recognizes, 
nevertheless, that there a r e  other services provided by the Hanford Site that are  not compatible 
with this primary value, and that a rational land-use plan for Hanford must take into account 
these other services. In the CTUIRs review of the Hanford Site's resources, and of the current 
and potential services provided or potentially provided by the Site, we have striven to find the 
most rationally justifiable balance between these interests. 

The result is a land-use plan that protects a significantly greater amount of Hanford 
resources than is protected under DOES Preferred Alternative. Nevertheless, Alternative Four 
provides opportunities for waste management, commercial industry, and recreation that by the 
CTUIR's estimates would meet or exceed actual demand. In the view of the CTUIR (and 
consistent with the Final Report offhe Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group [FSUWG 
1992]), all permanent waste disposal sites a t  Hanford should be located in the Central Plateau 
waste management area. While Alternative Four provides opportunity for R&D activities, the 
CTUIR has intentionally provided an  area for these activities that may not accommodate all 
proposals received over the next 50 years. The CTUlR has limited the size of this area 
because, in its view, the value provided by these activities does not justify the consumption of a 
large amount of Hanford Site resources. The CTUIR wants to ensure that Hanford lands would 
only be available to support the most valuable R&D activities, and that any future R&D activities 
on the Site would make efficient use of Hanford Site resources. Finally, Alternative Four 
provides no opportunity for agriculture on the Hanford Site. In the view of the CTUIR, 
agricultural development a t  Hanford is not justified. Any value that would be added to the region 
by allowing agricultural development at  Hanford is grossly outweighed by the value presently 
provided by the natural and cultural services of the Site. 

3.3.6.2 Assumptions Regarding Future Use 

Remediation and Waste Manaaement: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Remediation activities on the Hanford Site will continue as planned. 

The remediation process will generally impose no long-term restrictions on future 
land use, with the exception of (a) activities that disturb capped permanent waste 
sites, (b) activities that disturb contaminants which remain in place 4.6 m (15 ft) or 
more below the ground surface in some areas, and (c) activities that would affect 
groundwater contaminant plumes. 

Plutonium production reactor blocks will remain in the 100 Areas throughout the 
planning period and will be considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use. 
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4. All permanent waste disposal activities (e.g., all capped permanent waste sites) 
. will be located in the Central Plateau. 

5. Geologic material will need to be mined onsite for the construction of caps  over 
disposal sites. 

Local Economic Transition: 

1. The Tri-Cities area will need to develop a stable economic base that is 
independent of DOE activities and budgets. Economic considerations will cause  
most of that new development to take place within the City of Richland’s UGA. 
Available projections indicate that, at  the most, only 809 ha (2,000 ac) to 1,619 ha 
(4,000 ac) of the Hanford Site will be needed for private commercial development 
over the next 50 years. 

2. Much development in the Tri-Cities area has made inefficient u se  of available 
lands, resulting in sprawl. Future land-use regulation should ensure more 
efficient u se  of available lands. 

Research and Development Activities: 

For practical reasons, DOE will locate the R&D activities needed to assist in Hanford 
remediation, restoration, and Waste Management in the following manner by one  of 
these  actions: 

1. In sophisticated laboratory facilities within the City of Richland (e.g., EMSL) 

2. In the 300 Area 

3. Within the Central Plateau Waste Management area, or 

4. As field studies with little environmental impact. 

From time to time proposals a re  advanced for R&D activities at Hanford that a re  
unrelated to remediation, Waste Management, or the restoration of4he Site. Some  of 
these  proposals a re  rejected as making poor use  of Hanford Site resources, but others 
a re  developed on the Site. This trend is likely to continue. The land-use planning 
process should ensure that only proposals that provide a clear value and make efficient 
u s e  of available Hanford resources a re  accepted. 

Natural and Cultural Resource Values, Mananement, and Use: 

1. The Hanford Site and the US. Department of the Army’s Yakima Training Center 
constitute the only large, relatively undisturbed areas  of natural shrub-steppe 
habitat remaining in Central Washington. 

2. The Hanford Reach will be designated as a Recreational River under the  Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act or other analogous legislation. Demand for (and the need 
to manage) recreational activity on the Reach and associated Hanford lands will 
steadily increase. 

3. A public desire for low-impact recreation (including hunting) on the uplands of the 
Hanford Site already exists and will increase over time. 
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4. - 

5. 

6. 

The gathering, processing, distribution, and use  of natural resources, and the 
cultural and religious laws governing these activities, a re  a t  the core of the 
traditional culture of the CTUIR and other Hanford-affected Tribes. The survival 
of the CTUIR’s culture depends upon the availability of, access to, and traditional 
use  of native natural resources. As a result, protection of native ecosystems and 
of Tribal member access to such resources is a priority for the CTUlR and other 
Tribal governments. As areas  of the Hanford Site a re  determined to be clean, 
and as administrative mechanisms a re  put in place, members of the CTUIR and 
other Hanford-affected Tribes will make increasing use  of the Hanford Site for the 
gathering of natural resources. Such activities will include subsistence plant 
gathering and hunting, as well as subsistence and commercial fishing. 

The Hanford Site contains numerous places of religious importance to members 
of the CTUIR who practice traditional Indian religions. These places include the 
major basalt outcrops, the active dunes area,  and other sites. These sites have 
been used by members of the CTUIR and other Hanford-affected Tribes from 
time immemorial for a wide variety of religious activities. In addition, the Prophet 
Smohalla, a founder of the Washat, or Seven Drums, religion, received his 
principal visions and teachings a t  places now located within the boundaries of the 
Hanford Site. Many members of the CTUIR are  members of the Washat religion. 
Protection of these sites, and of Tribal members’ access to these sites, is of great 
importance to the CTUIR and its members (as well as to other Hanford-affected 
Tribes) and will continue to be an  issue of great importance. 

The area currently occupied by the Hanford Site has been used by American 
Indian Tribes for at least the past 13,000 years, and likely much longer than that. 
Cultural resources such as cemeteries, village sites, and archaeologic resources 
a re  abundant on the Hanford Site because of the area’s abundance of natural 
resources, its central location on transportation routes, and its climate. The 
locations of many of these sites are  presently unknown. Federal law mandates 
the protection of these resources. Moreover, the protection of these resources is 
very important to members of the CTUIR and other Hanford-affected Tribes. 
Respect for and non-disturbance of these resources is a fundamental religious 
value of members of the CTUIR who practice traditional religion. These 
management principles will continue to be defended by the CTUlR and other 
Hanford-affected Tribes. 

3.3.6.3 Applicafion of the Land-Use Designafions. Alternative Four land-use designations 
include Industrial-Exclusive, Industrial, Research and Development, High-Intensity Recreation, 
Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation. Low-Intensity Recreation, 
while generally not appearing as a separate land use  in Alternative Four, would occur in all land- 
use  designations, as long as protected resources a re  not placed a t  risk, and so long as 
incompatible development has not already occurred. Specific planning for support of Low- 
Intensity Recreation would take place as part of the implementation of the CLUP (see 
Chapter 6). 

3.3.6.3.1 The Wahluke Slope. Alternative Four would manage the entire Wahluke 
Slope area as Preservation due  to the outstanding value of its natural and cultural resources, 
which would be destroyed by more consumptive land uses. These resources include wetlands, 
uplands, and the White Bluffs. The White Bluffs a re  a unique geologic, paleologic, and cultural 
feature. The Bluffs, in particular, are  highly susceptible to collapse due  to activities that increase 
groundwater flow. Such collapses have occurred in recent years and their impacts continue. 
Aside from causing the loss of this irreplaceable resource, such collapses bury salmon habitat 

’ I  
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Alternative Four (CTUIR) 

under tons of silt and alter the course of the Columbia River. The alteration of the river's course 
causes new erosion which, in turn, destroys cultural resources on the islands and shore of the 
Columbia River, and potentially mobilizes contaminants that are currently stabilized. Managed, 
Low-Intensity Recreation (including hunting) and other activities would take place on 
Preservation lands. 

Preservation is the land-use designation which bears the strongest resemblance to the 
land-use alternative chosen by the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, Comprehensive River 
Consewafion Study and Environmental lmpacf Sfafernenf, Record of Decision (NPS 1 996). 
That Department of the Interior NEPA ROD determined that the best use of the Wahluke Slope 
is as a NWR. The DOE concurred that the Wahluke Slope should be a NWR. The CTUIR 
supported that decision, as did other Tribes, governments, and stakeholder groups. 

Moreover, as the No-Action Alternative indicates, the Saddle Mountain NWR, which is 
managed by the USFWS, is currently managed in a manner that is most analogous to 
Preservation. Likewise, the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area is managed in the same manner. 
In both of these areas, as well as under the Hanford Reach ROD (DO1 1996), grazing is only 
allowed as a tool to improve wildlife habitat. Grazing solely for commercial production is not 
allowed anywhere on the Site. 

In practice, none of the Saddle Mountain NWR has been grazed for many years. 
Likewise, the portion of the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area south of State Highway 24 is not 
grazed. Only the portion of the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area north of State Highway 
24 has been grazed in order to control cheatgrass. The WDFW lease allowing grazing on the 
Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area was allowed to expire on December 31, 1998 but, under 
SEPA regulations for up to 10 years after the expiration of the lease, the WDFW can reinstate 
the grazing lease without public review. Under this Preservation designation, grazing would be 
barred entirely. This would result in no changes to the current management of 26,000 ha 
(64,247 ac) or 73 percent of the Wahluke Slope. In the area north of State Highway 24, 
alternative methods for controlling cheatgrass would be adopted. 

3.3.6.3.2 The Columbia River Corridor. Alternative Four would designate almost the 
entire Columbia River Corridor as Preservation due to its outstanding natural and cultural 
resources. The Columbia River Corridor contains a wealth of aquatic and terrestrial natural 
resources, including salmon, sturgeon, mule deer, bald eagles, and many others. The Columbia 
River Corridor is also an area where cultural resources such as cemeteries and archaeologic 
resources are highly concentrated. 

The Comdor has historically contained reactors and associated buildings to support 
Hanford's former defense production and energy research missions. Nevertheless, remediation 
planning documents, public statements of advisory groups, and planning documents such as the 
"Record of Decision: Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Production Reactors at the Hanford 
Site, Richland, Washington, Environmental Impact Statement" (58 FR 48509, dated 
September 16, 1993), have determined that remediation and restoration of the Columbia River 
Corridor would return the corridor to a non-developed, natural condition. Restrictions on certain 
activities may continue to be necessary to prevent the mobilization of contaminants, the most 
likely example of such restrictions being on activities that discharge water to the soil. Although 
the Surplus Reactor NEPA ROD calls for the reactor buildings to be demolished and the reactor 
blocks to be moved to the Central Plateau, this action might not take place until 2068 or a new 
Tri-Party Agreement milestone is negotiated. As a result, the reactor buildings will remain in the 
Columbia River Corridor throughout the 50-year planning period addressed by the Final HCP 
EIS. 
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The Preservation designation would allow managed recreation within the  Corridor. This 
activity would include the continued operation of the White Bluffs boat launch, managed as Low- 
Intensity Recreation, on the eas t  side of the river. Other infrastructure to support Low-Intensity 
Recreation would be identified during implementation of the CLUP. 

Alternative Four provides for a High-Intensity Recreation public boat launch located near 
the Vernita Bridge on the south side of the river. Alternative Four provides another High- 
Intensity Recreation boat launch, located a t  the White Bluffs boat launch on the west side of the 
river. The  White Bluffs boat launch would support Tribal treaty-reserved fishing activity 
throughout the Reach, and would contain appropriate support facilities for that purpose. 

Alternative Four does  not provide for the creation of a High-Intensity Recreation tourist 
facility a t  the B Reactor. The CTUIR prefers to remove all vestiges of nuclear weapons 
production from the Hanford Reach. 

3.3.6.3.3 The Cenfral Plateau. Consistent with the findings of the Final Reporf of the 
Future Site Uses Working Group (FSUWG 1992), subsequent planning documents, and the 
general consensus of governments and stakeholders, the Central Plateau would be used for 
waste management activities, designated in this EIS as Industrial-Exclusive. All permanent 
waste disposal at  the Hanford Site would take place within the Central Plateau. Likewise, R&D 
activities associated with waste management would take place within this geographic area. 
Land use  within this area would have to be  carefully planned during implementation of the  CLUP 
to ensure that DOE would not run short of area for waste management activities. Since t h e  
Central Plateau currently contains natural resources of high value, developments that impact 
these resources would be  mitigated using the BRMaP. 

3.3.6.3.4 The A// Ofher Areas. The All Other Areas geographic area contains a variety 
of natural and cultural environments, including large stands of mature sagebrush-steppe, basalt 
outcrops, a n  active dune complex, stabilized dunes, a wide variety of archaeologic resources, 
American Indian cemeteries, former agricultural lands, the remains of former DOE facilities, and 
the remains of two former small towns. Because of the diversity of the All Other Areas, 
Alternative Four applies a variety of land-use designations to this area. While Low-Intensity 
Recreation generally does not appear as a separate land use  in this geographic area,  it is 
anticipated that during the implementation of the CLUP (Chapter 6), opportunities for compatible 
Low-Intensity Recreation would be established throughout much of the All .Other Areas 
geographic region. 

Alternative Four recognizes that the area within 3.2 km (2 mi) of the Columbia River (an 
area much larger than the 400 m [0.25 mi.] area protected by proposed legislation for the  
Hanford Reach, or considered to be part of the Columbia River Corridor) contains a 
disproportionately high share  of the archaeologic resources and cemeteries on t h e  Hanford 
Site. This area also h a s  high natural resource value as a wildlife corridor. In recognition of 
these facts and t h e  importance of protecting these resources, Alternative Four designates this 
expanded corridor area as Preservation. 

Alternative Four also recognizes that the area north of Gable Butte and Gable Mountain 
(but outside of the  expanded corridor area), contains large blocks of mature, relatively 
undisturbed sagebrush-steppe habitat. Alternative Four places these areas  under the 
Preservation designation because of the increasing rarity of such resources in Central 
Washington, the need to avoid fragmentation, and the value of these areas  as wildlife corridors. 
Alternative Four differs from Alternative One  by including areas  of lower quality habitat within this 
Preservation area. Alternative Four does this in the interest of avoiding fragmentation. Under 
Alternative Four, these lower quality areas  would be prime sites for the location of restoration 
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projects initiated under BRMaP as mitigation for development in other parts of the Hanford Site. 
Likewise, such areas would be appropriate for natural resource restoration initiated under the 
natural resource damage restoration provisions of CERCLA. The area north of the ALE Reserve 
and south of Umtanum Ridge (also known as McGee Ranch) would be designated Preservation 
because of its value as a wildlife corridor and in the interest of avoiding fragmentation. This area 
would also be a suitable location for habitat impact mitigation activities. 

Alternative Four recognizes that the basalt outcrops beginning with Gable Mountain in 
the east and moving west through Gable Butte and Umtanum Ridge have been of great religious 
and cultural importance to members of the CTUIR, members of other Hanford-affected Tribes, 
and their ancestors for many millennia. These sites continue to be of great religious importance 
to many members of the CTUIR and other Hanford-affected Tribes. In addition to religious 
importance, these sites are of great cultural and archaeologic value to members of the CTUIR in 
general. These outcrops also have distinct habitat value, such as providing raptor perching area 
and talus slope habitat. In recognition of the irreplaceable cultural value of these resources and 
their biological importance, Alternative Four designates these areas as Preservation. 

An important part of cultural and religious use of a basalt outcrop such as Gable 
Mountain is the view such areas provide of the surrounding landscape. When this landscape is 
damaged by development - especially when that development occurs relatively near the 
viewpoint -- the cultural use of the Site is seriously injured. The CTUIR members’ use of Gable 
Mountain and Gable Butte has already been significantly injured by the development of the 
Central Plateau. To prevent further injuries to the central basalt outcrops’ viewshed, Alternative 
Four designates the area north of the Central Plateau and south of the outcrops, as well as the 
area east of the Central Plateau (also known as May Junction), as Preservation. Designation of 
the May Junction area as Preservation is especially critical, due to its close proximity to Gable 
Mountain (see Chapter 4, Figure 4-33). The designation as Preservation of other portions of the 
All Other Areas geographic region, mentioned above, also supports the protection of the central 
basalt outcrops’ viewsheds. 

Existing structures on Gable Mountain itself also injure CTUIR members’ cultural and 
religious use of the mountain. Under Alternative Four, structures not currently in use would be 
removed. During implementation (Chapter 6), further steps would be taken to facilitate the 
relocation of pre-existing, nonconforming structures to more appropriate locations. 

Alternative Four recognizes that the area of active dunes, located north of Energy 
Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS), is similar to the basalt outcrops in being an area of 
great religious and cultural significance as well as being an area of distinct habitat value. 
Alternative Four would treat these dunes in a similar manner to the basalt outcrops, designating 
the dune area as Preservation. 

This alternative anticipates that work in the Central Plateau Industrial-Exclusive waste 
management area may require the consumption of large quantities of sand, gravel, and basalt 
for capping material. Economic considerations would likely require that these materials come 
from areas near the Central Plateau. While making it clear that the basalt outcrops and the 
active dunes area are fundamentally inappropriate for such consumptive uses, Alternative Four 
does anticipate the need to make such materials available. As a result, Alternative Four 
designates a large area near the Central Plateau and between the Plateau and the southeastern 
border of the Hanford Site as Conservation (Mining). This area contains a variety of soil and 
rock types allowing DOE several options for locating quarries which would meet anticipated 

.waste management specifications and quantities. 
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While the Conservation (Mining) designation provides DOE with the means to satisfy its 
need for geologic materials, the designation also reflects the high quality of the habitat in this 
area. Portions of this area contain some  of the largest and highest quality mature sagebrush 
communities on the Hanford Site. Were it not for the need to supply DOE with geologic material, 
much of this area would most appropriately be designated Preservation. As a result, DOE would 
need to make prudent choices regarding the removal of needed material, so as to minimize 
impacts to this generally high-quality habitat. Such decisions would be made  during 
implementation of the CLUP (Chapter 6). Likewise, the provisions of BRMaP would provide 
incentive for DOE to minimize these impacts, while also providing the assurance that such 
impacts would be appropriately mitigated. If these geologic materials a r e  not needed to support 
the Waste Management and cleanup mission, the land-use designation for this area should 
revert to Preservation. 

The southern portion of the area, which Alternative Four designates Conservation 
(Mining), contains t h e  existing LIGO facility. Alternative Four treats LlGO as a pre-existing, 
nonconforming use. The LlGO facility would continue to operate throughout its life span,  but its 
use  could not be altered to increase its nonconformity, and similar R&D facilities could not be 
located in this area. This area also contains the square mile of land owned by the State  of 
Washington, but not currently developed. The State of Washington's reason for purchasing this 
land w a s  to build a hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facility on this site (State of 
Washington 1980). In the view of the CTUIR, such a facility would be a poorly reasoned use  of 
the land. Because this square mile of land is not owned by DOE, this EIS apparently cannot 
determine the land use  on this land. It appears that such a determination can only be made by 
Benton County. The CTUIR urges Benton County and the State of Washington to agree to a 
land-use designation for this square mile which is consistent with the  designation for the 
surrounding land adopted in the ROD for this Final HCP EIS. I 

Alternative Four designates the portion of the All Other Areas geographic area that is 
south and east of the Wye Barricade (between State Highway 10 and the  Hanford Site rail line) 
as Research and Development and Industrial in roughly equal amounts. Alternative Four 
provides 4,388 ha (1 0,843 ac) for Research and Development. The primary purpose of this land 
would be to meet any  future DOE need for additional research facilities to support the 
remediation, Waste Management, and restoration mission. Nevertheless, Alternative Four 
.recognizes that from time to time, proposals will be made for the development of R&D facilities 
on the Hanford Site that are  unrelated to the cleanup mission. Alternative Four provides 
adequate land for the development of facilities that make efficient use  of available resources, 
while screening out facilities that a re  highly consumptive of Hanford resources. Such facilities 
could also be located on available land within the Industrial designation. 

While current studies (e.g., the City of Richland's Comprehensive Plan [COR 19971 and 
the Draft Benfon County Comprehensive Plan [BCPD 19971) indicate there will be little or no 
demand for industrial sites in this area in the next 20 years, Alternative Four recognizes that 
when private commercial industrial development begins onsite, it would most likely occur in the 
area immediately north of the City of Richland. Length of commute, distance required for the 
extension of utilities, and similar factors would encourage private commercial development to 
take place in this area.  While the demand for such land is at this point highly speculative, 
Alternative Four recognizes that the CLUP adopts a 50-year planning horizon, and that such 
development may occur within that time frame. As a result, Alternative Four provides 6,882 ha 
(1 7,006 ac) for Industrial development. Planning concerning the provision of infrastructure to 

-support industrial development in this area, planning determining the sequence of development 
in this area,  and planning aimed a t  discouraging sprawl would all occur during implementation of 
the CLUP (see Chapter 6). 
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Finally, Alternative Four designates a 3.2 km (2 mi) corridor along the Yakima River as 
Preservation-for the same reasons a similar corridor along the Columbia River was designated 
Preservation (Le., the density of archaeologic sites combined with the area's value as a wildlife 
corridor). 

3.3.6.3.5 The Fitzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). The 
same cultural and religious values that pertain to the central basalt outcrops apply with equal 
force to Rattlesnake Ridge, the dominant feature of the ALE Reserve. The ALE Reserve is 
currently managed by the USFWS. In recognition of the ALE Reserve's outstanding natural and 
cultural resource value, the ALE Reserve geographic area has been managed for the past 
30 years in a manner that is consistent with the Preservation designation. Alternative Four 
would continue that mode of management, designating this area Preservation. The sole 
exception is an area of the ALE Reserve bordering State Highway 240 near the 200 West Area 
that would be designated Conservation (Mining). This area contains large near-surface basalt 
and soil sources which would provide an adequate and economic source for Central Plateau 
waste management needs. Since no siting decision has been made, it is not certain that this 
area would be used as a quarry site. If the site is not used as a source for waste site capping 
material, the land-use designation should revert to Preservation. This analysis would occur 
during implementation of the CLUP (see Chapter 6). 

The ALE Reserve geographic area contains buildings and structures that are currently 
not in use. Structures that are nonconforming and which are not in use at the time the CLUP is 
finalized cannot be used in a nonconforming manner after the adoption of the CLUP in the ROD 
for this EIS (see Chapter 6). Under Alternative Four, structures not currently in use would be 
removed. During implementation, further steps would be taken to facilitate the relocation of pre- 
existing, nonconforming structures to more appropriate locations. 
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3.4 Summary of Pofenfial Environmenfal lmpacfs 

The CEQ NEPA implementing procedures (40 CFR 1500-1 508) require a comparative 
summary of potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures be presented in the 
alternatives chapter. Table 3-3 contains a summary of land-use designation a reas  by 
alternative. For ease in understanding, the table is repeated in hectares, acres, square miles, 
and percentages. Table 3-4 contains a summary of potential cumulative impacts from the land- 
use  alternatives by impacted resource. Detailed analyses of potential environmental impacts for 
each of the land-use alternatives a re  given in Chapter 5 of this document. 

3.4. I Comparison of Affecfed Areas by Alfernafive 

Table 3-3 is a comparative summary of the amount of acreage under each alternative 
that would be potentially subject to impacts from development. In addition to the 148,080 ha 
(572 mi2) of land surface areas,  this EIS affects 3,642.3 ha (14.1 mi2) of surface water, almost all 
of which is the Columbia River (Le., a navigable river) where access cannot be controlled. 
Because access cannot be controlled on the Columbia River, it has no land-use designation. 
For this EIS, the 1,517 km2 (586 mi2) area within the boundary of the Hanford Site includes both 
the land area and the  river area. 

3.4.2 Comparison of Affecfed Environmenfal Resources and Other NEPA Values 

The effects of choosing a land-use alternative are  discussed for the following subject 
areas: (1) geologic resources, (2) water resources, (3) biological resources, (4) cultural 
resources, (5) aesthetic resources, (6) socioeconomic resources, (7) environmental justice, and 
(8) human health. Many of the potentially significant adverse impacts would occur as a result of 
disturbances of relatively pristine natural areas  on the Hanford Site. 

Natural plant and wildlife communities have flourished, sensitive species have been 
preserved, and archaeological and cultural resources have been protected because historically 
large a reas  of the Hanford Site have been used solely for security buffers. Each alternative 
uses  an  unique balance of impact avoidance (Le., committing the land to preservation or 
conservation) versus impact mitigation. This balance is based on the planning goals, objectives, 
and values (Le., vision) of each alternative. For example, Alternative Two relies almost 
exclusively on avoidance by designating 95 percent of the Hanford Site as Preservation. 
Therefore, among the alternatives, Alternative Two provides the highest level of resource 
protection. But this resource protection is at the sacrifice of multiple-use goals where the 
Hanford Site’s natural and infrastructure resources could be used for economic development. 
Mitigation of disturbance effects through the use  of policies and implementing procedures as an  
augmentation to the alternative map, is an  alternate means of resource protection exemplified 
best by Alternative Three. Mitigation is the form of resource protection employed by more 
development-oriented or multiple-use oriented alternatives. Successful mitigation depends on 
the adopted CLUP map working in concert with the CLUP policies and implementing procedures 
to protect unique, cultural, o r  sensitive resources through avoidance of impacts after site-specific 
considerations or mitigation of t h e  impacts by prescribed mitigation procedures. The 
Implementing Procedures (e.g., project review, resource management plans (RMPs), AMPs, and 
NEPA or SEPA reviews) provide mitigation guidelines where avoidance is less desirable than 
project implementation with mitigation. 

The alternatives vary in their reliance on avoidance or mitigation as the principal means 
of protection. Because it has no land-use designations, policies, or implementing procedures 
.based on a CLUP, the No-Action Alternative relies almost exclusively on mitigation through 
NEPA. All the other alternatives fall between Alternative Two and the  No-Action Alternative with 
respect to the balance used between impact avoidance and mitigation. 
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The DOE intends to prepare a Mitigation Action Plan after the ROD for this EIS is issued 
which would address mitigation commitments made in the ROD. In general, these mitigation 
commitments can be expected to include updating the existing resource management plans 
such as the CRMP, BRMaP, and Hanford Bald Eagle Management Plan; and committing to a 
schedule to develop additional resource management plans (e.g., Minerals Resources 
Management Plan) under the procedures outlined in Chapter 6. The resource impact analyses 
in Chapter 5 of this Final HCP EIS include ranges of potential mitigation measures for each land- 
use alternative. 
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Table 3-3. Comparisons of Affected Areas by Alternative. (4 pages) 

Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Preferred Alt. 
Alt. 

Agriculture 

Conservation (Mining and 
Grazing ) 

Conservation (Mining) 

Industrial 

Industrial-Exclusive 

Preservation 

High-Intensity Recreation 

Low-Intensity Recreation 

Research and  
Development 

Open S p a c e  Reserved 

TOTAL 

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.17% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.37% 0.00% 

0.00% 29.84% 10.75% 0.00% 49.08% 13.06% 

(O.OO%)b 

(29.62%)b 

(0.68%)b 

(1 0.38%)b 
15.22% 10.36% 1.72% 1.41% 12.06% 4.65% 

3.42% 3.42% 3.10% 3.10% 3.42% 3.42% 

31.31% 52.76% 84.09% 94.89% 6.08% 75.85% 
(52.30%)b 

(0.06%)b 
0.00% 0.08% 0.04% 0.13% 1.19% 0.05% 

0.00% 0.23% 0.02% 0.00% 2.09% 0.00% 

0.00% 3.32% 0.28% 0.47% 5.52% 2.96% 
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100.00% 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
a The No-Action Alternative does not have land-use designations. It has areas administered similar to land- 

use designations (see Figure 3-2). 
Areas in Revised Draft EIS. 
In addition to the 148,080 ha (572 mi') of land surface areas, this EIS affects 3642.3 ha 
(14.1 mi') of surface water, almost all of which is the Columbia River. 
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4.0 Affected Environment 

The Hanford Site lies within the semi-arid Pasco Basin of the Columbia Plateau in south- 
eastern Washington State. The Hanford Site occupies an area of approximately 1,517 square 
kilometers (km2) (586 square miles [mi2]) north of the confluence of the Yakima River with the 
Columbia River. Within the geographic boundary of the Site, there are 36.42 km2 (14.1 mi2) of 
Columbia River surface water, and one section (1 mi2) of land owned by the State of 
Washing ton. 

The Hanford Site is about 50 km (30 mi) north to south and 40 km (24 mi) east to west. 
The Columbia River flows through the northern part of the Hanford Site and, turning south, forms 
part of the Hanford Site's eastern boundary. The Yakima River runs near the southern boundary 
and joins the Columbia River below the City of Richland, which bounds the Hanford Site on the 
southeast. Rattlesnake Mountain, Yakima Ridge, and Umtanum Ridge form the southwestern 
and western boundaries, and the Saddle Mountains form the Hanford Site's northern boundary. 
Two small east-west ridges, Gable Butte and Gable Mountain, rise above the plateau of the 
central part of the Hanford Site. Adjoining lands to the west, north, and east are principally 
agricultural and range land. The cities of Richland, Kennewick, and Pasco (also referred to as 
the Tri-Cities) constitute the nearest population center and are located immediately southeast of 
the Hanford Site. Figure 4-1 depicts the Hanford Site and the surrounding area. 

The production of defense nuclear materials at the Hanford Site since the 1940s has 
necessitated the exclusion of public access and most non-government-related development on 
the Hanford Site. As a result of its defense-related mission, the Hanford Site has also provided 
de facto protection of the natural environment and cultural resources (NPS 1994); however, the 
defense nuclear production mission has left the Hanford Site with an extensive waste legacy. 
Nuclear weapons material production and associated activities at the Hanford Site during the 
past five decades have generated a variety of radioactive, hazardous, and other wastes that 
have been disposed of or discharged to the air, soil, and water at the Hanford Site. 

4.1 LandUses 

For many years, the area along the Columbia River was used extensively by Tribal 
members for fishing, hunting, and gathering. Pasturing of livestock became important in 
pre-contact times. The Cayuse, Umatilla, Walla Walla, and Nez Perce people became very 
skillful at breeding horses (in the 1700s). When Lewis and Clark first came down the Columbia 
River, there were great herds of horses grazing the rich hills of southeastern Washington and 
northeastern Oregon. Although the horse meant greater mobility, these people maintained 
traditional migratory patterns. The Columbia River supplied an endless cycle of vegetable crops. 
Most bands gathered at winter sites on or near the Columbia River. Culturally, these sites were 
used by the same people and their ancestors before them for thousands of years. The routes of 
migration followed ancient patterns with the band stopping at the same spot it camped the year 
before. In the early spring, family bands would leave the main encampment on the river and 
travel to the uplands to dig roots. They timed their returns to utilize the main salmon run in the 
spring and fall. When they had a sufficient stockpile of dried salmon, they would return to the 
mountains to gather berries and hunt for game until the snows would push them back to the 
lowlands near or on islands in the Columbia where they would gather together in the large 
wintering sites and spend the colder months. Mission, Oregon; Walla Walla, Washington; 
Pasco, Washington; and Umatilla, Oregon, are just a few of the modern-day names of where 
some of those old winter camping sites were located. 



3 Figure 4-1. Hanford Site and the Vicinity. 
3 
4 

Affected Environment 4-2 Final HCP EIS I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

Land uses at the Hanford Site have changed dramatically over the past 100 years. By 
the turn of the century, settlers had moved into the area, developing irrigated farmland and 
practicing extensive grazing (see Figure 1-4). In 1943, the Federal government acquired the 
Hanford Site for production of nuclear materials to be used in the development of the atomic 
bomb. 

4.1.1 Existing Land Uses in the Vicinity of the Hanford Site 

Existing land uses within the vicinity of the Hanford Site include urban and industrial 
development, wildlife protection areas, recreation, irrigated and dryland farming, and grazing. 
According to the 1992 Census of Agriculture (USDA-NASS 1992), Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties had a total of 958,626 hectares (ha) (2,396,564 acres [ac]) (9,586 square kilometers 
[km2]/3,745 square miles [mi']) of land in farms, of which 667,027 ha (1,667,568 ac) (6,670 km2/ 
2,606 mi') were in crop land. Approximately 46 percent of crop land was irrigated in 1992, and 
approximately 40 percent of crop land in 1992 was used as pastureland. According to the 1992 
census, the total market value of agricultural products in the three counties was $935 million, 
including $758 million for crops and $177 million for livestock. In 1994, wheat represented the 
largest single crop (in terms of area) planted in Benton and Franklin counties. The total area 
planted in the two counties was 97,490 ha (240,900 ac) (975 km2/376 mi'] and 12,020 ha 
(29,700 ac) (1 20 km2/46.4 mi') for winter and spring wheat, respectively. Other major crops 
such as alfalfa, apples, asparagus, cherries, corn, grapes, and potatoes are also produced in 
Benton and Franklin counties (PNNL 1996a). In 1994, the Conservation Reserve Program of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)' included 10,279.8 ha (25,382.3 ac) [I 02.8 km2/ 
39.7 mi'] in Benton County, 9,359.3 ha (23,109.3 ac) C93.6 km2/ 36.1mi2] in Franklin County, and 
10,116.8 ha (24,979.8 ac) (I 01 -1 km2/39.0 mi') in Grant County.' 

In 1992, the Columbia Basin Project, a major irrigation project to the north of the 
Tri-Cities, produced gross crop returns of $552 million, representing 12.5 percent of all crops 
grown in Washington State. Also, in that year, the average gross crop value per irrigated acre 
was $1,042. The largest percentage of irrigated acres produced alfalfa hay (26.1 percent of 
irrigated acres), wheat (20.2 percent), and feed-grain corn (5.8 percent). Other significant crops 
are apples, dry beans, potatoes, and sweet corn (PNNL 1996a). 

Other land uses in the vicinity of the Hanford Site include a planned, low-level radioactive 
waste decontamination, super-compaction, plasma gasification and vitrification unit (operated by 
Allied Technology Group Corporation); and a commercial nuclear fuel fabrication facility 
(operated by Siemens Power Corporation). 

' 

4.1.2 Existing Hanford Site Land Uses 

Land-use categories at the Hanford Site include reactor operations, waste operations, 
administrative support, operations support, sensitive areas, and undeveloped areas. Remedial 
activities are currently focused within or near the disturbed areas. Much of the Hanford Site is 
undeveloped, providing a safety and security buffer for the smaller areas used for operations. 
Public access to most facility areas is restricted. 

4.1.2.1 Wahluke Slope. The area north of the Columbia River encompasses approximately 
357 km' (1 38 mi') of relatively undisturbed or recovering shrub-steppe habitat. The northwest 
portion of the area is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under a permit 

Agricultural lands at risk for soil erosion set aside to enhance wildlife. 

Personal conference with Rod Hamilton, Conservation Program Specialist with the USDA, Farm Service 
Agency, in Spokane, Washington, October 1997. 
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issued by DOE in 1971 as the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). The  permit 
conditions require that the refuge remain closed to the public as a protective perimeter 
surrounding Hanford operations. The closure has benefitted migratory birds, such as curlews, 
loggerhead shrikes, and waterfowl. 

Until recently, in the northeast portion of the Wahluke Slope, the Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) operated the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area, 
which was  established in 1971. In April 1999, the WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE of 
their intent to modify their management responsibilities on the Wahluke Slope under the 1971 
agreement leaving only a small portion (about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge 
under WDFW permit. The USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the 
s a m e  uses  permitted by the State of Washington under the WDWs management of the  
Wahluke Slope. Therefore, transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope from t h e  WDFW to 
the USFWS involves only a change in the agency managing the property and does not involve 
any change in the management activities for the Wahluke Slope. Management of the  entire 
Wahluke Slope by the USFWS as a n  overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the 1996 DO1 
Hanford Reach EIS ROD. The ROD recommended the Wahluke Slope be designated a wildlife 
refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild and Scenic River, and that the wildlife refuge be managed 
by the USFWS. 

The WDFW had leased a total of approximately 43 ha (107 ac) of the Wahluke State  
Wildlife Recreation Area for sharecropping. The purpose of these agricultural leases is to 
produce food and cover for wildlife and manage the  land for continued multi-purpose recreation. 
In addition, the WDFW issued a grazing permit for approximately 3,756 ha (9,280 ac), allowing 
up to 750 animal-unit-months to graze the parcel (WDFW Grazing Permit #W5-01, and WDFW 
Agricultural Leases #R-01, #WB-Ol  , and #WB-02). This WDFW grazing lease was  allowed to 
expire on December 31 , 1998 but, under SEPA regulations for up to 10 years after the expiration 
of the lease, the WDRN can reinstate the grazing lease without public review. 

The Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area is open to the public for recreational u ses  during 
daylight hours. According to data published in the Hanford Reach ofthe Columbia River, 
Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement Final - 
June 7994 (NPS 1994), the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area has more than 40,000 visits 
per year by recreationists. Most recreational visits a r e  related to sport fishing in the Columbia 
River. 

The Wahluke Slope once contained small, nonradioactively contaminated sites (Le., 
landfills). These sites were subject to a n  expedited response action and were remediated by 
DOE in 1997. Although remediation took place, the landfills could still have hazardous materials 
that would cause  injury to trust resources. The DOE is not planning to alter the current land 
uses  of the Wahluke Slope and is specifically prohibited from causing any adverse impacts on 
the values for which the area is under consideration for Wild and Scenic River or NWR status 
(DO1 1996). 

4.7.2.2 Columbia River Corridor. The 1 11.6 km2 (43.1 mi2) Columbia River Corridor, which is 
adjacent to and runs through the Hanford Site, is used by the public and Tribes for boating, 
water skiing, fishing, and hunting of upland game birds and migratory waterfowl. While public 
access is allowed on certain islands, access to other islands and adjacent a reas  is restricted 
because of unique habitats and the presence of cultural resources. 

The 100 Areas occupy approximately 68 km2 (26 mi2) along the southern shoreline of the 
Columbia River Corridor. The area contains all of the facilities in the 100 Areas, including nine 
retired plutonium production reactors, associated facilities, and structures. The primary land 
uses  a re  reactor decommissioning and undeveloped areas. Future use  restrictions have been 
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placed in the vicinity of the 100-H Area, which is associated with the 183-H Solar Evaporation 
Basins. Additional deed restrictions or covenants for activities that potentially extend beyond 
4.6 meters (m) (1 5 feet [ft]) below ground surface are expected for other Comprehensive 
€nvironmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilify Act of 1980 (CERCLA) remediation 
areas. Additional information is provided in Section 3.3.1.4.2. 

The area known as the Hanford Reach includes an average of a 402-m (1,3204) strip of 
public land on either side of the Columbia River. The Hanford Reach is the last unimpounded, 
nontidal segment of the Columbia River in the United States. In 1988, Congress passed Public 
Law 100-605, Comprehensive River Conservation Study, which required the Secretary of the 
Interior to prepare’an environmental impact study (in consultation with the Secretary of Energy) 
to evaluate the outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its immediate environment. 

Alternatives for preserving the outstanding features also were examined, including the 
designation of the Hanford Reach as part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. The 
results of the study can be found in the Hanford Reach ofthe Columbia River, Comprehensive 
River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement Final - June 1994 (NPS 1994). 
The Record of Decision (ROD) DO1 issued as a result of this EIS in 1996 recommended that the 
Hanford Reach be designated a “recreational river,” as defined by the National wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1968. The ROD also recommended that the remainder of the Wahluke Slope be 
established as a National Fish and Wildlife Refuge. Finally, the ROD recommended that the 
approximately 728 ha (1,800 ac) of private land located in the Hanford Reach Study Area be 
included in the recreational river boundary, but not the refuge boundary. The final designation 
will require Congressional legislation. 

There are two proposals currently under consideration in Congress. The primary 
differences between the proposals include the extent of the geographic scope (whether the 
Wahluke Slope is addressed in addition to the river corridor) and the designation of the land 
manager (e.g., local vs. Federal control). 

In addition to the control and Wahluke Slope issues, the proposed Wild and Scenic 
legislation contains a provision for transferring administrative jurisdiction over certain parcels of 
land in the State of Washington from the Secretary of Energy to the Secretary of the Interior, 
affecting underlying ownership of about 19,943 ha (49,280 ac, 197 km2, 75 mi2) of the Hanford 
Site. This swap would consolidate the scattered Benton County portion of Hanford’s Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) Public Domain lands, into an area beginning near 100-D, running 
south and east along the Columbia River shore, to just north of Energy Northwest (formerly 
known as the Washington Public Power Supply System, or WPPSS) and then west to Gable 
Mountain (see Figure 4-2). As long as these lands are needed (e.g., still withdrawn from BLM by 
DOE), this legislative action would not affect DOE’S administration of the areas involved. The 
DOES use of withdrawn BLM Public Domain lands is consistent with most land-use designations 
with the exceptions of Industrial Exclusive, Research and Development, or Industrial 
designations where BLM’s multiple-use mandate would be limited by an extensive infrastructure. 

I 

4.7.2.3 Central Plateau. The 200 East and 200 West Areas occupy approximately 51 km2 
(1 9.5 mi2) in the Central Plateau of the Hanford Site. Facilities located in the Central Plateau 
were built to process irradiated fuel from the production reactors. The operation of these 
facilities resulted in the storage, disposal, and unplanned release of radioactive and 
nonradioactive waste. The primary land uses are waste operations and operations support. 
Deed restrictions or covenants for activities that potentially may extend beyond 4.6 m (1 5 ft) 
below ground surface are expected for CERCLA remediation areas in the Central Plateau 
geographic study area. 
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In 1964, a 41 0-ha (1,000-ac) tract was leased to the State of Washington to promote 
nuclear-related development. A commercial low-level radioactive waste disposal facility, run by 
U.S. Ecology, Inc., currently operates on 41 ha (100 ac) of the leasehold. The rest of the 
leasehold was  not used by the State, and this portion of the leasehold recently reverted to DOE. 
The DOE constructed the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) on this tract. 

The ERDF is operated on the Central Plateau to provide disposal capacity for 
environmental remediation waste (e.g., low-level, mixed low-level, and dangerous wastes) 
generated during remediation of the 100, 200, and 300 Areas of the Hanford Site. The facility is 
currently about 65 ha (160 ac) and can be expanded up to 414 ha (1.6 mi') as additional waste 
disposal capacity is required. 

4.1.2.4 A// Other Areas. The All Other Areas geographic area is 689 km2 (266 mi') and 
contains the 300, 400 and I 1  00 Areas, Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) facilities, 
and a section of land currently owned by the State of Washington. 

The 300 Area is located just north of the City of Richland and covers 1.5 km2 (0.6 mi2). 
The 300 Area is the site of former reactor fuel fabrication facilities and is also the principal 
location of nuclear research and development (R&D) facilities serving the Hanford Site. Kaiser 
Aluminum and Chemical Corporation is leasing the 313 Building in the 300 Area to use  an  
extrusion press that was  formerly owned by DOE. The Environmental Molecular Sciences 
Laboratory (EMSL) and associated research programs provide research capability to advance 
technologies in support of D O E s  mission of environmental remediation and Waste 
Management. 

The 400 Area, located southeast of the 200 East Area, is the site of the Fast Flux Test 
Facility (FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt thermal, liquid metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear 
research test reactor that w a s  constructed in the late 1970s and operated from 1982 to 1992. 
Although not designed nor operated as a breeder reactor, the FFTF operated during these years 
as a national research facility for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor Program to test 
advanced nuclear fuels, materials, components, systems, nuclear operating and maintenance 
procedures, and active and passive safety technologies. The reactor was  also used to produce 
a large number of different isotopes for medical and industrial users, generate tritium for the 
United States fusion research program, and conduct cooperative, international research. 

In December 1993, the FFTF was  shutdown due largely at  that time from determinations 
that the facility could not continue to operate economically. In April 1995, defueling w a s  
completed and usable fuel is stored on site in fuel storage vessels or in the secure vault at  the 
Plutonium Finishing Plant a t  the Hanford Site. Unusable spent nuclear fuel (SNF) has been 
thoroughly washed to remove all sodium residuals, dried, and placed in approved, 50-year 
Interim Storage Casks on the 400 Area Interim Storage Area pad. In November 1995, the 
reactor was  placed in standby mode with the main cooling system operating at  approximately 
200°C (400°F) to keep the sodium coolant liquid and circulating to maintain D O E s  option to 
restart and operate the reactor in the future. Essential systems, staffing, and support services 
are being maintained in a manner that will support either timely restart or deactivation of the 
FFTF. In January 1997, the Secretary of Energy officially directed that the FFTF b e  maintained 
in a standby condition while an  evaluation was conducted of any future role the facility might 
have in the DOE'S national tritium production strategy. In December 1998, the Secretary 
determined that the FFTF would not play a role in the nation's tritium production strategy. 

In May 1999, the Secretary announced that DOE would ask the Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL) to complete a 90-day study that would resolve outstanding 
informational needs for the FFTF. Results of this study were completed and documented in a 
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program scoping plan presented by PNNL to DOE in early August 1999. As a result of this 
study, the Secretary decided, on August 18, 1999, that DOE would conduct a programmatic 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review, including an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), evaluating the potential environmental impacts associated with proposed expansion of 
infrastructure, including t h e  possible role of the  FFTF, for civilian nuclear energy research and 
development activities; production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses; and  
production of plutonium-238 for use  in advanced radioisotope power systems for future National 
Aeronautic and Space  Administration (NASA) space  missions. The Notice of Intent for this 
programmatic EIS is planned for publication in the Federal Register on September 15, 1999. 
The Final EIS (FEIS) is planned for completion in the  Fall of 2000; a Record of Decision utilizing 
the NEPA review (including the FEIS), is planned by December 2000. 

The 11 00 Area, located just north of Richland, served as the central warehousing, vehicle 
maintenance, and transportation operations center for the Hanford Site. A deed restriction h a s  
been filed with Benton County for the Horn Rapids Asbestos Landfill, which restricts future land 
uses  in the vicinity of the landfill. Also, DOE transferred the 11 00 Area to the Port of Benton. 
The DOE prepared a n  environmental assessment that resulted in a finding of no significant 
impact on August 27, 1998, for the transfer of the I I00 Area and the Southern rail connection to 
the Port of Benton (DOWRL EA-1260). The Port officially took ownership and control of the  
1100 Area (consisting of 318 ha [786 ac], 26 buildings, and 26 km [ I6  mi] of rail tract) on 
October 1, 1998. Although the 1100 Area is no longer under DOE control, it is included in this 
EIS to support the local governments with their SEPA EIS analyses of the Hanford sub-area of 
Benton County under the State of Washington’s Growth Management Act. 

Together with the Washington State Department of Transportation and Legislature 
Transportation Committee, the Port of Benton is currently funding a major study ($600,000) to 
determine the  feasibility of reconnecting the Hanford main rail line to Ellensburg, Washington (as 
it was  in the 1970s), as a n  alternative route for Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the  
Puget Sound and the Tri-Cities. The current Yakima Valley route passes  directly through all the 
cities in the Valley, including the cities of Yakima and Kennewick which have plans to develop 
their downtown areas  to be more people friendly. Specifically, the  Port has  expressed a desire 
to use  the Hanford rail system and extend the current system upriver where there is currently 
only an  abandoned railroad grade. 
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Additional land uses  in the All Other Areas geographic area include the following: 

The Hazardous Materials Management and Emergency Response (HAMMER) 
Volpentest Training and Education Center, which is used to train hazardous materials 
response personnel. The HAMMER Volpentest Training and Education Center is 
located north of the 11 00 Area and covers about 32 ha  (80 ac). 

Land was leased to Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) to construct three 
commercial power reactors in the 1970s. One  plant, Washington Nuclear Plant 
Number 2 (WNP-2), was  completed and is currently operating. Activities on the  other 
two plants were terminated and the plants will not be completed. The DOE is 
considering a proposal from Energy Northwest to allow a sublease for siting, 
construction, and operation of an aluminum smelter (see Section 1.3). 

In 1980, the Federal government sold a 259 ha  (640 ac) section of land south of the 
200 East Area, near State Route (SR) 240, to the State of Washington for the 
purpose of nonradioactive hazardous waste disposal. This parcel is uncontaminated 
(although the  underlying groundwater is contaminated) and undeveloped. The  deed 
requires that if it is used for any purpose other than hazardous waste disposal, 
ownership would revert to the Federal government. 
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The Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO), built by the 
National Science Foundation on the Hanford Site, detects cosmic gravitational waves 
for scientific research. The facility consisfs of two underground optical tube arms, 
each 4 km (2.5 mi) long, arrayed in an  "L" shape. The facility is sensitive to vibrations 
in the vicinity, which can be expected to constrain nearby land uses. 

4.1.2.5 The FifznedEberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). The 
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (also designated as the Rattlesnake Hills 
Research Natural Area, or the ALE Reserve), encompasses 308.7 km2 (1 19.2 mi2) in the 
southwestern portion of the Hanford Site and is managed as a habitat and wildlife reserve and 
environmental research center. A "research natural area" is a classification used by Federal 
land management agencies to designate lands on which various natural features a re  preserved 
in an undisturbed state solely for research and educational purposes. The ALE Reserve 
remains the largest research natural area in the State of Washington (PNL 1993a). 

The mineral rights to a 518 ha (1,280 ac) area on the ALE Reserve a r e  owned by a 
private company. The company has been free to enter this area and explore for oil or g a s  since 
1977. Additional information is provided in Section 4.2.3. There a re  also two ongoing R&D 
projects under way on the ALE Reserve: gravity experiments in underground Nike bunkers 
located in the southern portion of the Reserve, and on-line science education, teacher training, 
and astronomy research in the observatory on the top of Rattlesnake Mountain. Both a r e  long- 
term projects using existing facilities. 

Because public access to the ALE Reserve has been restricted since 1943, the shrub- 
steppe habitat is virtually undisturbed and is part of a much larger Hanford tract of shrub-steppe 
vegetation. This geographic area contained a number of small contaminated sites that were 
remediated in I994 and 1995 and have been revegetated. There a re  two landfills on the ALE 
Reserve, at  least one of which was  used for disposal of a nonradioactive hazardous waste. 
Although remediated, one of the landfills may still contain hazardous materials that could cause 
injury to trust resources. 

In 1997, DOE granted a permit and entered into an agreement with USFWS to manage 
the ALE Reserve consistently with the existing ALE Facility Management Plan. Under this 
framework, USFWS is preparing a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) pursuant to the 
National Wldlife Refuge lmprovernent Act of 7997 to identify refuge management actions and to 
bring the ALE Reserve into the NWR System. 

4.1.3 Hanford Site Land Ownership 

The Hanford Site land holdings consist of three different real property classifications: 
(I) lands acquired in fee by DOE or its predecessor agencies, (2) BLM Public Domain lands 
withdrawn from the Public Domain for use as part of the Hanford Site, and (3) lands the Bureau 
of Reclamation (BoR) has withdrawn from the Public Domain or acquired in fee as part of the 
Columbia Basin Project (Figure 4-3). All lands in the Hanford area were ceded to the United 
States by the Treaties of 1855 (see Appendix A), and these treaties contain 
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reserved rights for perpetuity. All Federal agencies 
and projects, including the BoR and BLM, have a 
Federal trust- responsibility to protect the rights of 
the Indian Tribes. 

The BoR agreed in a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) to transfer custody, possession, 
and use of certain acquired and withdrawn lands 
situated within the control zone of the Hanford 
Works to the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC) on February 27, 1957. These lands 
consisted of a checkerboard pattern of alternating 
square-mile sections on the Wahluke Slope. The 
BoR retained the right to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Wahluke Canal and related facilities 
and any necessary wasteways and drainage ways 
through the Wahluke Slope in connection with 
irrigation of lands outside of the control zone. 
These lands were included in the South Columbia 
Basin Irrigation District and the East Columbia 
Irrigation District a t  the time of district formation. In 
the MOA, the BoR identified a continued interest in 
development of irrigable lands on the Wahluke 
Slope as part of the Columbia Basin Project. The 
AEC acknowledged the interest of the BoR and 
reaffirmed a policy of keeping DOE land ownership 
and restrictions of land use on the Wahluke Slope 
to a minimum. 

The BoR continues to retain an interest in 
the ultimate development of the irrigable lands 
within the Wahluke Slope as part of the Columbia 
Basin Project. The interest of the BoR pertains not 
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only to irrigation development, but also to other project purposes (e.g., fish and wildlife 
protection) and to resource management and environmental concerns. The BoR maintains that 
the agreement with the AEC assures return of the lands when the lands are  no longer necessary 
to support DOES mission for the Hanford Site. Furthermore, the BoR would not concur with any 
change in the present u se  of the lands until technical and environmental studies were 
completed. 

The alternating square-mile sections that would eventually revert to the BLM or BoR are  
an important consideration that complicates land-use planning. Because the lands a re  owned by 
another government agency (Le., BLM), DOE cannot authorize uses  of the property beyond the 
mission needs of the DOE. Typically, after getting the land back, the BLM evaluates current 
use(s) of the land, compatibility of uses, and suitability of the land for different u ses  (Le., mining, 
grazing, recreation, and preservation) (see text box, "Wifhdrawn Public Domain Lands.") I 

I 
4.2 Geological Resources 

Geologic considerations for the Hanford Site include physiography, stratigraphy, 
structural geology, seismic and volcanic hazards, and soil characteristics. The Hanford Site 

basis for the following discussions. 
National Environmental Policy Act (N€PA) Characterization report (Neitzel 1998) provides the I 
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4.2.7 Landscape 

The landscape of the Hanford Site is dominated by the low-relief plains of the Central 
Plains and the anticlinal ridges of the Yakima Folds physiographic regions. The surface 
topography has been modified within the past several million years by several geomorphic 
processes: (1) Pleistocene cataclysmic flooding, (2) Holocene eolian activity, and 
(3) landsliding. Cataclysmic flooding occurred when ice dams in western Montana and northern 
Idaho were breached and allowed large volumes of water to spill across eastern and central 
Washington. This flooding formed the channeled scablands and deposited sediments in the 
Pasco Basin. The  last major flood occurred about 13,000 years ago, during the late Pleistocene 
Epoch. Braiding flood channels, giant current ripples, and giant flood bars a re  among the  
landforms created by the floods. Anastomosing flood channels, giant current ripples, 
bergmounds, and giant flood bars are  among the  land forms created by the floods. The 
200 Area Waste Management facilities are located on one  prominent flood bar, the Cold Creek 
bar (Figure 4-4). 

Since the end of the Pleistocene, winds have locally reworked the flood sediments and 
have deposited dune sands  in the lower elevations and loess (windblown silt) around the 
margins of the Pasco Basin. Many sand dunes have been stabilized by anchoring vegetation, 
except where they have been reactivated by human activity disturbing the  vegetation. 

A series of bluffs occurs for a distance of approximately 56 km (35 mi) along the eastern 
and northern shores of the Columbia River. In the northern portion of the area,  these bluffs are  
known as the White Bluffs. 

Landslides occur along the north limbs of some Yakima Folds and along s teep  river 
embankments such as White Bluffs. Landslides on the Yakima Folds occur along contacts 
between basalt flows or sedimentary units between the basalt, whereas active landslides at 
White Bluffs occur in sediments above the basalt flows. A study of the Hanford Reach by 
U. S. Geological Survey geologists (Shuster and Hays 1987) concluded that nearby irrigation 
has accelerated the rate of landslides occurring in the area. The active landslides a t  White 
Bluffs a r e  the result of irrigation activity east  of the  Columbia River. 

4.2.2 Sfrafigraphy 

The stratigraphy of the Hanford Site consists of Miocene-age and younger rocks. Older 
Cenozoic sedimentary and volcaniclastic rock underlie the  Miocene and younger rocks but a re  
not exposed at the surface. The  Hanford Site stratigraphy is described in the following 
subsections and is summarized in Figures 4-5 and 4-6. 

4.2.2-7 Columbia River Basalt Group. The Columbia River Basalt Group consists of a n  
assemblage of continental flood basalts of the Miocene age. These basalts cover a n  a rea  of 
more than 163,170 km2 (63,000 mi2) in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, and have a n  estimated 
volume of about 174,000 km3 (67,200 mi3). Isotopic a g e  determinations suggest flows of the  
Columbia River Basalt Group were erupted during a period from approximately 17 to 6 million 
years ago, with more than 98 percent by volume being erupted in a 2.5 million-year period (17 to 
14.5 million years ago). 
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1 Figure 4-4. Topography of the Hanford Site (WHC 1991a). 
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I Figure 4m5. A Generalized Stratigraphic Column of the 
3 Major Geologic Units of the Hanford Site. 
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3 (PNNL 7996~).  
Figure 4-6. Geologic CrossSection of the Hanford Site 
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Columbia River basalt flows were erupted from north-northwest-trending fissures (linear 
vent systems) in north-central and northeastern Oregon, eastern Washington, and western 
Idaho. The Columbia River Basalt Group is formally divided into five formations (listed in order 
from the oldest to the youngest): lmnaha Basalt, Picture Gorge Basalt, Grande Ronde Basalt, 
Wanapum Basalt, and Saddle Mountains Basalt. Of these, only the Grande Ronde, Wanapum, 
and Saddle Mountains Basalts are present in the Pasco Basin. The Saddle Mountains Basalt 
forms the uppermost basalt unit in the Pasco Basin, with the exception that some of the 
bounding ridges where the Wanapum and Grande Ronde Basalt flows are exposed. 

4.2.2.2 €//ensburg Formafion. The Ellensburg Formation includes sedimentary rocks 
interbedded with the Columbia River Basalt Group in the central and western part of the 
Columbia Plateau. The age of the Ellensburg Formation is principally Miocene, although locally 
it may be equivalent to early Pliocene. The thickest accumulations of the Ellensburg Formation 
lie along the western margin of the Columbia Plateau where Cascade Range volcanic materials 
interbed with the Columbia River Basalt Group. The lateral extent and thickness of interbedded 
sediments generally increase upward in the section. 

4.2.2.3 Suprabasalt Sediments. The suprabasalt (above the basalt) sediments within and 
adjacent to the Hanford Site are dominated by the Ringold and Hanford formations, with other 
minor deposits (PNNL 1996a). 

4.2.2.3.1 Ringold Formafion. Late Miocene to Pliocene deposits, younger than the 
Columbia River Basalt Group, are represented by the Ringold Formation within the Pasco Basin. 
The Ringold Formation was deposited in east-west trending valleys by the ancestral Columbia 
River and its tributaries in response to development of the Yakima Fold Belt. Exposures of the 
Ringold Formation are limited to the White Bluffs within the central Pasco Basin and to the 
Smyrna and Taunton Benches located north of the Pasco Basin. Extensive data on the Ringold 
Formation are available from boreholes on the Hanford Site. 

Flood-related deposits of the Ringold Formation can be broken into different associations 
based on proximity to the ancestral Columbia and/or Snake River channels. Gravel and 
associated sand and silt represent a migrating channel deposit of the major river systems and 
generally are confined to the central portion of the Pasco Basin. Overbank sand, silt, and clay 
reflect occasional deposition and flooding beyond the influence of the main river channels, and 
generally are found along the margins of the Pasco Basin. Over time, the main river channels 
moved back and forth across the basin, causing a shift in location of the various facies. 
Periodically, the river channels were blocked and caused lakes to develop where mud (with 
minor amounts of sand) was deposited. 

4.2.2.3.2 Plio-Pleistocene Unif. A locally derived unit consisting of an alluvium and/or 
pedogenic calcrete occurs at the unconformity between the Ringold Formation and the Hanford 
formation. The sidestream alluvial facies are derived from Cold Creek and its tributaries and are 
characterized by relatively thick zones of unweathered basalt clasts along with wind-blown 
materials and soil. The calcrete is relatively thick and impermeable in areas of the western 
Pasco Basin, often forming an aquitard to downward migration of water in the vadose zone 
where artificial recharge is occurring. 

4.223.3 Early Palouse Soil. Overlying the Plio-Pleistocene unit in the Cold Creek 
syncline area is a fine-grained sand to silt. It is believed to consist mainly of eolian (derived from 
wind deposits) origin, derived from either an older reworked Plio-Pleistocene unit or upper 
Ringold Formation. The early Palouse soil differs from the overlying slackwater flood deposits 
by a greater calcium-carbonate content, massive structure in core samples, and a high natural 
gamma response in geophysical logs. 
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4.2.2.3.4 Quaternary Deposits. Repositioning of sediments resumed during the 
Quaternary Period, following the period of late-Pliocene to early-Pleistocene erosion. In the 
Columbia Plateau, the Quaternary record is dominated by cataclysmic flood deposits with lesser 
amounts of sediments deposited by water and wind lying below, between, and above flood 
deposits. 

Sand and gravel river sediments, referred to informally as the pre-Missoula gravels, were 
deposited after incision of the Ringold Formation and before deposition of the cataclysmic flood 
deposits. The pre-Missoula gravels are similar to the Ringold Formation main-channel gravel 
facies, consisting of dominantly nonbasaltic clasts. These sediments occur in a swath that runs 
from the old Hanford townsite on the eastern side of the Hanford Site, across the Site toward 
Horn Rapids on the Yakima River. 

Cataclysmic floods inundated the Pasco Basin a number of times during the Pleistocene, 
beginning as early as one million years ago. The last major flood sequence is dated at  about 
13,000 years ago by the presence of erupted material from Mount Mazama interbedded with the 
flood deposits. The number and timing of cataclysmic floods continues to be debated. As many 
as 10 flood events have been documented during the last ice age. The largest and most 
frequent floods came from glacial Lake Missoula in northwestern Montana; however, smaller 
floods may have escaped down valley from glacial Lakes Clark and Columbia along the northern 
margin of the Columbia Plateau, or down the Snake River from glacial Lake Bonneville. The 
flood deposits, informally called the Hanford formation, blanket low-lying areas over most of the 
central Pasco Basin (Neitzel 1997). 

Cataclysmic floodwaters entering the Pasco Basin quickly became impounded behind 
Wallula Gap  (located about 32 km [20 mi] downstream from the Hanford Site), which was  too 
restrictive for the volume of water involved. Floodwaters formed temporary lakes with a 
shoreline up to 381 m (1,250 ft) in elevation, which lasted only a few weeks or less. Two types 
of flood deposits predominate: (1) a sand-and-gravel main-channel facies, and (2) a 
mud-and-sand slackwater facies. Within the Pasco Basin, these deposits are referred to as the 
Pasco Gravels and slackwater deposits of the Hanford formation. Sediments with intermediate 
grain sizes (e.g., sand-dominated facies) also are  present in areas throughout the Pasco Basin, 
particularly on the south, protected half of Cold Creek Bar. 

Landslide deposits in the Pasco Basin a re  of variable a g e  and genesis. Most of these 
deposits occur within the basalt outcrops along the ridges (e.g., on the north side of Rattlesnake 
Mountain) or steep river embankments (e.g., White Bluffs), where the Upper Unit Ringold 
Formation crops out in the Pasco Basin. 

4.2.3 Structure 

The Hanford Site is located near the junction of the Yakima Fold Belt and the Palouse 
structural subprovinces (DOE 1988a). These structural subprovinces are  defined on the basis of 
their structural fabric, unlike the physiographic provinces that are  defined on the basis of 
landforms. The Palouse subprovince is a regional paleoslope that dips gently toward the 
Columbia Plateau and exhibits only relatively mild structural deformation. The Palouse Slope is 
underlain by a wedge of Columbia River basalt that thins gradually toward the east  and north, 
and laps onto the adjacent highlands. 

The principal characteristics of the Yakima Fold Belt are  a series of segmented, narrow, 
asymmetric anticlines. These anticlinal ridges are  separated by broad synclines or basins that, 
in many cases, contain thick accumulations of Eocene- to Quaternary-age sediments. The 
deformation of the Yakima Folds occurred under north-south compression. The fold belt was  
growing during the eruption of the Columbia River Basalt Group and continued to grow into the 
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Pleistocene and probably into the present. Thrust or high-angle reverse faults with fault planes 
that strike parallel or subparallel to the axial trends are  found principally along the limbs of the 
anticlines (Figure 4-7) (PNNL 1996a). The amount of vertical stratigraphic offset associated with 
these faults varies but commonly exceeds hundreds o f  meters. 

4.2.3.1 Mineral Development Directly after the discovery of gold in British Columbia and 
Oregon in the 1850s, gold was  discovered in eastern Washington. In 1862, the first very 
successful strike in Washington was made near the mouth of the Methow River. Strikes were 
also made on the Clearwater River near present-day Orofino, Idaho, in 1860 and in the Boise 
Basin (“Treasure Valley”) in 1862. These discoveries caused prospectors to explore the 
mid-Columbia region in the 1860s, upstream from the Dalles to the Canadian border. Between 
Vantage and Alderdale, Washington, a t  least seven sites along the Columbia River have had 
past placer mining activity and gold production. The Chinaman’s Bar Placer (located on the 
south side of the river directly upstream of the Vemita Bridge, partially on the Hanford Site) 
supported a small operation from 1939 to 1941 with an unknown amount of production 
(NPS 1994). 

In addition to gold mining along the Columbia River, natural g a s  was  discovered on 
Rattlesnake Mountain in 191 3. The small, shallow field was  developed in 1929 and produced 
until it was closed in 1941, yielding a total of approximately 0.07 billion m3 (2.5 billion fi?) of gas  
(NPS 1994). Twenty-four wells were drilled, with the main gas  field located on the ALE Reserve. 
Although intensive exploration occurred, deposits proved to be small. 

Oil exploration was  also conducted in the Rattlesnake Mountain and Rattlesnake Hills 
area in the 1920s and 1 9 3 0 ~ ~  but useful deposits were not found (Gerber 1997). The mineral 
rights to a 518 ha (1,280 ac) area are  still owned by a private company, the Big Bend Alberta 
Mining Company. The surface title to this acreage was  acquired by the AEC by condemnation in 
1952. At that time, the final judgment of the court revested in the owners (at that time, the Big 
Bend Land Company) the g a s  and oil rights in the land providing, however, that all rights of 
ingress and egress over the surface of the land for exploration or exploitation of such rights were 
prohibited for 25 years from the date of the judgment (January 14, 1952). Presently, the Big 
Bend Alberta Mining Company is free to enter on the lands a t  will to explore for oil or gas. The 
company holds all the oil and mineral rights on one section, the oil and mineral rights on three- 
quarters of a second section, and the soil and mineral rights on one-quarter of a third section. 

4.2.4 Geologic Hazards 

The White Bluffs represent a geologic hazard resulting from certain types of land uses, 
such as irrigated farming and other forms of intensive development (Figure 4-8). The White 
Bluffs are  composed of claystones and siltstones that are  relatively strong when dry but lose 
considerable strength when wet. Visual evidence of recent, suspected human-induced landslide 
activity has developed over the past two decades. Irrigation water applied to croplands 
immediately east  of the White Bluffs has raised the water table significantly, resulting in local 
saturation, increased pore pressures, reduced shear strength, and instability of slopes above the 
river. Leaks in local irrigation canals and irrigation waste water are  believed to be contributing 
groundwater to the slide area, but a regional aquifer may also be responsible (NPS 1994). 

Based on studies in the early 1970s, the BoR determined that irrigation would increase 
the potential for landslide activity along the White Bluffs. Also, a detailed drainage investigation 
completed in 1967 found a large portion of “red zone” area infeasible to drain based on 
economic criteria. As part of its effort to restrict irrigation in this area, the BoR rescinded the 
plats for two irrigation blocks (blocks 36 and 55) and acquired private lands on a “willing seller“ 
basis (NPS 1994). 

Affected Environment 4-1 8 Final HCP EIS I 



I 

3 Known Faults. 
Figure 4-7, Map of the Hanford Site Region Showing 

4 
5 

L 

/ 

n/ Geological Fault 

Kilometers 
C I -  I 

0 15 I10 

0 12 14 16 18 10 

Miles 
H C I  I t 

Final HCP EIS 4-1 9 Affected Environment - I 



I Figure 4-8. Geologic Hazards Related to Economic Land I 
3 Uses. I 
4 
5 

Affected Environment 4-20 Final HCP EIS I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

Ringold Formation sediments that make up a large portion of the White Bluffs a re  largely 
unconsolidated and uncemented (BHI 1995a). These sediments were deposited between 6 and 
3.5 million years ago. During and following deposition of Ringold sediment, the floor of the 
Pasco Basin was  subsiding while the surrounding highlands were rising. Consequently, the 
Ringold sediment layers dip toward the center of the Pasco Basin, which lies in the east-central 
part of the Hanford Site. The angle of dip of these layers is less than 2 degrees. Ringold 
sediment layers dip down from the northern and eastern edges of the basin toward the Columbia 
River. Ringold sediments found in the bluffs consist predominantly of layers of river-deposited 
sand, ancient soils (paleosols), and sand, silt, and clay deposited in lakes (BHI 1995a). 

Throughout the Hanford Site, a series of catastrophic flood deposits, informally known as 
the Hanford formation, lies atop the Ringold Formation sediments. The Hanford formation 
consists of fine-grained sediments know as Touchet beds and gravel beds known as the Pasco 
ravels. The sediments of the Hanford formation are unconsolidated, uncemented, and highly 
transmissive for the flow of water. 

Shuster and Hays (1987) concluded that the entire area of the bluffs along the northern 
and eastern shores of the Columbia River is susceptible to landslides. Recent landslides have 
occurred in four areas along the bluffs; these areas are the Locke Island, Savage Island, 
Homestead Island, and Johnson Island slide areas. The length of the slide areas parallel to the 
river shoreline ranges from more than a mile at  Locke Island to about 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of a mile 
near Homestead Island. 

The Hanford powerline area shows evidence of Late Pleistocene landslides, and the area 
coincides with lack of irrigation adjacent to the bluffs (Shuster and Hays 1987). The landslides, 
both active and inactive, total about 1 I .2 km' (4.3 mi') in area, and the total landslide susceptible 
area is about 15.1 km2 (5.8 mi') (Shuster and Hays 1987). These slide areas are  characterized 
by major cracks about two-thirds of the way up the bluff face, surface areas on the slopes below 
the cracks with an  irregular ground surface, and mud flows at  the base of the slope. The 
irregular surface forms as the bluff face slides away and begins to break up. The mud flows 
occur as a result of a process known as liquefaction, which is water-saturated soil that flows 
similar to a liquid. Some  of the slide areas, such as Savage Island and Locke Island slides, are 
rimmed by a scarp or cliff. Surface cracks located upland of the bluff face can be found, which 
indicate the slopes behind the bluffs a re  very unstable and prone to future landslides. 

Examination of slide areas reveals the universal presence of water seeping from the 
bluffs in springs and marshes. Observation of these springs, saturated cliff faces, and mud 
flows indicates that water plays a role in producing landslides along the bluffs. The water found 
in the bluffs reduces the strength, decreases frictional resistance, and adds weight to the 
unconsolidated Ringold Formation. Because the transmissivity of the Ringold layers varies, 
water accumulates in certain sediment layers within the bluffs. This wet layer is the plane on 
which the slide begins. The bluff above a wet layer will slide when the water-laden and 
lubricated layer fails under the weight of the overburden. 

Sources of water on the bluffs are natural precipitation, irrigated farmlands, irrigation and 
wastewater canals, and irrigation wastewater ponds located up-slope and eas t  of the bluffs and 
on the Wahluke Slope. Water from these activities percolates through the soil to the Ringold 
Formation. Some  of the layers within the formation resist the downward flow of water, forcing 
the water to flow laterally. Ringold Formation layers dip toward the Columbia River and the 
water that collects above less transmissive Ringold Formation layers moves downslope toward 
the bluffs. Eventually, this water reaches the bluffs and increases the potential for a landslide. 

Shuster and Hays (1987) concluded, "In the present climate, most of these bluffs a re  
very stable under natural conditions, but irrigation of the upland surface to the east ,  which began 
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in the 1950s and has been greatly expanded, led to increased and more widespread seepage in 
the  bluffs and to a spectacular increase in slope failures since 1970. With continuing irrigation, 
a reas  of the $luff wetted by seepage will be  subject to landslides wherever slopes exceed about 
15 degrees and, on lesser slopes, wherever the surficial material is old landslide debris.” 

The hazards posed by landslides in bluffs range from minor to catastrophic. Economic 
loss from landslides in the bluffs has not been large because the area is relatively undeveloped. 
Road closures have occurred. A concrete flume, part of the Ringold wasteway, was  destroyed 
by the Homestead Island slide in the late 1960s (Shuster and Hays 1987). Encroachment up- 
slope by the Savage Island slide destroyed the riverward margins of irrigated fields along the top 
of the bluffs (Shuster and Hays 1987). 

Perhaps the  most unlikely occurrence would be a n  earthquake-triggered, massive slope 
failure caused by liquefaction of the White Bluffs, which would temporally block the Columbia 
River. Hanford facilities on the west side of the river could be endangered, as well as citizens 
and property located downstream of this temporary dam. Also, contaminants left at  depth in the 
soil column would be further mobilized by the subsequent rise in groundwater levels on the 
Hanford facilities side of the river. 

The Locke Island slide caused the loss of cultural artifacts on the island by changing the 
channel of the  river and causing erosion to occur on Locke Island. Since its beginning in the 
mid-l970s, the  Locke Island slide has extended 150 m (492 ft) into the channel of the Columbia 
River (Neitzel 1997). Since November 1995, Locke Island has an  actively eroding cut bank that 
is 400 m (1,312 ft) in length, with a horizontal loss of 16 m (53 ft) (Neitzel 1997). These slides 
can disturb and destroy salmon spawning beds by siltation, and the increase in sediment load in 
the  Hanford Reach could potentially adversely affect the Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPSS) reactor cooling-water intake systems (Shuster and Hays 1987). 

The Hanford Dune Field, located north of the Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPSS)  reactor, also represents a hazard to certain types of land uses. The Hanford Dune 
Field is one  of three great dune fields in the Columbia River Basin. It is a n  active area of 
migrating barchan dunes and partially stabilized transverse dunes derived from alluvium, with 
bare rock-rubbled a reas  between dunes. In the late 1 9 7 0 ~ ~  a study performed by the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service determined this dune field to be of national significance 
and proposed a 2,560 ha (6,320 ac) protected area for inclusion in the National Natural 
Landmark system. For security purposes and other reasons, DOE requested that the site not be 
designated as such, and the request was  honored (NPS 1994). 

There is also a n  extensive dune system that is stabilized with vegetation, located south of 
the  200 Areas, trending to the northeast toward the Columbia River. This stabilized dune 
system, which forms hummocky terraces and dune-like ridges, also represents a potential 
geologic hazard to development. Should the vegetation on the dune system be altered, cleared, 
or  otherwise disturbed, the dunes might remobilize, resulting in dune sand movement and 
blowing sand during windy weather. 

4.2.4.1 Seismic and Volcanic Hazards. The historic record of earthquakes in the Pacific 
Northwest dates from about 1840. The early part of this record is based on newspaper reports 
of structural damage and human perception of the shaking and structural damage  as classified 
by the Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) scale and is probably incomplete because the region 
was sparsely populated. Seismograph networks did not start providing earthquake locations and 
magnitudes in the Pacific Northwest until about 1960. A comprehensive network of seismic 
stations, which provide accurate locating information for most earthquakes greater than a 
magnitude of 2.5 on the Richter scale, was  installed in eastern Washington in 1969. 
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Seismicity of the Columbia Plateau, as determined by the rate of earthquakes per area 
and the historical magnitude of these events, is relatively low when compared to other regions of 
the Pacific Nqrthwest, the Puget Sound area, and western Montana/eastern Idaho. The largest 
known earthquake in the Columbia Plateau occurred in 1936 near Milton-Freewater, Oregon. 
This earthquake had a Richter scale magnitude of 5.75 and a maximum MMI of VI1 and was 
followed by a number of aftershocks that, when analyzed, indicated a northeast-trending fault 
plane. Other earthquakes with Richter scale magnitudes greater than 5.0 and/or MMls of VI 
have occurred along the boundaries of the Columbia Plateau in a cluster near Lake Chelan 
extending into the northern Cascade Range, in northern Idaho and Washington, and along the 
boundary between the western Columbia Plateau and the Casade Range.. Three MMI VI 
earthquakes have occurred within the Columbia Plateau, including one in the Milton-Freewater 
region in 1921; one near Yakima, Washington, in 1892; and one near Umatilla, Oregon, in 1893. 
In the central portion of the Columbia Plateau, the largest earthquakes near the Hanford Site are 
two that occurred in 1918 and 1973. These two events were at Richter scale magnitude of 4.4 
and MM of V, and were located north of the Hanford Site, near Othello, Washington. 

Earthquakes often occur in spatial and temporal clusters in the Columbia Plateau and are 
termed "earthquake swarms.'' The region north and east of the Hanford Site is concentrated 
with earthquake swarm activity; however, earthquake swarms also have occurred in several 
locations within the Hanford Site. Earthquakes in a swarm tend to gradually increase and decay 
in frequency of events, and usually no outstanding large event is present within the sequence. 
These earthquake swarms occur at shallow depths, with 75 percent of the events located at 
depths less than 4 km (2.5 mi). Each earthquake swarm typically lasts several weeks to months, 
may consist of anywhere from several to more than 100 earthquakes, and is clustered in an area 
5 to 10 km (3 to 6 mi) in lateral dimension. Often, the longest dimension of the swarm area is 
elongated in an east-west direction. 

Earthquakes in the Columbia Plateau also occur to depths of approximately 30 km 
(18 mi). These deeper earthquakes are less clustered and occur more often as single, isolated 
events. Based on epicenter studies and refraction surveys in the region, the shallow earthquake 
swarms occur in the Columbia River Basalts and the deeper earthquakes occur in crustal layers 
below the basalts. 

Several major volcanoes are located in the Cascade Range west of the Hanford Site. 
The nearest volcano, Mount Adams, is about 165 km (102 mi) from the Hanford Site. The most 
active volcano, Mount St. Helens, is located approximately 220 km (136 mi) west-southwest of 
the Hanford Site. 

Because of their close proximity, the volcanic mountains of the Cascades are the 
principal volcanic hazard at the Hanford Site. The major concern is that ash fall could affect 
Hanford Site communications equipment and electronic devices, as well as the movement of 
truck and automobile traffic in and out of the area. 

4.2.5 Soils 

The Soil Survey Hanford Project in 
Benton County Washington, BNWL-243 (PNL 1966), 
describes 15 different soil types on the Hanford Site, 
varying from sand to silty and sandy loam. The soil 
classifications given in BNWL-243 have not been 
updated to reflect current reinterpretations of soil 
classifications (see text box, "Hanford Site Quick 
facts: Soils"). Until soils on the Hanford Site are 
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resurveyed, the descriptions presented in BNWL-243 will continue to be used (see Table 4-1 
and Figure 4-9). No soils on the Hanford Site a re  currently classified as prime farmlands 
because ( I )  there a re  no current soil surveys, and (2) the  only prime farmland soils in the region 
are  irrigated (August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS). 

The parent material for predominant soil types a t  the Hanford Site consists of the 
Hanford formation and Holocene surficial deposits (Cushing 1992). Soils with well-developed 
profiles occur only where fine and poorly-drained sediments have been deposited and typically 
are  low in organic matter (PNL 1991a). 

Wind and water erosion have been key factors in modifying developed soil profiles on the 
Hanford Site, and have resulted in the loss of soil down to parent material in some  areas  and the 
creation of large active sand  dunes in other areas. Currently stabilized dune complexes can 
potentially be reactivated as a result of surface disturbances. 

4.3 Water Resources 

This section provides an  overview of the Hanford Site hydrologic setting, which includes 
surface water and groundwater resources, and a discussion of existing water rights. 

In 1980, Congress enacted the Northwest PowerAct (NPA) (16 U.S.C. 839-839h), which 
“marked a n  important shift in Federal policy.” Continually declining fish runs had revealed the 
failures of previous legislative efforts requiring that “equal consideration” be given to fish and 
wildlife affected by resource exploitation. The NPA created “a pluralistic intergovernmental and 
public review process.” At the hub of this process, Congress established the Pacific Northwest 
Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council (Council), directing it to create “a program to 
protect, mitigate, and enhance” the Columbia River Basin’s fish and wildlife “to the  extent 
affected by the development and operation of the Basin’s hydropower system.” The Council’s 
authority with respect to fish and wildlife measures is contained; the Council “can guide, but not 
command, Federal river management.” 

In addition, Canada and the United States signed the Pacific Salmon Treaty in 1985. 
The Pacific Salmon Treaty has provided for improved conservation and management of the 
resource. The Treaty covers five species of Pacific salmon and steelhead (two of which -- the 
Upper Columbia steelhead and the Redfish Lake sockeye salmon - a re  now also covered by the  
Endangered Species Act of 19731, and applies to fisheries in Southeast Alaska, British 
Columbia, Washington, and Oregon. 

There is no single “law of the river” on the Columbia River. Instead, there is a maze of 
overlapping treaties, laws, and regulations, which together attempt to balance the vaned 
interests on the river. (See text box, “Columbia River Flow- Who Controls lt?”) 

4.3.1 Surface Wafer 

The Pasco Basin occupies about 4,900 km2 (1,900 mi2) and is located centrally within the 
Columbia Basin. Elevations within the Pasco Basin generally are  lower than other parts of the 
Columbia Plateau, and surface drainage enters the Pasco Basin from other basins. Within the 
Pasco Basin, the Columbia River is joined by three major tributaries: the Yakima River, the 
Snake River, and the Walla Walla River. 
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Surface is dark colored, and subsoil is dark grayish-brown medium-textured soil underlain 
by gravelly material, which may continue for many meters (feet). Level topography. 

Similar to Ephrata sandy loam. Differs in that many large hummocky ridges presently are 
made up of debris released from melting glaciers. Areas between hummocks contain 
many boulders several meters (feet) in diameter. 

i Developed along the north slope of Rattlesnake Hills; usually confined to floors of narrow 
draws or small fan-shaped areas where draws open onto plains. Severely eroded with 
numerous basaltic boulders and fragments exposed. Surface soil usually is dark 
grayish-brown, grading to grayish-brown in the subsoil. 

Table 4-1. Soil Types on the Hanford Site (adapted from PNNL 1996a). 

Esquatzel silt loam (Qu) 

Name (Symbol) I - Description I 

Deep dark-brown soil formed in recent alluvium derived from loess and lake sediments. 
Subsoil grades to dark grayish-brown in many areas, but color and texture of the subsoil 
vary because of the stratified nature of the alluvial deposits. 

Ritzville silt loam (Ri) 

~~ ~ 

Dune sand (D) 

Lickskillet silt loam (Ls) 

Quincy (Rupert) sand (Rp) 

Miscellaneous land type that consists of hills or ridges of sand-sized particles driffed and 
piled up by wind, and are either actively shifted or so recently fixed or stabilized that no soil 
horizons have developed. 

Located on ridge slopes of Rattlesnake Hills and slopes greater than 765 m (2,509 ft) in 
elevation. Similar to Kiona series except surface soils are darker. Shallow over basalt 
bedrock, with numerous basalt fragments throughout the profile. 

Dark-colored silt loam soils midway up the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills. Developed 
under bunchgrass from silty wind-laid deposits mixed with small amounts of volcanic ash. 
Characteristically greater than 150-cm (59-in.) deep; bedrock may occur a t  less 
than 150 cm (59 in.) but greater than 75 cm (30 in.). 

One of the most extensive soils on the Hanford Site. Brown to grayish-brown coarse sand 
grading to dark grayish-brown at approximately 90 cm (35 in.). Developed under grass, 
sagebrush, and hopsage in coarse, sandy, alluvial deposits that were mantled by 
wind-blown sand. Hummocky terraces and dunelike ridges. 

Hezel sand (He) Similar to Rupert sands; however, a laminated grayish-brown strongly calcareous silt loam 
subsoil usually is encountered within 100 cm (39 in.) of the surface. Surface soil is very 
dark brown, and was formed in wind-blown sands that mantled lake-laid sediments. 

Koehler sand (Kf) 
~ ~~~~ ~ ~ 

Similar to other sandy soils on the Hanford Site. Developed in a wind-blown sand mantle. 
Differs from other sands because the sand mantles a lime-silica-cemented layer 
'hardpan." Very dark grayish-brown surface layer is somewhat darker than Rupert Sand. 
Calcareous subsoil usually is dark grayish-brown at  approximately 45 cm (18 in.). 

Burbank loamy sand (Ba) Dark, coarse-textured soil underlain by gravel. Surface soil usually is 40cm (16-in.) thick, I but can be 75cm (30-in.) thick. Gravel content of subsoil ranges from 20 to 80 percent. 

Kiona silt loam (Ki) 

Warden silt loam (Wa) 

Located on steep slopes and ridges. Surface soil is very dark grayish-brown and 
approximately 10-cm (4-in.) thick. Dark brown subsoil contains basalt fragments 30 cm 
(12 in.) and larger in diameter. Many basalt fragments found in surface layer. Basalt rock 
outcrops present. A shallow stony soil normally occurring in association with Ritzville and 
Warden soils. 

Dark grayish-brown soil with a surface layer usually 23cm (9-in.) thick. Silt loam subsoil 
becomes strongly calcareous at approximately 50 cm (20 in.) and becomes lighter in color. 
Granitic boulders are found in many areas. Usually greater than 150-cm (59-in.) deep. 

Ephrata sandy loam (El) 

Ephrata stony loam (Eb) 

Scooteney stony silt loam 
(SC) 

~~ 

Pasco silt loam (P) Poorly drained, very dark grayish-brown soil formed in recent alluvial material. Subsoil is 
variable, consisting of stratified layers. Only small areas found on the Hanford Site, 
located in low areas adjacent to the Columbia River. 

~ 

I 
~~ 

Wet, periodically flooded areas of sand, gravel, and boulder deposits that make up I overflowed islands in the Columbia River and adjacent land. 
Rivewash (Rv) 
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The Hanford Site occupies approximately 
one-third of the land area within the Pasco Basin. 
Primary surface-water features associated with the 
Hanford Site are the Columbia and Yakima rivers 

. 

(see text box, "Hanford Site Quick Facts: Surface 
Water"). Several sutface ponds and ditches in the 
200 Areas, which were generally associated with 
fuel- and waste-processing activities, are shown in 
their historical locations (Figure 4-1 0). In the 
I00  Area and 300 Area, historical Hanford irrigation 
canals are shown. Other active irrigation 
wasteways (Le., canals or ditches that carry excess 
irrigation water back to the Columbia River) that 
belong to the BoR are shown on the Wahluke 
Slope. In addition, several small spring-fed streams 
occur on the ALE Reserve in the southwestern 
portion of the Hanford Site. 

A network of dams and multi-purpose water 
resource projects is located along the course of the 
Columbia River. Water storage behind 
Grand Coulee Dam, combined with storage 
upstream in Canada, totals 3.1 x 10'' m3 
(1.1 x 1 O'* ft3) of usable storage to regulate the 
Columbia River for power, flood control, and 
irrigation. 

The flow of the Columbia River has been 
inventoried and described in detail by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) (DOE, DOA, and 
DO1 1995). Flows through the Hanford Reach 
fluctuate significantly and are controlled primarily by 
releases from the Priest Rapids Dam. Recorded 
flow rates in the Hanford Reach have ranged from 
4,500 to 18,000 m3/s (approximately 158,900 to 
635,600 ft%) during the runoff in spring and early 
summer, and from 1,000 to 4,500 m3/s (35,300 to 
158,900 ft3/s) during the low-flow period of late 
summer and winter. 

Annual flows near Priest Rapids during the 
68 years prior to 1985 averaged nearly 3,360 m3/s 
(120,000 ft3/s) (McGavock et ai. 1987). Daily 
average flows during this period ranged from 1,000 
to 7,000 m3/s (36,000 to 250,000 ft3/s). During the 
last 10 years, the average daily flow was also about 
3,360 m3/s (120,000 ff/s). However, larger than 
normal snowpacks resulted in exceptionally high 
spring runoff during 1996 and 1997. The peak flow 
rate during 1997 was nearly 11,750 m3/s 

. .  

E ab.ove' the Hanford 'Site, there 
&aritCCountyiPubIic Utility 

h r n ;  and theBritish Columbia 
Dam, Revelstoke Dam, and Mica 

Dam.. . : 

- .  . 

right-to compensation 
.resulted in reduced 

Tfjethree dams inlBtitis+..Coiumbia were developed 

. . .- .. .._ . .. . 
:. - . 

.. . 

Columbia-.River is 

. . . .  . . .  .. . . 

(415,000 @/s) (DART 1998). Normal river elevations range from 120 m (394 ft) above mean 
sea level where the river enters the Hanford Site near Vemita, to 104 m (341 ft) where the river 
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3 Figure 4-10. SurJace Water on the Hanford Site. ' 
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Hanford Site Quick Fa&: Surface W&r leaves the Hanford Site near the 300 Area. Vertical 
fluctuations of approximately 1.5 m (greater than 
5 vertical ft) are'not uncommon aloni  the Hanford Reach annual flow: 
(Dirkes 1993). The width of the river varies from 

Vakim&tii~y.ayerage annual flow: I 104ih3 {3,5?73;fl?)iper second 
approximately 300 m (1,000 ft) to 1,000 m (3,300 ft) 
within the Hanford Site. 

Several drains and intakes are  present along the 
Hanford Reach. These include irrigation outfalls from the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project, 
Hanford Site intakes for the onsite water export system, and Energy Northwest (formerly known 
as WPPSS) water intakes. 

The primary uses  of the Columbia River include the production of hydroelectric power, 
irrigation of cropland in the Columbia Basin, and transportation of materials by barge. The 
Hanford Reach is the upstream limit of barge traffic on the main stem of the Columbia River. 
Barges are  used to transport reactor vessels from decommissioned nuclear submarines to 
Hanford for disposal. Several communities located on the Columbia River rely on the river as 
their source of drinking water. The Columbia River is also used as a source of both drinking 
water and industrial water for several Hanford Site facilities (Dirkes 1993). In addition, the 
Columbia River is used extensively for recreation, which includes fishing, hunting, boating, 
sailboarding, waterskiing, diving, and swimming. 

The Yakima River, bordering the southern portion of the Hanford Site, has a low annual 
flow compared to the Columbia River. The average flow, based on nearly 60 years of records, is 
about 104 m3/s (3,712 ft3/s), with an  average monthly maximum of 490 m3/s.(17,500 @Is) and 
minimum of 4.6 m3/s (165 VIS). Exceptionally high flows were observed during 1996 and 1997. 
The peak average daily flow rate during 1997 was nearly 1,300 m3/s (45,900 ft3/s). 
Approximately one-third of the Hanford Site is drained by the Yakima River system. 

An alkaline spring at  the east  end of Umtanum Ridge was  documented by The Nature 
Conservancy in Biodiversity lnventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site (TNC 1998). Several 
springs a re  also found on the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills, along the western edge of the 
Hanford Site. Cold Creek and its tributary, Dry Creek, are ephemeral streams within the Yakima 
River drainage system that roughly parallel S R  240 through the Hanford Site. Both streams 
drain areas  to the west of Hanford Site. Surface flow, when it occurs, infiltrates and disappears 
into the surface sediments in the western portion of the Hanford Site. Rattlesnake Springs, 
located on the western portion of the Hanford Site, forms a small surface stream that flows for 
approximately 3 km (1.9 mi) before disappearing into the ground. 

There are no currently active ditches on the Hanford Site. The only active pond in 
Benton County's portion of the Hanford Site is West Lake. West Lake is located north of the 
200 East Area and is a natural feature recharged from groundwater (PNNL 1996a). West Lake 
has not received direct effluent discharges from Hanford Site facilities; rather, its existence is 
caused by the intersection of the elevated water table with the land surface in the topographically 
low area south of Gable Mountain (and north of the 200 East Area). The artificially elevated 
water table occurs under much of the Hanford Site and reflects the artificial recharge from past 
Hanford Site operations. This elevated water table is dropping and so is the size of West Lake. 

The seepage of groundwater into the Columbia River has been known to occur for many 
years. The riverbank s e e p  discharges were documented along the Hanford Reach long before 
Hanford Site operations began during World War II (PNNL 1996a). These relatively small s e e p s  
flow intermittently, apparently influenced primarily by changes in river level. Hanford-origin 
contaminants have been documented in these groundwater discharges along the Hanford 
Reach (PNNL 1996a). 
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In the 200 West Area, the West Powerhouse Pond, 216-T-1 Ditch, 216-T-4-2 Ditch, and 
216-2-21 Basin are active. In the 200 East Area, only the East Powerhouse Ditch and the 
216-B-3C Pond are active. The 216-B-3C Pond originally was excavated in the mid-1950s for 
disposal of process cooling water and other liquid wastes occasionally containing low levels of 
Radionuclides. The FFTF pond is located near the 400 Area and was excavated in 1978 for the 
disposal of cooling and sanitary water from various facilities in the 400 Area (PNNL 1996a). The 
ponds are not accessible to the public and do not constitute a direct offsite environmental impact 
(PNNL 1996a). However, the ponds are accessible to migratory waterfowl, creating a potential 
pathway for the dispersion of contaminants. Periodic sampling provides an independent check 
on effluent control and monitoring systems (PNNL 1996a). 

Among the most interesting discoveries of the 1997 field season were three previously 
undocumented clusters of approximately 20 vernal pools. Vernal pools are associated more 
typically with arid areas in California and Oregon. Vernal pools in Washington are little known or 
studied; therefore, their occurrence on the Hanford Site is significant (TNC 1998). The Hanford 
Site pools were located on the eastern end of Umtanum Ridge, in the central part of Gable 
Butte, and at  the eastern end of Gable Mountain. Each cluster of pools was situated on top of 
an impermeable basalt layer that enabled water to pond in shallow depressions during wetter 
winter seasons.  The pools often were characterized by a distinct zonation of species from the 
bottom of the pool, which might be barren throughout the growing season, to the upper pool 
edge, which was occupied by various annual plant species. The vernal pools also showed wide 
variation in their degree of development (Le., some appeared to be pools that filled intermittently 
and were invaded by sagebrush during extended dry periods). Most pools apparently filled with 
water most years. 

Vernal pools on the Hanford Site showed wide variation in regard to a number of traits, 
including pool size, species composition, dominant species, degree of invasion by weedy (mostly 
non-native) species, and presence of rare plant species. Pools averaged about 60 by 60 ft  (18 
by 18 m) in size, but ranged from 20 by 20 ft  (6 by 6 m) to 150 by 100 f t  (46 by 30 m). Dominant 
species were typically annuals. Some vernal pools had a high cover of moss and lichen species. 
In addition to their botanical resources, there was ample evidence of avian and other wildlife use 
of these vernal pools as they often provided water during dry times of the year (TNC 1998). 

The cluster of 10 to 11 vernal pools on the eastern end of Umtanum Ridge were of 
relatively high quality and appeared to be the most undisturbed (pristine) pools on the Site. 
Large and vigorous subpopulations of Mimulus suksdorfii (Suksdorfs Monkey-flower) were 
found in almost all of these pools. Myosurus x clavicaulis (Tiny mousetail) was located in one  of 
the vernal pools. The pools were spread out over an area of about 1,000 by 3,000 ft (305 by 
915 m). The lower, middle portion of Gable Butte supported a cluster of six or seven vernal 
pools. These pools supported healthy populations of several thousand Mimulus suksdorfii 
(Suksdorf's Monkey-flower) and Loeflingia squamosa var. squamosa (Sagebrush loeflingia) 
plants. The area was far from current development; however, an old road did cross through the 
largest vernal pool. The cluster of three pools on the eastern end of Gable Mountain was the  
least pristine of the three sets  of vernal pools. These weedy, intermittently filled pools supported 
a population of several hundred Mimulus suksdorfi (Suksdorf's Monkey-flower) plants. The 
aggressive weed Cenfaurea solsfitialis (Yellow Starthistle) posed a serious threat to the native 
plants a t  these pools (TNC 1998). Because these vernal pools are systems of significant quality, 
good management practices would include careful monitoring for invasive species. Immediate 
management action would be needed to stop invasive plants, if detected. 

An alkaline spring and marshy area was found in a large shallow basin at the east  end of 
Umtanum Ridge. This previously unknown spring did not appear to have been significantly 
damaged by past grazing. It is perhaps the only spring of its kind on the Hanford Site. This 
spring supports a population of Castilleja exilis (Foothill Indian Paintbrush) and other alkali- 
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tolerant plant species. There also were a number of weedy species present that could threaten 
the persistence of native plant species at  the spring. The alkaline spring, as well as the vernal 
pool clusters, a re  considered to be special habitat areas (TNC 1998). 

West Lake and its adjacent wetlands also were surveyed during the 1997 field season. A 
highly alkaline lake, West Lake results from an  artificially elevated rise in the water table due to 
historic waste management practices on Hanford's central plateau (Cushing 1994). There also 
was evidence of significant groundwater changes in the area, probably due to recent changes in 
waste management activities that have reduced groundwater discharges on the central plateau. 
Native plant communities at  West Lake appeared to be substantially degraded (TNC 1998). A 
historic siting of Casfilleja exilis and many other species for the Hanford Site that had been 
documented at  West Lake in the past (Sackschewsky et  al. 1992) were not located during the 
1997 survey. Much of the lake basin was  invested with weedy species, primarily Bassia 
hyssopifolia (smotherweed). 

Other than rivers and springs, there are no naturally occurring bodies of surface water I 
adjacent to the Hanford Site. However, there a re  artificial wetlands (caused by irrigation) exist 
on the east  and west sides of the Wahluke Slope portion of the Hanford Site, which lies north of 
the Columbia River. Hatcheries and canals associated with the Columbia Basin Irrigation 
Project constitute the only other artificial surface water expressions in the area. The Ringold 
Hatchery, located just south of the Hanford Site boundary on the east  side of the Columbia River 
(northeast of the 300 Area), is the only local fish hatchery. In addition to the public hatchery, the 
Yakama Nation raised several species of fish in settling pools in the 100-K Area as part of an  
experimental program. 

[ 
I 

Total estimated precipitation over the Pasco Basin is about 9 x I O 8  m3 (3.2 x IO'"  ft3) I 
annually, averaging less than 20 cm/yr (approximately 8 in./yr). Mean annual runoff from the 
Pasco Basin is estimated a t  less than 3.1 x I O 7  m3/yr (1 .I x 10 fI?/yr), or approximately 3 percent 
of the total precipitation. The basin-wide runoff coefficient is zero for all practical purposes. The 
remaining precipitation is assumed to be lost through evapotranspiration, with less than 
1 percent recharging the groundwater system. Precipitation contributes recharge to the 
groundwater in areas where soils are coarse-textured and bare of vegetation (PNNL 1996a). 

I 
I 

4.3.f.f Flooding. Large Columbia River floods have 
occurred in the past, but the likelihood of recurrence of 
large-scale flooding has been reduced by the 
construction of several flood control and water storage 
dams upstream of the Hanford Site. Major floods on 
the Columbia River typically result from rapid melting 
of the winter snowpack over a wide area, augmented 
by above-normal precipitation. The maximum 
historical flood on record occurred June 7, 1894, with a 
peak discharge at  the Hanford Site of 21,000 m3/s (742,000 fI?/s). The largest recent flood took 
place in 1948, with an  observed peak discharge of 20,000 m3/s (706,280 ft3/s) at the 
Hanford Site (PNNL 1996a). The exceptionally high runoff during the spring of 1996 resulted in 

associated with the 1948 flood is shown in Figure 4-1 1 (see text box, "Hanford Site Quick Facts: 
Columbia River Floods"). 

I 
a maximum discharge of nearly 1 1,750 m3/s (41 5,000 @/s) (DART 1998). The floodplain I 
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Figure 441. Probable Maximum Flood of the Columbia 
River and Cold Creek, and the Actual 1948 Flood of the 

4 Columbia River (adapted from PNNL 1996a). 
- 
5 
6 
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The Federal Emergency Management Agency has not prepared floodplain maps for the 
Hanford Reach because they only prepare maps for areas that a re  being developed (a criterion 
that specifically excludes the Hanford Reach). 

Evaluation of flood potential is conducted, in part, through the concept of the probable 
maximum flood, which is determined from the upper limit of precipitation falling on a drainage 
area and other hydrologic factors (e.g., antecedent moisture conditions, snowmelt, and tributary 
conditions) that could result in maximum runoff. The probable maximum flood for the Columbia 
River below the Priest Rapids Dam has been calculated at  40,000 m3/s (1.4 million V/s) (see 
Figure 4-1 1) and is greater than the 500-year flood. This flood would inundate some portions of 
the 100 Area that are  located adjacent to the Columbia River; but the central portion of the 
Hanford Site would remain unaffected (PNNL 1996a). Floodplain issues are further discussed in 
Appendix C. 

The USACE has  derived the Standard Project Flood with both dam-regulated and 
unregulated peak discharges given for the Columbia River below Priest Rapids Dam 
(PNNL 1996a). The regulated Standard Project Flood for this portion of the river is given as 
15,200 m3/s (540,000 ft3/s), and the 100-year regulated flood as 12,400 m3/s (440,000 ft3/s). 

Potential dam failures on the Columbia River have been evaluated (PNNL 1996a). 
Upstream failures could arise from a number of causes, with the magnitude of the resulting flood 
depending on the degree of breaching a t  the dam. The USACE evaluated a number of 
scenarios for failure of the Grand Coulee Dam, assuming flow conditions of 11,000 m3/s 
(400,000 @/s). For purposes of emergency planning, they hypothesized that 25 and 
50 percent breaches (the instantaneous disappearance of 25 or 50 percent of the center section 
of the dam) would result from the detonation of nuclear explosives in sabotage or war. The 
discharge or floodwave from such an instantaneous 50 percent breach a t  the outfall of the 
Grand Coulee Dam was  determined to be 600,000 m3/s (21 million VIS). In addition to the areas 
inundated by the probable maximum flood, the remainder of the 100 Areas, the 300 Area, and 
nearly all of Richland, Washington, would be flooded (PNNL 1996). 

Determinations were not made for (1) failures of dams upstream, (2) associated failures 
downstream of Grand Coulee, or (3) breaches greater than 50 percent of Grand Coulee, 
because the 50 percent scenario was  believed to represent the largest realistically conceivable 
flow that could result from a natural or human-induced breach; that is, it was not considered 
credible that a structure as large as the Grand Coulee Dam would be 100 percent destroyed 
instantaneously. The analysis also assumed that the 50 percent breach would occur only as the 
result of direct explosive detonation, not because of a natural event (Le., an earthquake), and 
that even a 50 percent breach under these conditions would indicate an  emergency situation in 
which other overriding major concerns might be present. 

The possibility of a landslide resulting in river blockage and flooding along the Columbia 
River also has been examined for an area bordering the east  side of the river upstream from the 
City of Richland (PNNL 1996a). The possible landslide area considered was the 75-m (2504)- 
high bluff (generally known as White Bluffs). Calculations were made for an 8 x IO5 m3 
(1 x IO6 yd3) landslide volume with a concurrent flood flow of 17,000 m3/s (600,000 ft3/s) (a 
200-year flood) that results in a flood wave crest elevation of 122 m (400 ft) above mean sea 
level. Areas inundated upstream from such a landslide event would be similar to a 50 percent 
breach of the Grand Coulee Dam. A flood-risk analysis of Cold Creek was conducted in 1980 as 
part of the characterization of a geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste. This design 
work evaluated the probable maximum flood rather than the worst-case and/or 100-year flood 
scenarios. Therefore, in lieu of 100- and 500-year floodplain studies, a probable maximum flood 
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evaluation was made for a reference repository located directly west of the 200 East Area that 
encompasses the 200 West Area (PNNL 1996a). Figure 4-1 1 identifies the extent of this 
probable maximum flood. 

4.3.7.2 Surface Wafer Qualify. The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
classifies the Columbia River, from Grand Coulee to the Washington-Oregon border, which 
includes the Hanford Reach, as Class A (excellent) (PNNL 1996a). Class A waters are suitable 
for essentially all uses, including raw drinking water, recreation, and wildlife habitat. Federal and 
state drinking water standards, as well as DOE Order 5400.5 (DOE 1993a), apply to the 
Columbia River and are currently being met. 

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) conducts routine monitoring (for both 
radiological and nonradiological water quality parameters) of the Columbia River. A yearly 
summary of these monitoring results has been published since 1973 (PNNL 1996b). Numerous 
water quality studies have been conducted on the Columbia River during the past 37 years. 
Three outfalls, located in the 100-K, 100-N, and 300 Areas of the Hanford Site, are covered by a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (Permit No. WA-000374-3). These 
discharge locations are monitored for various measures of water quality, including 
nonradioactive and radioactive pollutants. The estimated dose from radionuclide releases is 
presented in environmental reports such as the Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar 
Year 7996 (PNNL 1997a). In 1994, monitored liquid discharges resulted in a dose of 
0.016 mrem to the downstream maximally exposed individual (PNL 1995). 

Radiological monitoring of the Columbia River continues to show low levels of 
radionuclides. Although radionuclides associated with Hanford Site operations continued to be 
identified in Columbia River water in 1994, concentrations remained well below applicable 
standards at all monitored locations (PNL 1995). In 1995, tritium, iodine-129, and uranium 
concentrations downstream of the Hanford Site were found to be slightly higher than upstream 
concentrations, but these concentrations were well below guidelines established by DOE 
through DOE Order 5400.5 (DOE 1993a) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
drinking water standards (Table 4-2). In 1995, the average annual strontium-90 and 
technetium-99 concentrations were essentially the same at Priest Rapids Dam (upstream of the 
Hanford Site) and at the Richland pump house (PNNL 1996b). 

Total alpha and beta measurements are useful indicators of the general radiological 
quality of the river that provide an early indication of changes in radioactive contamination levels 
because results are obtained quickly. Total alpha and beta measurements for 1996 were similar 
to the previous year, and were approximately 5 percent or less of the applicable drinking water 
standards of 15 and 50 pCi/L, respectively. Tritium measured at the Richland pump house was 
significantly higher than at Vernita Bridge, but continued to be well beyond the state and Federal 
drinking water standards (Dirkes 1997). The presence of a 3H concentration gradient at the 
Richland pump house supports previous conclusions made by Backman (I 962) and Dirkes 
(1993) that contaminants in the 200 Area groundwater plume entering the Columbia River at and 
upstream of the 300 Area are not completely mixed by the time the river reaches the Richland 
pump house. 
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Table 4-2. Annual (1995) Average Concentrations of Radionuclides in the 
Columbia River (adapted from PNNL 1996b). 

Concentration a s  
Radionuclides 

a Proposed 
ND = Not Defected. 

For nonradiological water quality parameters measured in Columbia River water during 
1995, concentrations of metals and anions were similar upstream and downstream and were 
found to be in compliance with applicable primary drinking water standards. Concentrations of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) also were below regulatory standards (PNNL 1996b). 

4.3.2 Groundwater 

The following sections describe the groundwater resources at the Hanford Site. Ground- 
water under the Hanford Site occurs under unconfined and confined conditions. The uppermost 
aquifer beneath most of the Hanford Site is unconfined and is composed of unconsolidated to 
semi-consolidated sediments deposited on the basalt bedrock. In some areas, deeper parts of 
the aquifer are  locally confined by layers of silt and clay. Groundwater in the unconfined aquifer 
systems generally moves from recharge areas along the western boundary of the Hanford Site 
to the east  and north toward the Columbia River, which is the major discharge area. This natural 
flow pattern was  altered by the formation of groundwater mounds created by the discharge of 
large volumes of wastewater at  disposal facilities. These mounds are declining, however, and 
groundwater flow is gradually returning to earlier patterns. 

The confined aquifers consist of sedimentary interbeds and/or interflow zones that occur 
between dense basalt flows in the Columbia River Basalt group. The main water-bearing 
portions of the interflow zones occur within a network of interconnecting vesicles and fractures of 
the basalt flow tops or flow bottoms. Figure 4-6 presents a generalized subsurface 
cross-section of the Hanford Site. 

4.3.2.1 Groundwafer Hydrology. The multi-aquifer system within the Pasco Basin has been 
conceptualized as consisting of four geohydrologic units: (1) Grande Ronde Basalt, 
(2) Wanapum Basalt, (3) Saddle Mountain Basalt, and (4) Hanford and Ringold formation 
sediments lying above the basalt units (see Figure 4-5). Geohydrologic units older than the 
Grande Ronde Basalt probably are  of minor importance to the regional hydrologic dynamics and 
system. Together, the Grande Ronde, Wanapum, Saddle Mountains, and lmnaha Basalts 
compose the Columbia River Basalt group. 

The Grande Ronde Basalt is the most voluminous and widely spread formation within the- 
Columbia River Basalt group and has a thickness of at  least 2,745 m (9,000 ft). The Grande 
Ronde Basalt is composed of the basalt flows and minor intercalated sediments that a re  
equivalent to or part of the Ellensburg Formation (DOE 1988a). More than 50 flows of Grande 
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Ronde Basalt underlie the Pasco Basin, but little is known of the lower 2,200 to 2,500 m 
(7,216 to 8,200 ft). Groundwater in these basalts is confined to semi-confined and is recharged 
along the mafgins of the Columbia Plateau where the basalt is at, or close to, the land surface 
and by surface-water and groundwater inflow from lands adjoining the plateau. Vertical 
movement into and out of this system is known to occur. Groundwater within the Grande Ronde 
Basalt in the eastern Pasco Basin is believed to originate from groundwater inflow from the  eas t  
and the northeast. 

The Wanapum Basalt consists of basalt flows intercalated with minor and discontinuous 
sedimentary interbeds of the Ellensburg Formation or equivalent sediments. In the Pasco Basin, 
the Wanapum Basalt consists of three members, each consisting of multiple flows. The 
Wanapum Basalt underlies the  entire Pasco Basin and has a maximum thickness of 370 m 
(I ,215 ft). Groundwater within the Wanapum Basalt is confined to semi-confined. 

The Saddle Mountain Basalt is composed of t h e  youngest formation of the Columbia 
River Basalt group and several thick sedimentary beds of the Ellensburg Formation or equivalent 
sediments, which comprise up to 25 percent of the unit. Within the Pasco Basin, the Saddle 
Mountain Basalt contains seven members, each with one  or more flows. This Saddle Mountain 
Basalt underlies most of the Pasco Basin, attaining a thickness of about 290 m (950 ft), but is 
absent along the northwest part of the basin and along some  anticlinal ridges. Groundwater in 
the Saddle Mountain Basalt is confined to semi-confined, with recharge and discharge believed 
to be local (PNL 1991a). 

The rock materials that overlie the basalts in the structural and topographic basins within 
the Columbia Plateau generally consist of Miocene-Pliocene sediments, volcanics, Pleistocene 
sediments (including those from catastrophic flooding), and Holocene sediments consisting 
mainly of alluvium and eolian deposits. The suprabasalt sediment (referred to as the 
Hanford/Ringold unit) consists principally of the Miocene-Pliocene Ringold Formation stream, 
lake, and alluvial materials, and the Pleistocene catastrophic flood deposits informally called the 
Hanford formation. Groundwater within the suprabasalt sediment is unconfined, with recharge 
and discharge usually coincident with topographic highs and lows (PNL 1991 a). The 
Hanford/Ringold unit is restricted to the Pasco Basin; principal recharge occurs (along the  
periphery of the basin) from precipitation and ephemeral streams. 

4.3.2.2 Groundwafer Recharge. Little, if any, natural recharge occurs within the Hanford Site, 
but artificial recharge occurs from liquid waste disposal activities (PNNL 1996b) (Figure 4-1 2). 
Recharge from irrigation occurs east  and north of the Columbia River and in the synclinal valleys 
west of the Hanford Site. Within the Pasco Basin, recharge occurs along the anticlinal ridges to 
the north and west and from groundwater inflow from the east and northeast. Sources of natural 
recharge to the unconfined aquifer are  rainfall and runoff from the higher bordering elevations, 
water infiltrating from small ephemeral streams, and river water along influent reaches of the 
Yakima and Columbia rivers. To define the movement of water in the  unsaturated (vadose) 
zone, the movement of precipitation through the vadose zone  has been studied at several 
locations on the Hanford Site. Conclusions from these studies vary depending on the location 
studied. 

From the recharge areas  to the west, groundwater flows downgradient to the discharge 
areas,  primarily along the Columbia River (Figure 4-1 3a and 4-1 3b). This general west-to-east 
flow pattern is interrupted locally by the groundwater mounds in the 200 East and 
200 West Areas. From the 200 East and 200 West Areas, a component of groundwater also 
flows to the north, between Gable Mountain and Gable Butte. These flow directions represent 
current conditions; the aquifer is dynamic, and responds to changes in natural and artificial 
recharge (see Figures 4-14 and 4-15, respectively). 

I 
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Figure 4112. Estimated Recharge from Infiltration of 
Precipitation and lrrigation on the Hanford Site. 
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I Figure 4-13a. Hanford Site and Outlying Areas Water Table I 
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I Figure 4436. Potentiometric Map of Upper Basalt-Confined I 
3 Aquifer System -- June 7998 (PNNL 7998). I 
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Figure 445. Water Table Change Map for 1997 - 1998. 
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Studies indicate that local recharge to the shallow basalts results from infiltration of 
precipitation and runoff along the margins of the Pasco Basin. Regional recharge of the deep 
basalts is thought to result from interbasin groundwater movement that originates northeast and 
northwest of the Pasco Basin in areas where the Wanapum and Grande Ronde Basalt outcrops 
are extensive (Neifzel 1997). Groundwater is discharged from the shallow basalt to the overlying 
unconfined aquifer and the Columbia River. In some cases, well bores may have allowed water 
movement between the unconfined aquifer and the confined aquifer. 

The major recharge sources of the Hanford and Ringold formations are as follows: 
inflow from Dry Creek, which average 0.035 cm/s; inflow from Cold Creek, which averages 
0.028 cm/s; and inflow around Rattlesnake Hills, which averages 0.032 cm/s. 

4.3.2.3 Groundwafer Qua/ify. The quality of the groundwater a t  the Hanford Site has been 
affected by many of the activities related to the production 
of nuclear materials. Due to the arid climate, natural 
recharge of the groundwater on the Hanford Site is low. 
Artificial recharge has occurred in the past from the 
disposal of liquid waste associated with processing 
operations in the 100,200, and 300 Areas, which created 
mounds of water underlying discharge points. Large 
areas underlying the Hanford Site have elevated levels of 
both radiological and nonradiological constituents. The 
liquid effluents discharged into the ground have carried 
with them a variety of radionuclides and chemicals that 
move through the soil column at differing rates, eventually 
entering the groundwater and forming plumes of,  
contamination (see text box, “Hanford Site Quick Facts: 
Principal Groundwater Contaminants’?. 

: Hanford Site Quick Facts: 
: piincipai &ounliwafer Contaminants 

- ctirornium - - cobalt40 - : nit+jei .. strontium-90 
tr@<loroefhylene i . 

.&: :ftuo$de- uranium 
-9.: &&on tetrachloride - cesium-137 
.-  cyanide carbon-14 
. ~tef~w~charoethyfene - iod]ne-?29 

-*.c@jrStom. . . . *. plotonii.!m 
.-. i cis3,j2dichloroethyIene * fechneth-99 

tritium 

. .  

. .  . . .  :. . . .  

4.3.2.3.7 Unconfined Aquifer. As part of the continuing environmental monitoring 
program a t  the Hanford Site, groundwater monitoring reports a re  published in the Hanford Site 
Environmenfal Reporf (PNNL 1996b), and in the Hanford Site Groundwater Monitoring Report 
(PNNL 1998), which are issued each calendar year. The shallow, unconfined aquifer in the 
Pasco Basin and on the Hanford Site contains waters of a dilute (less than or approximately 
350 mg/L total dissolved solids) calcium bicarbonate chemical type. Other principal constituents 
include sulfate, silica, magnesium, and nitrate. Variability in chemical composition exists within 
the unconfined aquifer because of natural variation in the composition of the geologic strata, and 
irrigation and other agricultural practices north, east, and west of the Hanford Site, and on the 
Hanford Site, because of liquid waste disposal. 

The uppermost aquifer beneath most of the Hanford Site is unconfined and is composed 
of unconsolidated to semi-consolidated sediments deposited on the basalt bedrock. In some 
areas, deeper parts of the aquifer are  locally confined by layers of silt and clay. Confined 
aquifers occur within the underlying basalt flows and associated sedimentary interbeds. 
Groundwater in the unconfined aquifer system generally moves from recharge areas  along the 
western boundary of the Site to the east and north toward the Columbia River, which is the 
major discharge area. This natural flow pattern was  altered by the formation of groundwater 
mounds created by the discharge of large volumes of wastewater a t  disposal facilities. These 
mounds a re  declining, and groundwater flow is gradually returning to earlier patterns. 

Water levels are monitored across the Hanford Site and to the east  and north of the 
Columbia River. The purpose of these measurements is to monitor changes in the water table 
elevations that affect the direction and velocity of groundwater flow and transport of 
contaminants, and to assess impacts of the changes on monitoring networks. A Site water table 
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map for June 1998 was  constructed and used to infer groundwater-flow directions (see 
Figure 4-1 3). Water levels over most of the Site declined during fiscal year 1998, continuing the 
trend caused-by reduction in liquid effluent disposal. Water levels are also measured in wells 
completed in the upper basalt-confined aquifer. Several areas showed declines in the confined- 
aquifer potentiometric surface associated with declines in the water table of the overlying 
unconfined aquifer (PNNL 1998). 

Radioactive and nonradioactive liquid effluents were discharged to the environment from 
facilities in the 100 and 300 Areas, as well as facilities in the Central Plateau (PNNL 1996b). 
Contamination of the groundwater exceeds drinking water standards in more than 220 km2 
(85 mi2) of the Hanford Site. The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) 
has committed to implement the best available technology and all known and reasonable 
methods of prevention, control, and treatment for several of the effluent streams, and to obtain 
permits for the waste streams under the “State Waste Water Discharge Permit Program,” 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-216. The goal associated with the use of 
best available technology is to eliminate, minimize, or treat effluents discharged to the ground. 

4.3.2.3.2 Confined Aquifer. The uppermost confined aquifer (Rattlesnake Ridge) was  
sampled to determine what extent of groundwater contamination occurred from interaction 
between the confined and unconfined aquifers. Groundwater samples from selected confined 
aquifer wells were analyzed for a variety of radionuclides and hazardous chemicals. In most 
cases, no indication of contamination was observed. Detection of radionuclides in 
well 299-E33-12 (the Central Plateau) was attributed to contamination by high-salt waste that 
migrated by density flow into the borehole when it was open to both the unconfined and the 
confined aquifer during drilling (PNNL 1996b). The 1995 samples from well 299-E33-12 
contained up to 458 pCi/L of tritium, similar to levels detected since 1982. The 1995 samples 
from this well also contained cobalt-60 at  levels up to 31.4 pCi/L, nitrate at  levels up to 11 mg/L, 
technetium-99 a t  levels up to 1,560 pCi/L, and cyanide at levels up to 20.7 pg/L. Although all of 
these constituents are  indicators of contamination, only nitrate and technetium-99 were detected 
at  levels greater than drinking water standards. 

The upper basalt-confined aquifer system is defined as the groundwater occurring within 
basalt fractures and joints, interflow contacts, and intercalated sedimentary interbeds within the 
upper Saddle Mountains Basalt. The thickest and most widespread sedimentary unit is the 
Rattlesnake Ridge Interbed. Groundwater is confined by the dense, low-permeability, interior 
portions of basalt flows and by Ringold Formation silt and clay units overlying the basalts. 

In 1993, hydraulic head distribution and flow dynamics of the upper basalt-confined 
aquifer system were evaluated and reported in PNL-8869, which identified the following 
prominent hydrologic features: 

A broad recharge mound extending northeastward from Yakima Ridge in the 
200 West Area 

A small recharge mound (now subsiding) immediately east  of the 200 East Area 
in the vicinity of B Pond 

A subsurface hydrogeologic barrier (Le., an  impediment to groundwater flow), 
believed to be related to faulting, near the mouth of Cold Creek Valley 

A region of low hydraulic head (potential discharge) in the Umtanum Ridge-Gable 
Mountain structural area 
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A region of high hydraulic head to the north and east  of the Columbia River 
associated with recharge attributed to agricultural activities. 

Recharge to the upper basalt-confined aquifer system is believed to result from 
precipitation and surface water infiltration where. the basalt and interbeds are exposed at  ground 
surface. Recharge also may occur through the unconfined aquifer system where a downward 
hydraulic gradient exists between the unconfined and upper basalt-confined aquifers. Hydraulic 
communication with overlying and underlying aquifers is believed to cause the region of low 
hydraulic head found in the Umtanum Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area (these relationships 
are given in more detail in PNL-8869). Maps of the upper basalt-confined and unconfined 
aquifer potentiometric surfaces indicate that a downward hydraulic gradient from the unconfined 
aquifer to the upper basalt-confined aquifer occurs in the western portion of the Hanford Site, in 
the vicinity of the B Pond recharge mound, as well as in the regions north and east  of the 
Columbia River (see PNL-6313, PNL-8869, PNL-10082, PNNL-11470, PNNL-42067, 
WHC-EP-0142-3, WHC-EP-0142-4, and WHC-EP-0394-3). In the vicinity of B Pond, however, a 
recent acceleration in head decline within the unconfined aquifer system may soon lead to a 
reversal in the vertical hydraulic gradient between the unconfined and upper basalt-confined 
aquifer systems in this region. In other areas of the Hanford Site, the hydraulic gradient is 
upward from the upper basalt-confined aquifer to the unconfined aquifer system. 

Figure 4-1 3b, constructed by manual contouring, presents a regional approximation of 
the potentiometric surface for the upper basalt-confined aquifer system based on water-level 
measurements taken during June 1998. Measurements in the Rattlesnake Ridge lnterbed were 
primarily used to construct this map, though additional measurements in the upper Saddle 
Mountains Basalt were used for general contouring. The datum used was  NAVD88, which is 
approximately 1 m higher than the NGVD29 datum used in previous versions of this map (e.g., 
PNL-8869, PNL-10817, and PNNL-11793). 

With some exceptions, the major potentiometric map features shown in Figure 4-1 3b are 
nearly the s a m e  as those exhibited for 1996, as reported in Section 5.5 of PNNL-11470 and 
Section 3.10 of PNNL-11793. The potentiometric map indicates that, south of the Umtanum 
Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area, groundwater flows from west to east  across the Site 
toward the Columbia River, which represents the regional discharge area for groundwater-flow 
systems. In the region northeast of Gable Mountain, the potentiometric contours suggest that 
groundwater flows southwest and discharges primarily to underlying confined aquifer systems in 
the Umtanum Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area (PNL-8869). This increased hydraulic head 
region is associated with recharge from agricultural activities north and east  of the Columbia 
River and has  been observed for deeper, confined aquifer systems. Therefore, the Columbia 
River does not represent a major discharge area for upper basalt-confined groundwater in the 
northern portion of the Hanford Site. 

Water levels in almost all wells monitoring the upper basalt-confined aquifer system 
declined from June 1997 to June 1998. The greatest declines occurred near the B Pond (well 
699-42-40C) and in the eastern portion of the site (wells 699-26-15C and 699-42-EgB). 
However, water levels in well 699-42-EgB are  known to be affected by stage fluctuations in the 
Columbia River. The river stage was higher than normal during 1996 and 1997 but returned to 
normal during 1998, thus accounting for the water-level decline in well 699-42-EgB. For this 
reason, short-term water-level fluctuations in this well and in other wells near the river (i.e., wells 
199-H4-2 and 399-5-2) mask long-term trends in the upper basalt-confined aquifer system. 
Water levels in confined aquifer wells near the northern boundary of the 200 East Area and 
immediately eas t  of the 200 East Area near B Pond continue to show a decline, falling in the 
range of approximately 0.1 to 0.7 m from June 1997 to June 1998. Water levels in confined 
aquifer wells near the 200 West Area also continue to show a decline of approximately 0.1 to 
0.4 m/yr. Water levels in wells located between Gable Mountain and the northern boundary of 
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the 200 East Area fell approximately 0.1 to 0.3 m from June 1997 to June 1998. These declines 
are a response to curtailed effluent-disposal activities in the 200 Areas and are consistent with 
water-level declines in the overlying unconfined aquifer system. 

4.3.2.4 Vadose Zone. The vadose zone is the area between the land surface and the top of 
the groundwater table. The vadose zone represents the pathway for contaminants to the 
groundwater for surface and near-surface releases, leaks, and spills of contaminated liquids. 
The length of time it takes contaminated material to travel through the vadose zone depends on 
a number of factors including: (1) the depth to the groundwater, (2) characteristics of vadose 
zone sediment, and (3) chemical interaction of the contaminated material with the soil and 
subsoil. 

Historically, radioactive contamination was  released into the vadose zone sediment (the 
unsaturated sediment between the ground surface and the top of the unconfined groundwater 
aquifer) at  Hanford from several hundred effluent discharge sites (e.g., cribs and ditches) and 
from leaks and spills from single-shell radioactive waste tanks. These releases, leaks, and spills 
represent the largest quantity of radioactive contamination released to the environment from 
Hanford operations (Dirkes and Hanf 1997). 

Soil vapor extraction continued in the 200-ZP-2 Operable Unit as a CERCLA expedited 
response action to remove the carbon tetrachloride source from the vadose zone. The mix of 
extraction wells was  changed periodically during fiscal year 1998 to improve performance based 
on a 1997 rebound study. In fiscal year 1998, 777 kg (1,717 Ibs.) of carbon tetrachloride were 
removed, resulting in a total of 75,490 kg (166,455 Ibs) since remediation began in 1992 
(PNNLI 998). 

In 1998, results from 1997 spectral gamma logging of boreholes surrounding the 
B-BX-BY single-shell tank farm in the 200 East Area became available. The logging was  to 
detect changes in the distribution of man-made radionuclides in the sediments associated with 
liquid waste disposal facilities adjacent to the tank farm. Spectral gamma logging also was  
performed at  boreholes around the Plutonium Finishing Plant liquid disposal facilities to 
ascertain any changes in subsurface radionuclide distribution since last logging. Also, baseline 
characterization logging of all drywells in the BX, C, S, and N tank farms was  completed and 
the results reported in 1998. In addition, 10 new groundwater-monitoring wells were installed 
and logged by spectral gamma-ray methods. Historical gross gamma logs from boreholes near 
the SX, BX, BY, and TY tank farms were analyzed to locate mobile radionuclides. 

Directional well drilling was  tested at two sites. The holes were completed, but boulder 
gravels at  one site presented difficulties in drilling and sampling. Control of drilling fluids also 
presented an  obstacle that must be overcome before using this technique to address vadose 
zone contamination. 

Sediment samples from new vadose-zone or groundwater wells were collected and 
analyzed for contaminants and physical properties. A vadose-zone borehole near the SX tank 
farm was  extended to groundwater and sediments were analyzed for radionuclides. Cesium-I 37 
contamination decreased with depth and was undetectable at the water table (PNNL 1998). 

4.3.2.4.7 Surface Disposal. Radioactive and hazardous waste disposed to the soil 
column have been the dominant contributor to groundwater contamination at  Hanford. Even 
though disposal of untreated waste water stopped in 1995, movement of contaminant in the soil 
column beneath historical effluent disposal sites still occurs. Large volumes (I ,600 billion L 
[426 billion gal]) of low-level liquid waste were discharged to surface ponds and ditches. In 
addition 53 billion L (14 billion gal) of low- and intermediate-level liquid waste were discharged to 
the subsurface in reverse wells, french drains, cribs, and tile fields (PNNL 1997b). 
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Early in the Hanford Site's production history, when the bismuth phosphate process was 
used, the radioactive supernatant from the tanks was discharged directly to soil-column disposal 
sites. As a result, over 450 million L (120 million gal) of high-level radioactive liquid wastes were 
discharged to the vadose zone via cribs, trenches, and french drains. Although this disposal 
practice was terminated over 30 years ago, the residual liquid held in the soil-pore spaces can 
continue to be a long-term source of groundwater contamination, especially if a source of 
moisture is available I t', I ( .  to transport the mobile waste constituents. Some of these sources of 
moisture inc1ude:dnIiSnced infiltration from the&a%e gravel covering, removal Qf vegetation, 
and leaking water lines (Dirkes and Hanf 1998). 

4.3.2.4.2 Tank Farms. Contamination was released to the near-surface and subsurface 
sediment at Hanford Site tank farms as the result of tank leaks, spills, or radioactive effluents on 
the ground surface, as well as pipe leaks and airborne releases of particulate matter through 
tank ventilation and access ports. Of the 149 single-shell, and 28 double-shell tanks, 67 single- 
shell tanks are known or assumed to leak. The estimated volume to date of radioactive waste 
leakage from single-shell tanks is 2.3 million to 3.5 million L (600,000 to 900,000 gal). A 10s 
Alamos study in 1998 used historical information and new leak models to better define the 
volume, chemical composition, and radioactive components of leaks from tanks SX-108, SX- 
109, SX-111 , and SX-112. The study estimated that past leaks from the four single-shell tanks 
likely total between 757,000 and 1,514,OO L (200,000 and 400,000 gal)- about six times more 
that previous estimates. has recently been reassessed. Airborne releases and surface spills 
created contaminated plumes in the vadose zone that are generally confined to the near-surface 
regime, but in some cases surface contamination is known to have migrated deeper into the 
vadose zone. Pipeline leaks have also occurred either near the ground surface or at a 
maximum depth of 6 m (20 ft). In some cases, contamination from pipeline leaks has also 
migrated into the vadose zone; however, tank leaks created the deepest contamination plumes 
(Dirkes and Hanf 1998). 

Spectral gamma log data show that cesium-I 37 is the most abundant and highly 
concentrated man-made radionuclide in the vadose zone of several of the tank farms. It was 
previously believed the cesium-I 37 was relatively immobile in the sediment and was not 
expected to migrate more than a few meters from the base of the tanks. In 1996, cesium-I37 
contamination was detected at relatively high concentrations deeper than expected (as deep as 
73 m [240 ft]). 

Cobalt-60 has also been detected but at a much lower concentration than cesium-I 37. 
Cobalt-60 has been found at depths of between 15 and 50 m (50 to 165 ft) and as trace 
amounts at depths close to the water table at 69 and 71 m (225 to 234 f t ) .  Cobalt-60 was 
detected at a depth of 65 m (213 ft), immediately above the water table and within the capillary 
fringe. Some of the cobalt-60 contamination was detected below the Early Palouse/Plio- 
Pleistocene interval, which has been considered a barrier to downwardly migrating fluids and 
groundwater. Additional contaminants detected in the vadose zone as detected in monitoring 
wells include europium-I 54, antimony-125, uranium-235, uranium-238, potassium-40, and 
thorium-232 (Dirkes and Hanf 1998). 

4.3.24.3 PIufonium Finishing Plant. The spent-process solutions from the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant contained carbon tetrachloride, nitric acid, and isotopes of plutonium and 
americium (transuranic waste). Liquid waste discharges to cribs and trenches in the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant area resulted in the accumulation of an estimated 20,000 Ci of plutonium-239 
and americium-241 in the underlying soil column. Based on relative hazard, the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant's cribs are some the most significant sources of radioactive contamination in the 
vadose zone at the Hanford Site. 
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Transuranic concentration in the soil of >I 00,000 pCi/g were found immediately beneath 
the tile fields-to a depth of 6 m (20 ft). Transuranics were also found in sediment a t  depths of 20 
to 30 m (66 to 98 ft). Although transuranics a re  normally expected to be retained in the first few 
meters of surface sediment, the combination of high acidity and the presence of complexants 
apparently allowed the transuranics at  these sites to penetrate deeper into the  soil column. 

In addition to transuranics, between 1955 and 1973, the 200 West Area’s cribs also 
received 570,000 to 920,000 kg (1.2 million to 2 million Ib) of carbon tetrachloride. Carbon 
tetrachloride w a s  discovered in the groundwater near the plant in the mid-I 980s and w a s  later 
found to be widespread in the 200 West Area. If left unchecked, the carbon-tetrachloride would 
significantly increase the extent of groundwater contamination because of vapor-phase transport 
through soil-pore space  or by downward migration through the vadose zone as a dense  
nonaqueous-phase liquid or  dissolved in natural recharge water. 

Soil vapor extraction is being used to remove the carbon tetrachloride source from t h e  
vadose zone  as part of the 200 West Area carbon tetrachloride expedited response action. 
Approximately 75,000 kg (1 65,000 Ib) of carbon tetrachloride have been removed from the 
subsurface since extraction operations started in 1992 (Dirkes and Hanf 1998). 

4.3.2-4.3 Ofher Liquid Wasfe Disposal Sifes. Along the Columbia River in the vicinity 
of the now inactive and closed reactors, once-through cooling waters were routinely disposed 
into cribs and trenches. The disposed cooling water contained low levels of fission and neutron 
activation products and very low level of some chemicals and actinides. The biggest concern is 
the impacts of chromate, nitrate, strontium-90, and tritium to groundwater. Leakage from fuel- 
storage basins in the 100-K Area also contributes potentially significant inventories of fission 
products and transuranics to the soil column. Thus both historical waste disposal sites and fuel- 
storage basin leakage a re  potential vadose-zone sources (Dirkes and Hanf 1998). 

4.3.2.4.4 Vadose Zone Moniforing. Two programs currently under way at  Hanford 
characterize and monitor radionuclides in the vadose zone. One  program focuses on vadose 
zone monitoring near  single-shell radioactive waste tanks and the other involves monitoring near 
historical effluent disposal sites, which include cribs, ponds, ditches, injection wells, and french 
drains. Both programs were designed to characterize and monitor gamma-emitting 
radionuclides in the vadose zone and focused on establishing existing baseline conditions. 
Once a baseline is established for a particular tank or effluent discharge site, the facility can be 
monitored for either long-term or short-term changes. The intent of long-term monitoring is to 
detect changes over a 5- to 1 0-year period than can be used for predictive risk assessment. 
Short-term monitoring is used to identify recent changes in the vadose zone caused by current 
operations and tank leaks (PNNL 1997b). 

In 1994, the  tank farms vadose zone baseline characterization project was  begun to 
perform a n  initial baseline characterization of the vadose zone gamma-emitting contamination a t  
Hanford Site tank farms. Under the baseline characterization program, approximately 800 pre- 
existing monitoring boreholes surrounding the single-shell tanks a re  being logged with gamma- 
ray logging methods. Borehole logging is used to identify the locations and sizes of the 
contamination plumes. Once the baseline is established for a particular tank, that tank can be 
monitored over time (PNNL 1997b). 
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Water use in the Pasco Basin is primarily from surface diversion, with groundwater 
diversions accounting for less than 10 percent of the total use (DOE 1988a). Historically, 
industrial, agricultural, and municipal usage represented about 32, 50, and 9 percent, 
respectively. Until recently, the Hanford Site used about 81 percent of the water withdrawn for 
industrial purpos8s: However, because of the N ‘Reactor shutdown, and considekg other data 
(PNL 1991a), these percentages now approximate 13 percent for industrial, 75 percent for 
agricultural, and 12 percent for municipal uses, with the Hanford Site accounting for about 
41 percent of the water withdrawn for industrial use (DOE 1995e). The first downstream 
drinking water intake below the Hanford Site is the City of Richland intake. 

The largest categories of wells in the Pasco Basin are those used for domestic purposes 
(approximately 50 percent). Agricultural wells, used for irrigation and stock supply, constitute the 
second-largest category of well use (about 24 percent for the Pasco Basin). Industrial users 
account for only about 3 percent of the wells (DOE 1995e). 

Most of the water used by the Hanford Site is withdrawn from the Columbia River. The 
water distribution systems supplying river water are located at the 100-B, 100-D, 200, and 300 
Areas at Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS). In addition, wells supply water to the 
400 Area and a variety of low-use facilities at remote locations. The 700 and 11 00 Areas are 
supplied with water by the City of Richland. 

Regional effects of water-use activities are apparent in some areas where the local water 
tables have declined because of withdrawals from wells. In other areas, water levels in the 
shallow aquifers have risen because of artificial recharge mechanisms, such as excessive 
application of imported irrigation water or impoundment of streams. Waste water ponds on the 
Hanford Site have artificially recharged the unconfined aquifer below the 200 East and 200 West 
Areas. The increase in water table elevations was most rapid from 1950 to 1960 and slowed 
down substantially between 1970 and 1980, when only small increases in water table elevations 
occurred. Waste water discharges from the 200 West Area were reduced significantly in 1984, 
with an accompanying decline in water table elevations. 

The Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement, executed June 16, 1988, established a minimum 
Columbia River flow below Priest Rapids Dam to protect salmon spawning habitat. This 

.Agreement was signed by the Washington Public Utility Districts in Chelan, Grant, and Douglas 
counties; the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA); National Marine Fisheries Service; WDFW; 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; Yakama Nation; the Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation; and the Colville Confederated Tribes. The Agreement was then 
approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission as a condition of the license for the 
Priest Rapids Dam. This minimum flow is in effect from about December 15 to May 31 each 
year to hold flows down during the fall (which would limit the area of fall chinook salmon 
spawning to the lower elevations of the Vemita Bar), and then to provide sufficient flows during 
the winter and spring to assure the survival of the eggs and newly hatched fish. The Vemita Bar 
Agreement limits river flow in the fall to 1,960 m3/s (70,000 PIS). The post-spawning flows are 
determined annually, based on field surveys that identify when, where, and to what extent 
spawning has occurred (NPS 1994). 

4.3.3.1 Wafer Righfs. Water rights in the state of Washington are determined by the 
Washington State Superior Courts and regulated by Ecology. Water sources relevant to the 
discussion in this document include the Columbia River and underground aquifers on the 
Hanford Site. 

The DOES past and present water withdrawals at the Hanford Site are based on the 
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"Federal Reserved Water Rights" doctrine. This doctrine, developed as case law from US. 
Supreme Court rulings, holds that the Federal government, when it withdraws public domain 
lands for thepurpose of the creation of a Federal reservation, necessarily withdraws 
unappropriated water rights sufficient to meet the needs for which the reservation was  created. 
The date of priority of these rights is the date of creation of the reservation. In the case of the 
Hanford Site, this date is 1943. It is the general rule that Federal reserved water rights cease to 
exist when the Federal reservation ceases to be used for the purposes for which it was  created. 
The limited exception to the rule is reflected in the US. v. Powers, 305 US. 527 (1939), wherein 
the Court allowed that a purchaser of agricultural land on an  Indian reservation may be entitled 
to a portion of Federal reserved water rights where the use of the property did not change. 

The Federal government has not established its own water rights regulation. Instead, it 
uses the regulatory procedures outlined in the State water rights laws to document the extent of 
its rights. There h a s  been no general adjudication in the State of Washington of the water rights 
in the Columbia River and, therefore, the reserved water right of the Hanford Site has not been 
documented. The quantity of that right, however, would be equal to the maximum amounts used 
at  Hanford during its operation, up to the amount of unappropriated water in the Columbia River 
as of 1943. 

In a report titled, Hanford Land Transfer (Ecology 1993), Ecology indicated that if water 
rights were attached to privately owned parcels of land acquired in fee by the Federal 
government for the creation of Hanford in 1943, those water rights may continue to b e  attached 
to these parcels of land. Ecology has indicated that it has not taken action to extinguish these 
rights, although under Washington law appropriative water rights are  subject to be extinguished 
if unused for a period of five years. 

Further complications exist regarding non-Federal water rights claims at  the Hanford 
Site. The first is the issue of groundwater contamination at  Hanford. The second is that the 
date for filing a water rights claim in the Hanford sub-basin, for both Columbia River water and 
groundwater, expired in 1992. No claims for water rights under state law appear to have been 
filed within the required time period (NPS 1994). 

4.4 Air Resources 

This section addresses the general air resources at the Hanford Site and the surrounding 
region. Included in this section are  discussions on climate and meteorology, ambient air quality, 
and atmospheric dispersion. 

4.4.1 Climate and Meteorology 

The Hanford Site climate is classified as mid-latitude semiarid or mid-latitude desert, 
depending on the climatological classification scheme used. Summers are  warm and dry, with 
abundant sunshine. Large diurnal temperature variations result from intense solar heating 
during the day and radiational cooling a t  night. Daytime high temperatures in June, July, and 
August periodically exceed 38°C (1 00°F). Winters are cool, with occasional precipitation. 
Outbreaks of cold air associated with modified arctic air masses  can reach the area and cause 
temperatures to drop below -18°C (0°F). Overcast skies and fog occur periodically 
(PNNL 1996a). 

Topographic features have a significant impact on the climate of the Hanford Site. All air 
masses  that reach the region undergo some modification during their passage over the complex 
topography of the Pacific Northwest. The climate of the region is strongly influenced by the 
Pacific Ocean and the Cascade Range to the west. The relatively low annual average rainfall of 
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Climatological data are available for the 
HMS, which is located between the 200 East and 

16.1 cm (6.3 in.) at the Hanford Meteorological Station (HMS) is caused largely by the rain 
shadow created by the Cascade Range. These mountains limit much of the maritime influence 
of the Pacific-Ocean, resulting in a more continental-type climate than would exist if the 
mountains were not present. Maritime influences are experienced in the region during the 
passage of frontal systems and as a result of movement through gaps in the Cascade Range 
(e.g., the Columbia River Gorge). 

Hanford Sife Quick Facts: Mefeordogy 

The Rocky Mountains to the east and the north also influence the climate of the region. 
These mountains play a key role in protecting the region from the more severe winter storms 
and the extremely low temperatures associated with the modified arctic air masses that move 
southward through Canada. Local and regional topographical features (e.g., the Yakima Ridge 
and the Rattlesnake Hills) also impact meteorological conditions across the Hanford Site 
(PNNL 1996a). In particular, these features have a significant impact on wind directions, wind 
speeds, and precipitation levels. 

200 West Areas. Data collected at this location 
since 1945 (PNL 1994b) are representative of the 
general climatic conditions for the region and 
describe the specific climate of the Central Plateau. 
Local variations in the topography of the Hanford 

. .. .. 
-3verageZmn'haI p&cipjtation: 16.1 cm (6.3 in-) 

. .  . .  .. . 

. . '..Prevaiiiri~-~n~dire~~on:.~ . ... . . Corthwest . .  

:. A+irage m;i;n&l~f+~:p~&rE : J ~ ~ ~ , . , ,  - 
. .. ... . . . . ... . .  . . . .. . .  . . 

O.S"C'(3D"F); Jufy ;.24.6?Ci@3aF) 
. .  

4.4.7.7 Wind. Prevailing wind directions on the 200 Area Plateau are from the northwest during 
all months of the year; southwesterly winds occur less frequently. Summaries of wind direction 
indicate that winds from the northwest quadrant occur most often during the winter and summer. 
During the spring and fall, the frequency of southwesterly winds increases with a corresponding 
decrease in northwest flow. Winds blowing from other directions (e.g., the northeast) display 
minimal variation from month to month. Monthly average wind speeds are lowest during the 
winter months, averaging 10 to 11 km/hr (6 to 7 mi/hr), and highest during the summer, 
averaging 13 to 15 km/h (8 to 9 mi/hr). Wind speeds that are well above average are usually 
associated with southwesterly winds. However, the summertime drainage winds generally are 
northwesterly and can frequently gust to 50 km/hr (30 mi/hr). These winds are most prevalent 
over the northern portion of the Hanford Site (PNNL 1996a). 

4.4.7.2 Temperature and Humidify. Nine separate temperature measurements are made at 
the 125-m (4104) tower at the HMS. Temperatures also are measured at the 2-m (6.5-ft) level 
on the twenty-six 9.1-m (304) towers located on and around the Hanford Site. The three 60-m 
(2004) towers have temperature-measuring instrumentation at the 2-, IO-, and 60-m (65, 33-, 
and 200-ft) levels. The temperature data from the 9.1- and 61-m (30- and 200-ft) towers are 
telemetered to the HMS. 

Ranges of daily maximum and minimum temperatures vary from normal maxima of 2°C 
(35°F) in late December to 35°C (95°F) in late July (PNL 1994b). On the average, 52 days 
during the summer months have maximum temperatures greater than or equal to 32°C (9O"F), 
and 12 days have maxima greater than or equal to 38°C (100°F). From mid-November through 
early March, minimum temperatures average less than or equal to 0 "C (32"F), with the minima 
in late December and early January averaging -6°C (21 O F ) .  During the winter, on average, 
three days have minimum temperatures less than or equal to -18°C (0°F); however, only about 

Final HCP EIS 4-51 Affected Environment 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
IO 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

one  winter in two experiences such temperatures. The record maximum temperature is 45°C 
(113"F), and the record minimum temperature is -31 "C (-23°F). For the period of 1946 through 
1998, the average monthly temperatures ranged from a low of -0.9"C (30°F) in January to a 
high of 24.6% (76°F) in July. During the winter, the highest monthly average temperature at  the 
HMS was  6.9"C (44°F) in February 1958, and the record average lowest temperature was 
-1 1 .I "C (12°F) during January 1950. During the summer, the record highest monthly average 
temperature was  27.9"C (82°F) in July 1985, and the.record lowest temperature was 17.2"C 
(63°F) in June 1953. 

Relative humidity and dew-point temperature measurements are  made a t  the HMS and 
at the three 60-m (2004)  tower locations. The  annual average relative humidity a t  the HMS is 
54 percent. It is highest during the winter months, averaging about 75 percent, and lowest 
during the summer, averaging about 35 percent. Fog reduces the visibility to 9.6 km (6 mi) 
during an average of 47 days/yr and to less than 0.4 km (0.25 mi) during an average of 
25 days/yr. Other phenomena causing restrictions to visibility (i.e., visibility less than or equal to 
9.6 km [6 mi]) include dust, blowing dust, and smoke from field burning. There are few such 
days; an average of 5 days/yr have dust or blowing dust and less than 1 day/yr has  reduced 
visibility from smoke (Neitzel 1998). 

4.4.7.3 Precipifafion. The average annual precipitation a t  the  HMS is 16 cm (6.3 in). Winter 
monthly average snowfall ranges from 0.8 cm (0.32 in) in March to 13.7 cm (5 in) in December. 
The  seasonal record snowfall of 142 cm (56 in.) occurred in the  winter of 1992-1993. During the 
months of December, January, and February, snowfall accounts for about 38 percent of all 
precipitation (PNNL 1996a). Days with greater than 1.3 cm (0.50 in) precipitation occur on 
average less than one time each  year. Rainfall intensities of 1.3 cm/hr (0.50 in./hr) persisting for 
1 hour are expected once every 50 years (Neitzel 1998). 

4.4.7.4 Severe Weafher. Severe weather on the Hanford Site may include a variety of 
meteorological events, which include severe winds, blowing dust, hail, fog, a sh  falls, extreme 
temperatures, temperature inversions, and blowing and drifting snow. The HMS climatological 
summary and the  National Severe Storms Forecast Center database list only 24 separate 
tornado occurrences within 161 km (I 00 mi) of the Hanford Site from 191 6 to 1995 
(PNNL 1996a). Only one of these tornadoes was  observed within the boundaries of the  
Hanford Site (on the extreme western edge), and no damage resulted. The estimated 
probability of a tornado striking a point a t  the Hanford Site is 9.6 x 10b/yr (PNNL 1996a). 
Because tornadoes are infrequent and generally small in the Pacific Northwest (and hurricanes 
do not reach this area), risk from severe winds normally a re  associated with thunderstorms or 
the passage of strong cold fronts. The greatest peak wind gust was 130 km/hr (81 mi/hr), 
recorded at 15 m (50 ft) above ground level at the HMS. Extrapolations based on 35 years of 
observations indicate a return period of about 200 years for a peak gust in excess of 145 km/hr 
(90 mi/hr) at 15 m (50 ft) above ground level. 

4.4.7.5 Atmospheric Sfabi/ify. Atmospheric dispersion is a function of wind speed, duration 
and direction of wind, atmospheric stability, and mixing depth. Dispersion conditions generally 
a re  good if winds are moderate to strong, if the atmosphere is of neutral or unstable 
stratification, and if there is a deep  mixing layer. Good dispersion conditions associated with 
neutral and unstable stratification exist about 56 percent of the  time. Less favorable dispersion 
conditions might occur when the  wind speed is light and the mixing layer is shallow. These 
conditions are  most common during the  winter when moderately to extremely stable stratification 
exists about 66 percent of the  time. Less favorable conditions also occur periodically for surface 
and low-level releases in all seasons from about sunset to about 1 hour after sunrise, as a result 
of ground-based temperature inversions and shallow mixing layers (PNNL 1996a). 
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4.4.2 Air Qualify 

The EPA has se t  National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that define levels of 
air quality that a re  necessary to protect the public health (primary standards) and the public 
welfare (secondary standards). Regional air quality is generally good, with the occasional 
exception due to blowing dust. 

4.4.2.1 Regional Air Quality. Air quality in the Hanford region is well within the state and 
Federal standards for criteria pollutants, except that short-term particulate concentrations 
occasionally exceed the 24-hour "particulate matter nominally 10 microns or less" (PM,,) 
standard. Because the highest concentrations of airborne particulate material are generally a 
result of natural events, the area has not been designated nonattainment' with respect to the 
PM,, standard. 

Particulate concentrations can reach relatively high levels in eastern Washington State 
because of extreme natural events (e.g., dust storms, volcanic eruptions, and large brushfires) 
that occur in the region. "Rural fugitive dust" from extreme natural events was  not considered 
when estimating the maximum background concentrations of particulates in the area east  of the 
Cascade Mountain crest and when determining Washington State ambient air quality standards. 
In the past, the EPA has exempted the rural fugitive dust component of background 
concentrations when considering permit applications and enforcement of air quality standards. 
However, the EPA is now investigating the prospect of designating parts of Benton, Franklin, 
and Walla Walla counties as a nonattainment area for PM,,. Windblown dust has been 
identified as a particularly large problem in this area. 

Ecology has been working with the EPA and the Benton County Clean Air Authority 
under a MOA to characterize and document the sources of PM,, emissions and develop 
appropriate control techniques in the absence of formally designating the area nonattainment. 
At this time, the parties are characterizing the sources of PM,, emissions and working through 
other items in the MOA. A final decision on this issue will be made by the EPA, when the final 
results of the PM,, characterization analysis a re  received (PNNL 1996a). 

Ecology conducted the only offsite monitoring (for PM,,) near the Hanford Site in 1996. 
PM,, was  monitored a t  one location in Benton County - at Columbia Center - located 
approximately 17 km (10.5 mi) south-southwest of the 300 Area, in Kennewick, Washington. 
During 1996, the 24-hour PM,, standard established by the State of Washington, 150 pg/m3, 
was not exceeded. The Site did not exceed the annual primary standard, 50 pg/m3, during 1996. 
The arithmetic mean for 1996 was 21 pg/m3 a t  Columbia Center (Neitzel 1998). 

During the past 10 years, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide have 
been monitored periodically in communities and commercial areas southeast of the Hanford 
Site. These urban measurements a re  used to estimate the maximum background pollutant 
concentrations for the Hanford Site. Because these measurements were made in the vicinity of 
local sources of pollution, they might overestimate maximum background concentrations for the 
Hanford Site or a t  the Hanford Site boundaries. Concentrations of toxic chemicals, as listed in 
40 CFR 60.1 , are  not measured and, therefore, a re  not available for the Hanford Site. 

4.4.2.2 Hanford Site Nonradiological Air Qualify. The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires that 
Federal activities may not cause or contribute to new violations of air quality standards, 
exacerbate existing violations, or interfere with timely attainment or required interim emission 
reductions towards attainment (40 CFR 93.150). A determination of conformity of general 

' A nonattainrnent area is an area where measured concentrations of a pollutant are above the primary or 
secondary NAAQS. 
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Federal actions to s ta te  or Federal implementation plans must accompany any major Federal 
action where air quality might be impacted. Because of the administrative nature of this EIS, 
and the absence of any on-site nonattainment area, this EIS is exempt from a conformity 
determination (40 CFR 93.1 53). 

The NAAQS, se t  by EPA, must be met at  the Hanford Site boundary or other publicly 
accessible locations (Le., highways on the Hanford Site). The standards define levels of air 
quality that a r e  necessary, with a n  adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and 
welfare. Standards exist for sulfur oxides (measured as sulfur dioxide), nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, total suspended particulates (TSP), PM,,, lead, and ozone. The standards specify 
the maximum pollutant concentrations and frequencies of occurrence that a re  allowed for 
specific averaging periods (e.g., the concentration of carbon monoxide when averaged over 
1 hour is allowed to exceed 40 mg/m3 only once a year). The averaging periods vary from 
1 hour to 1 year, depending on the pollutant. 

An exception to the rule for using the Hanford Site boundary as the point of compliance 
for air pollution can occur if a nonattainment area occurs within 100 km (62 mi) of any significant 
new source that could be built or any revision to an operating source. As  a requirement for new 
sources in attainment or  unclassifiable areas, WAC 173400-1 13 mandates that “allowable 
emissions from the proposed new source or modification will not delay the attainment date  for an  
area not in attainment nor cause  or contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard.” 
The Wallula PM,, nonattainment area is within 100 km (62 mi) of all parts of the Hanford Site 
(62 FR 3800). 

Because the Hanford Site is in an  attainment area, this type of action is exempt from 
conformity determinations for Federal actions. Federal conformity rules (40 CFR 93) require 
agencies to determine that the proposed Federal action is in conformity with the specific 
requirements pursuant to the agency’s affirmative obligation under Section 176(c) of the CAA. 

In addition to ambient air quality standards, the EPA has established standards for the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of air quality. PSD standards provide maximum 
allowable increases in concentrations of pollutants for areas  already in compliance with NAAQS. 
The PSD standards a r e  expressed as allowable increments in atmospheric concentrations of 
specific pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and PM,,) (40 CFR 52). Different PSD 
standards exist for Class I a reas  (where degradation of ambient air quality is restricted) and 
Class I 1  a reas  (where moderate degradation of air quality is allowed). 

The closest Class I a reas  to the  Hanford Site are  as follows: 

Mount Rainier National Park, approximately 160 km (1 00 mi) west of the Hanford Site 

Goat Rocks Wilderness Area, approximately 145 km (90 mi) west of the Hanford Site 

Mount Adams Wilderness Area, approximately 150 km (95 mi) southwest of the 
Hanford Site 

Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area, approximately 175 km (1 10 mi) northwest of the 
Hanford Site. 

If the Hanford Reach is given Congressional status as a Wild and Scenic River with the Wahluke 
Slope added as a wildlife refuge, then it would be eligible for Class 1 air shed status. 

The PSD standards a re  presented in Table 4-3. The Hanford Site, which is located in a 
Class I I  area, operates under a PSD permit (Permit No. PSD-X80-14) issued by the EPA 
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Particulate matter" (PM,,) 
(lJg/m3) 

in 1980. This permit provides specific limits for emissions of nitrogen oxide from the 
Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (PUREX) and the Uranium-Trioxide plants, which a re  now closed 
and are being decommissioned. 

Annual 4 17 

24 hours 8 30 

Annual 2 20 

Table 4-3. Maximum Allowable increases for Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration of Air Quality (40 CFR 52). 

24 hours 

Pollutant I AveragingTime I Class1 I Class11 I 

5 91 

Nitrogen dioxide (pg/m3) 

3 hours 25 51 2 

Annual 2.5 25 

a PM,, is defined as particulate matter nominally 10 microns or less. 

State and local governments have the authority to impose standards for ambient air 
quality that a re  more stringent than the national standards. Washington State has established 
more stringent standards for sulfur dioxide and TSP. In addition, Washington State has 
established standards for other pollutants, such as fluoride, that are  not covered by national 
standards. The state standards for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, PM,,, and lead 
are identical to the national standards. Table 4-4 summarizes the relevant air quality standards 
(Federal and supplemental state standards). 

Emission inventories for permitted pollution sources in Benton County are routinely 
compiled by the Benton County Clean Air Authority. The annual emission rates for Hanford Site 
sources a r e  reported to Ecology by DOE (Table 4-5). 

Monitoring of nitrogen oxides was  discontinued after 1990, mostly because of the end of 
operations a t  the PUREX facility. Monitoring of TSP was  discontinued in early 1988 when the 
Basalt Waste Isolation Project ended (for which those measurements were required). 

4.5 Biological Resources 

As a Federal land manager, DOE is responsible for conserving fish, wildlife, and plant 
populations and their habitats on the Hanford Site. Information about these natural resources is 
presented below. 

Figures 4-1 6,4-I 7, and 4-1 8 show priority habitats and priority species within 
Washington State as identified by the WDFW. Because biological resources are  temporal, they 
may not b e  found in the same  place from year to year or require the s a m e  mitigation steps a t  
different times of the year. Also, because many of the siting data used to develop these maps 
were obtained from incidental sightings (e.g., driving [road] surveys) as opposed to thorough 
surveying, areas  with no record sighting are  not necessarily devoid of the species. For these 
reasons, biological resources are  generally inventoried prior to the undertaking of specific 
projects. 
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Table 44 .  National and Washington State Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

Washington State National 
Secondary National Primary 

Annual geometric mean 
24-hour average  

Total suspended particulates 
NS NS 60 pg/m3 
NS NS 150 pg/m3 

Annual arithmetic mean 50 pg/m3 50 vg/m3 
24-hour average  150 pglm3 150 pg/m3 

50 pg1m3 
150 vg/m3 

Annual arithmetic mean 15 pg/m3 - 
24-hour average  65 w l m 3  - 

Affected Environment 

I 

- 

4-56 

Annual average  0.03 ppm NS 
24-hour average  0.14 ppm NS 
3-hour average  NS 0.50 ppm 
I-hour average  NS NS 

Final HCP EIS I 

0.02 ppm 
0.10 ppm 

NS 
0.40 ppmb 

7 d a y  average  

24-h ou r average  

12-hour average  

vocs 

1.7 mg/m3 

2.9 mg/m3 

3.7 mg/m3 

Source-specific s tandards 
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Constituent I 
Table 4-5. Nonradioactive Constituents Discharged to the Atmosphere, 1 995a 

(Dirkes and Hanf 1996). - 
. Release (kg) 

200 East Area 200 West Area I 300 Area 
Particulate matter 

Sulfur oxides 
Carbon monoxide 

Nitrogen oxides 

Lead 

3.40 x 10' 8.02 x I O 1  1.43 x io4 

2.25 x 105 3.53 x i o 4  2.34 x i o 5  
6.43 x 104 1-01 x 1 0 4  4.25 x 103 

1.77 x I O 5  2.82 x 104 4.69 x I O 4  

1.62 x I O '  2.53 x I O '  2.52 x 10' 
~ 

Volatile organic compoundsb 6.43 x IO '  1-00 x I O 2  2.38 x I O '  

Ammonia' 6.18 x 103 1.53 x 103 NM 
Arsenic 1.73 x I O '  2.70 x I O 1  1.48 x I O 1  

Beryllium 2.33 x I O 1  3.64 x I O o  5.46 x I O 1  

Cadmium 1.37 x 10' 2.18 x I O o  2.74 x I O '  

~~ 

a The estimate of volatile organic compound emissions do not include emissions From certain laboratory 
operations; NM = not measured; NE = no emissions. 
Produced from burning fossil fuels for steam generation. 
Ammonia releases a re  from the 200 East Area tank farms, 200 West Area tank farms, and the operation of the 
2426 Evaporator. 
Does not include carbon tetrachloride Vapor Extraction Project releases from passively ventilated wells. 

The block of habitat directly south of the 200 East and West Areas contains high-quality 
habitat and some  of the Hanford Site's best s a g e  sparrow and loggerhead shrike habitat. 
However, since some  of these areas  have never been officially surveyed for these species, the 
species frequently do not show up on maps even though they most likely occur there. 
Figure 4-17 shows some, but not all, historic bald eagle nesting sites but does not include 
current or recent bald eagle nest locations which can't be shown because of their sensitivity to 
disturbance. Similarly, Figure 4-1 8 shows some, but not all, great blue heron occurrences. 

Counties and cities may use information prepared by the WDFW to classify and 
designate locally important habitats and species. While these priorities a re  those of the 
Department, they and the data on which they are  based may be considered by counties and 
cities when developing their land-use plans under the Growth Management Act (GMA) 
(WAC 365-1 80-080). 
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3 Candidates. 
Figure 4-17. WDFW Priority Species: State Listed and 

0 Loggerhead Shrike Nest Sites American White Pelican 
Occurrences Bald Eagle Nest Sites 
Sandhill Crane Migration * Burrowing Owl Nest Sites 
Staging Areas -Hanford 
Islands 10 and 12 

BHIrpp 07/06/98 draI-2/wadfw2.aml Database: 03-AuG-1998 
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;3 and/or Tribal Importance. 

Figure 448. WDRN Priority Species: Vulnerable 
Aggregations and Species of Recreation, Commercial, 

Fall Chinook Spawning Areas 

BHErpp 07/07/98 draft-2/wadfw3.aml Database: 31-AuG-1998 
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The Hanford Site is located within a region 
known as the Columbia Basin ecoregion, which 
occupies an extensive area south of the Columbia 
River between the Cascade Range and Blue 
Mountains in Oregon and roughly two-thirds of the 
area of Eastern Washington. This region has been 
botanically characterized as a shrub-steppe 
ecosystem, with various shrub and bunchgrass 
associations playing dominant roles. The region is 
often referred to as high desert, northern desert 
shrub, or desert scrub (Franklin and Dyrness 1973). 

- 

Settlement during the late 19th and early 20th 
century has resulted in significant changes to 
vegetation patterns through activities such as 
farming, dam development, and regional settlement. 
The State of Washington is rapidly losing much of its 
remaining steppe habitat and losses are projected to 
be high for the next 50 years. It has been estimated 
that approximately 60 percent of the original acreage 
(4.2 million hdl0.4 million ac) (42,000 km2/ 
16,250 mi2) of shrub-steppe vegetation in 
Washington has been lost, primarily to agriculture 
(DOE-RL 1996c) (see text box, "What is Shrub- 
Steppe?"). 

An illustration of this habitat alteration can be 

. .  . ... . 
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seen through the use of satellite-based remote sensing data, which can provide images of land 
surfaces and existing vegetation cover. Using these data, the WDFW has developed land cover 
classification maps (historic and current) of a portion of the Columbia Basin ecoregion 
(Figures 4-19 and 4-20, respectively). As indicated in Figure 4-20, the Hanford Site and the 
Department of Defense Yakima Training Center (located to the west of the Hanford Site) 
contain the largest remaining remnant of shrub-steppe vegetation in the Columbia Basin. 

The Hanford Site is a relatively large, undisturbed area of shrub-steppe habitat that 
contains numerous plant and animal species adapted to the semi-arid environment in the region. 
The Hanford Site consists of mostly undeveloped land, with widely spaced clusters of industrial 
buildings located along the western shoreline of the Columbia River and at several locations in 
the interior of the Hanford Site. The industrial buildings are interconnected by roads, railroads, 
and electrical transmission lines. The major facilities and activities occupy about 6 percent of 
the total available land area, and their impact on the surrounding ecosystems is minimal from 
direct discharges or releases attributable to DOE. Most of the Hanford Site has not experienced 
tillage or livestock grazing since the early 1940s. The Columbia River flows through the 
Hanford Site, and although the river flow is not directly impeded by dams within the Hanford Site, 
the historical daily and seasonal water fluctuations have been changed by dams upstream and 
downstream of the Hanford Site (Cushing 1995). 

The Columbia River and other water bodies on the Hanford Site provide valuable habitat 
for aquatic organisms. Several large portions of the Site are administered in a manner to protect 
and preserve biological resources, such as the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope 
(Figure 4-21). 
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Figure 4-19. Historic Distribution and Extent of Land Cover 
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4.5. I Adminisfrafive Designations for Nafural Resource Profecfion 

In 1977, the U S .  Energy Research and Development Agency (a predecessor to DOE) 
designated the entire Hanford Site as one of seven National Environmental Research Park 
(NERP) sites located in the United States. In addition, two other portions of the Hanford Site are 
administered under special designations. 

The Wahluke Slope encompasses approximately 365 km2 (140 mi') and is administered 
as two wildlife areas  known as the Saddle Mountain N W R  and the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation 
Area. Under an agreement made between the WDFW and the USFWS in April 1999, the 
Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area will be combined with the Saddle Mountain NWR and 
managed as a unit by the USFWS. These areas are operated under the terms of a permit 
issued by the AEC on November 30,1971, to provide for management of Hanford lands north 
and east  of the Columbia River. 

I 
I 
I 

According to the terms of the permit, the USFWS is required to keep the lands managed 
as the Saddle Mountain NWR closed to all public access. The closure ensured a security zone 
for the N Reactor and encompassed an  area within a 8.8-km (5.5-mi) radius of the reactor (NPS 
1994). Although N Reactor is being decommissioned and doesn't require an  extensive buffer, 
the K Basins still require an  exclusion zone until the spent nuclear fuel is removed from the 
basins. 

The ALE Reserve has been used for ecological research dating back to 1952, but it was  
not until 1967 that the Richland Office of the AEC established the ALE Reserve by administrative 
order (PNL 1993b). As a result of a Federal interagency cooperative agreement, the ALE 
Reserve was  designated as the Rattlesnake Hills Research Natural Area in 1971. The ALE 
Reserve currently retains its status as an  administratively protected environment and as a 
valuable ecological study site. Through a MOA with DOE, the USFWS is responsible for 
management and protection of the ALE Reserve. 

4.5.2 Terresfrial Vegefafion and Habifafs 

The Hanford Site has been botanically characterized as a shrub-steppe ecosystem. In 
the early 18OOs, the dominant plant in the area was  big sagebrush with an  understory of 
perennial bunchgrasses, especially Sandberg's bluegrass and bluebunch wheatgrass. With the 
advent of horses in the 1700s and settlement in the 1800s that brought livestock grazing and 
crop raising, the natural vegetation mosaic w a s  opened to a persistent invasion by non-native 

Hanford Site, approximately 20 percent of all species are considered nonnative. Cheatgrass is 
the dominant nonnative species. It is an  aggressive colonizer and has become well established 

cultivated 50 years ago. Cheatgrass is also well established on rangelands a t  elevations less 
than 244 m (800 ft) (Cushing 1995). 

annual species, especially cheatgrass. Of the 590 species of vascular plants recorded for the 

across the site (Neitzel 1998). Today, cheatgrass is the dominant plant on fields that were 

I 

I 

I 
I 

The dryland areas of the Hanford Site were treeless in the years before land settlement; 
however, for several decades before 1943, trees were planted and irrigated on most of the farms 
to provide windbreaks and shade. Some of the trees died when the farms were abandoned in 
1943, but others have persisted, presumably because their roots are  deep enough to contact 
groundwater. Today these trees serve as nesting platforms for several species of birds (e.g., 
hawks, owls, ravens, magpies, and great blue herons), and as night roosts for wintering bald 
eagles (Cushing 1995). The vegetation mosaic of the Hanford Site currently consists of a 
variety of diverse plant communities. 
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The State of Washington has  designated large and small blocks of shrub-steppe as 
priority habitat because these areas possess unique or significant value to many species. The 
State identifies priority habitats based on the quality of the habitat with respect to the following 
attributes: comparatively high fish and wildlife density; comparatively high fish and wildlife 
species diversity; important fish and wildlife breeding habitat; important fish and wildlife seasonal 
ranges; important fish and wildlife movement corridors; limited availability; high vulnerability to 
habitat alteration; and unique or dependent species (WDFW 1995). Although Washington State 
priority habitat designations have no associated legal requirements for habitat protection, DOE 
Order 430.1 (DOE 199%) requires that DOE consider ecosystem management and preservation 
values during all phases of Hanford Site operations. 

The DO1 National Biological Service identifies native shrub and grassland steppe in 
Washington and Oregon as an  endangered ecosystem (with an 85 to 98 percent decline) 
(DO1 1995). Almost 600 species of plants have been identified on the Hanford Site 
(PNNL 1996a). The dominant plants are big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, cheatgrass, and 
Sandberg’s bluegrass, with cheatgrass providing half of the total plant cover on much of the 
Hanford Site. Cheatgrass and Russian thistle, annuals introduced to the United States from 
Eurasia in the late 18OOs, invade areas where the ground surface has been disturbed. Mosses 
and lichens appear on undisturbed soil surface; lichens commonly grow on the shrub stems and 
on basalt outcrops. The important desert shrubs, big sagebrush and bitterbrush, a re  widely 
spaced and usually provide less than 20 percent canopy cover. The important native understory 
plants are  grasses, especially Sandberg’s bluegrass, Indian ricegrass, June grass, and needle- 
and-thread grass. 

As compared to other semi-arid regions in North America, primary productivity is 
relatively low and the number of vascular plant species also is low. This situation is attributed to 
the low annual precipitation (1 6 cm [6 in.]), the low water-holding capacity of the rooting 
substrate (sand), and the hot, dry summers and occasionally very cold winters. 

The 100 Areas a re  located in the vicinity of the Columbia River and encompass both 
riparian and upland habitats. Riparian habitats are found along the shoreline, slack water, and 
slough areas.. Riparian vegetarian includes both woody and herbaceous species. Common 
plant species occurring in the riparian zone include black cottonwood, mulberry, willow, 
dogbane, and a variety of grasses and forbs (Cushing 1992). Scattered groves of white 
mulberry, black locust, Siberian elm, apricot, juniper, and willow were noted in an ecological 
investigation within the 100-BC-5 and 100-HR-3 operable units (WHC 1992~). The upland 
vegetation within the  100 Areas is dominated by the non-native annuals, cheatgrass, and tumble 
mustard on former agricultural lands that were abandoned in 1943 (DO1 1995). 

More than 100 species of plants have been identified on the Central Plateau 
(Cushing 1992). Common plant species, include sagebrush, rabbitbrush, cheatgrass, and 
Sandberg’s bluegrass. The  dominant vegetation type consists of big sagebrush with an  
understory of cheatgrass and Sandberg’s bluegrass (PNNL 1996a). Cheatgrass provides 
approximately 50 percent of total plant cover. Most of the waste disposal and storage sites are 
covered by non-native vegetation or are  kept in a vegetation-free condition. 

In recent years, a die-off of big sagebrush has been noted on the Hanford Site. A 
preliminary investigation of the nature and extent of die-off has been conducted. Although the 
cause remains unknown, early indications focus on the possibility that the die-off might b e  the 
result of disease or weather-related stress. The die-off area is estimated to b e  1,776 ha 
(4,390 ac) (Cushing 1992). 

Other vegetation within the Central Plateau includes wetland species associated with 
man-made ditches and ponds on the Central Plateau and introduced perennial grasses (e.g., 
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Siberian wheatgrass) that were planted to revegetate disturbed areas. Wetland species (e.g., 
cattail and reeds) and trees (e.g., willow, cottonwood, and Russian olive) are established around 
some of these ponds (PNNL 1996a). However, several of the ponds have been 
decommissioned, resulting in the elimination of wetland habitat as the supply of industrial waste 
water feeding the ponds was terminated. 

Sixteen different plant community types have been identified on the Wahluke Slope. 
Cheatgrass and other nonnative species dominate, most likely because of disturbances caused 
by military training activities, historical livestock grazing, dry soil, and multiple fires. However, 
the Wahluke Slope still possesses extensive remnants of the original shrub-steppe ecosystem. 
For example, the most extensive and highest quality antelope bitterbrush and Indian ricegrass 
plant community in the State of Washington is found on the Wahluke Slope (TNC and 
Pabst 1995). In 1994, The Nature Conservancy discovered a new plant species of the genus 
Lesquerella. In 1997 field surveys, eight new populations of four taxa were located on the 
Wahluke Unit Columbia Basin Wildlife Area. All of these populations were located on the White 
Bluffs. One of the new Gilia lepfomeria populations is the largest currently known in 
Washington. Also, the remainder of the only known occurrence of Lesquerella tuplashensis was 
mapped and counted. These discoveries, along with its high habitat quality, illustrate the 
potential ecological value of the Wahluke Slope. 

4.5.2.1 Newly Documented Planf Species. During a 1997 rare plant survey of the Hanford 
Site conducted by The Nature Conservancy, a total of 35 new populations were found of 14 rare 
plant taxa identified in Washington as either endangered, threatened, sensitive, or Review 
Group 1 by the State of Washington. (Review Group 1 includes taxa for which more field work is 
needed to assess their rarity and the degree to which they are threatened.) One species was 
newly documented at the Hanford Site, and 10 occurrences of eight taxa were revisited and 
remapped. Finally, a population of an unlisted plant species, previously unknown from 
Washington, was discovered. A brief review of significant findings from the 1997 survey in 
regard to individual species is provided below. 

Eriogonum codium - Previous to biodiversity surveys, this species was 
undescribed. It is listed as endangered by the state of Washington and identified 
as a species of concern by the USFWS. Originally discovered during 1995, the 
only known occurrence of Eriogonum codium was resurveyed, remapped, and 
recounted during 1997. A total of 5200 plants was estimated to be present. 
Long-term demographic monitoring was initiated on this species in 1997. 

Lesquerella tuplashensis - Previous to biodiversity surveys, this species also 
was undescribed, and is listed as endangered by the state of Washington and 
identified as a species of concern by the USFWS. During 1997 the remainder of 
the only known occurrence of Lesquerella tuplashensis was mapped and counted. 
The total count of adult plants was estimated to be 50,000 plants. Infestations of 
a noxious weed, Centaurea solstifialis (yellow starthistle), were located within the 
middle portion of the Lesquerella population. Long-term demographic monitoring 
was initiated on this species in 1997. 

Hanford Site populations of two previously undocumented plant species were identified 
during 1997 field surveys. The two species are described below: 

Camissonia minor - This annual species has a scattered distribution within the 
Columbia Basin. Its range includes most western states. In Washington, it is at 
the northern end of its range and is known from only Benton and Kittitas 
Counties. Camissonia minor generally occurs on very dry, often barren, and 
sometimes disturbed sites. Six relatively small populations were documented. 
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On the Hanford Site, Camissonia minor occurred in conjunction with a number of 
other rare plant species. In Washington State, it is currently placed in Review 

- Group 1. 

Myosurus x clavicaulis - This annual species (little mousetail; an  "x" before the 
species name indicated that the species evolved as a hybrid of two other species) 
was  previously unknown in the State of Washington. Its assumed range included 
Baja California, California, and Oregon. Myosurus x clavicaulis typically inhabits 
vernal pools. It occurred on the Hanford Site at  a single vernal pool location (see 
Section 4.3.1). The species also was  located during the 1997 field season at  five 
additional vernal pool sites in northeastern Washington. At some locales in the 
Central Valley of California, the taxonomic status of Myosurus x clavicaulis is 
complicated by the presence of other species of Myosurus, whose hybrids 
produce progeny identical to Myosurus x clavicaulis. At Hanford, however, the 
Myosurus x clavicaulis population was self-sustaining and did not occur in the 
presence of its parental species. The species has no current conservation status 
in Washington; however, Myosurus x clavicaulis will be recommended for future 
tracking by the Washington Natural Heritage Program. 

The two major vegetation types occurring along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River are riparian and upland (NPS 1994). Riparian habitats are found along the shoreline, 
slack water and slough areas, and on islands in the river. Riparian vegetation at  these locations 
includes both woody and herbaceous species maintained by the high water table immediately 
adjacent to the river. Common plant species occurring in the riparian zone include black 
cottonwood, mulberry, willow, dogbane, and a variety of grasses and forbs (Cushing 1992). 
Sensitive habitats within the riparian zone include islands and cobbled shorelines occurring as a 
narrow band along the Hanford Reach. Plant species occurring in these areas  include perennial 
summer-blooming forbs adapted to seasonal changes in water levels (NPS 1994). Upland 
habitats along the Hanford Reach are composed of shrub-steppe vegetation similar to that found 
on the rest of the Hanford Site. 

The ALE Reserve supports one of the largest remnants of relatively undisturbed 
shrub-steppe ecosystem in the State of Washington. Vegetation on the ALE Reserve includes 
largely undisturbed stands of several plant communities (e.g., sagebrush-bluebunch wheatgrass, 
blue bunch wheatgrass, sagebrush-Sandberg's bluegrass, sagebrush-bitterbrush- 
needle-and-thread grass, cheatgrass, and cottonwoods and willows) (PNL 1993~). Extensive 
wildfires have removed the shrub component from large areas of the ALE Reserve. These 
areas now support stands of perennial bunchgrasses at  the upper elevations and cheatgrass 
and bunchgrasses at  the lower elevations (PNL 1993~). 

Special topographic features of the Hanford Site include Gable Butte and Gable 
Mountain north of the Central Plateau and an extensive series of active sand dunes in the 
southeast portion of the Site. Vegetation occurring on scree slopes, outcrops, and scarps on 
Gable Butte and Gable Mountain is limited to scattered individuals or groups of plants. Plant 
species include squaw currant, bluebunch wheatgrass, rock buckwheat, and thyme buckwheat. 
Rigid sagebrush occurs a t  the Hanford Site only on Gable Mountain and Umtanum Ridge 
(PNL 1993~). 

4.5.2.2 Fire. Plant communities within the shrub-steppe have evolved in the presence of 
natural wildfires. Typically, shrubs are  killed by fire, but the perennial bunchgrasses are  not 
killed. The severity of the damage depends upon the intensity and extent of the fire. Hot fires 
incinerate entire shrubs and damage grass crowns. Less intensive fires leave dead shrub stems 
standing with prompt recovery of grasses and forbs. The most recent and extensive wildfire on 
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Figure 4122, Distribution of Vegetation Types and Cover 
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the Hanford Site occurred in the summer of 1998 and burned approximately 4,047 ha 
(10,000 ac). Previous fires occurred in 1957, 1973, and 1981, and 1984 (see Figure 4-22). The 
presence of non-native plant species and changing land-use practices have altered the frequency 
and severity of wildfires. Less frequent and more severe fires have reduced the ability of the 
native habitat to recover from fire, as well as the development of late successional shrub-steppe 
habitat. 

4.5.2.3 Weeds. Non-native weedy species have invaded many areas on the Hanford Site. In 
particular, weeds have invaded areas that have been disturbed by natural (e.g., fire) and human 
factors (e.g., pre-Hanford agricultural activities, road and facility construction, etc.). The weed 
species include, but are not limited to, cheatgrass; Russian thistle; Russian, spotted, and diffuse 
knapweed; yellow star thistle; Rush skeletonweed; and puncture vines. Cheatgrass and Russian 
thistle, annuals introduced from Eurasia in the late 1800s, invade areas where the ground surface 
has been disturbed. 

4.5.3 Wildlife 

Major habitat types occurring on the Hanford Site include basalt outcrops, scarps and 
screes, riparian and riverine areas, shrub-steppe, sand dunes and blowouts, and abandoned 
fields (PNL 1993~). These habitat types support a variety of wildlife. 

4.5.3.7 Mammals. Approximately 40 species of mammals have been identified on the 
Hanford Site (PNNL 1996a). The major predator inhabiting the Hanford Site is the coyote, which 
ranges all across the Hanford Site. Coyotes have been a major cause of destruction for the 
nests of Canadian geese on Columbia River islands, especially islands upstream from the 
abandoned Hanford townsite. Bobcats, cougars, and badgers also inhabit the Hanford Site in low 
numbers. 

Black-tailed jackrabbits are common on the Hanford Site and are mostly associated with 
mature stands of sagebrush. Cottontail rabbits also are common but appear to be more closely 
associated with the buildings, debris piles, and equipment laydown areas associated with the 
onsite laboratory and industrial facilities. 

Townsend's ground squirrels occur in colonies of various sizes scattered across the 
Hanford Site. The most abundant mammal inhabiting the Site is the Great Basin pocket mouse. 
The mouse occurs all across the Columbia River plain and on the slopes of the surrounding 
ridges. Other small mammals include the deer mouse, harvest mouse, grasshopper mouse, 
montane vole, vagrant shrew, and Merriam's shrew. 

The Hanford Site has 14 species of bats that are known to be or are potential inhabitants, 
most of which may be present year-round (PNL 1993d). The pallid bat frequents deserted 
buildings and is thought to be the most abundant. Other species include the hoary bat, 
silver-haired bat, California brown bat, little brown bat, Yuma brown bat, and Pacific western 
big-eared bat. 

A herd of Rocky Mountain elk is present on the ALE Reserve. It is believed these animals 
migrated to the reserve from the Cascade Mountains in the early 1970s. This herd grew from 
approximately eight animals in 1975 to approximately 420 animals in December 1996 (after the 
hunting season).' Current projections indicate that the elk herd is composed of approximately 
800 animals and is still growing. The herd tends to congregate on the ALE Reserve in the winter 
and disperses during the summer months onto the Site proper, private land to the west of the 
ALE Reserve, and the Yakima Firing Center. Although lack of water and the high level of human 

Personal communication with Brett Tiller, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, September 22, 1997. 1 
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activity presumably inhibit the elk from using other areas of the Hanford Site, the elk are 
occasionally s e e n  on the 200 Area Plateau and have been sighted at  the White Bluffs boat 
launch. Despite the arid climate, these elk appear to be very healthy; antler and body size for 
some  age classes are  among the highest recorded for this species (Neitzel 1997). In addition, 
reproductive output of this species is also among the highest recorded. 

Mule deer  are found throughout the Hanford Site, although areas of highest 
concentrations are  on the ALE Reserve and along the Columbia River. Deer populations on the 
Hanford Site appear to be relatively stable. Islands in the Hanford Reach are  used extensively as 
fawning sites by the deer (Neitzel 1997) and are a very important habitat for this species. 
Hanford Site deer  frequently move offsite and are  killed by hunters on adjacent public and private 
lands (Neitzel 1997). 

4.5.3.2 Birds. In general, bird species on the Hanford Site include a variety of raptors, 
songbirds, and other species associated with riparian, riverine, and upland habitats. The Nature 
Conservancy recently summarized its findings for birds and mammal surveys. These surveys fall 
short of the number of species that have been documented on site historically. For example, 178 
species were observed in the bird surveys in 1997. This number falls short of the 246 species 
identified historically (Neitzel 1998). Species of birds found at or near the Hanford Site include 
common species and accidental species. 

Twenty-six species of raptors have been sighted on the Hanford Site, 11 of which a r e  
known to nest on the Hanford Site (PNL 1981). The nesting species include the great horned 
owl, long-eared owl, short-eared owl, barn owl, burrowing owl, northern harrier, ferruginous hawk, 
Swainson’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, prairie falcon, and American kestrel. In 1994, nesting by red- 
tailed, Swainson’s, and ferruginous hawks included 41 nests located across the Hanford Site in 
relation to high voltage transmission towers, trees, cliffs, and basalt outcrops. In recent years the 
number of nesting ferruginous hawks on the Hanford Site has increased, as a result in part to 
their acceptance of steel powerline towers in the open grass and shrubland habitats (Neitzel 
1998). 

Raptors that may occur year-round on the Hanford Site are  the northern harrier, red-tailed 
hawk, golden eagle, prairie falcon, American kestrel, barn owl, great horned owl, long-eared owl, 
and burrowing owl (Fitzner and Gray 1991). Raptors use a variety of habitats for nesting and 
foraging at  the Hanford Site. Depending on raptor size and species, prey may include small 
mammals, birds, reptiles (e.g., snakes), and insects. 

Passerine species known to occur in the shrub-steppe vegetation on the Hanford Site 
include the loggerhead shrike, s a g e  sparrow, western meadowlark, grasshopper sparrow, horned 
lark, and sage  thrasher. The western meadowlark, s a g e  sparrow, and horned lark a re  the most 
abundant shrub-steppe passerine bird species that breed on the Hanford Site (Rickard and 
Poole 1989). The western meadowlark and horned lark nest on the ground in the open, while 
shrub-steppe species (e.g., the s a g e  sparrow, sage  thrasher, and loggerhead shrike) require 
sagebrush or bitterbrush for nesting habitat. 

Common upland game species that occur in shrub and grassland habitat include the 
chukar partridge, California quail, and Chinese ring-necked pheasant. Chukars are  most 
numerous in the Rattlesnake Hills, Yakima Ridge, Umtanum Ridge, Saddle Mountains, and Gable 
Mountain areas  of the Hanford Site. Less common species include western s a g e  grouse, 
Hungarian partridge, and scaled quail. Western s a g e  grouse were historically abundant on the 
Hanford Site; however, populations have declined since the early 1800s because of the 
conversion of sagebrush-steppe habitat. Surveys conducted by the WDFW and P N N L  during 
late winter and early spring 1993, and biodiversity inventories conducted by The Nature 
Conservancy in 1997 did not reveal presence of western sage  grouse in sagebrush-steppe 
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4.5.3.4 Insects. Many species of insects occur 

grasshoppers, and darkling beetles are among the more 
conspicuous of the approximately 1,500 species of 
insects that have been identified from specimens 
collected on the Hanford Site. The actual number of 

throughout all habitats on the Hanford Site. Butterflies, 

habitat at ALE (Neitzel 1998). The McGee Ranch area is viewed by the WDFW as habitat critical 
to the natural re-establishment of sage grouse populations on the ALE Reserve by providing a 
habitat corridor to the U.S. Army's Yakima Training Center. 
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In addition to upland bird species, numerous species associated with wetlands and 
riparian habitats are found along the Columbia River and at isolated wetlands on the Hanford 
Site. Ring-billed and California gulls, Forster's terns, and Canadian geese all form nesting 
colonies on islands in the Hanford Reach. Large numbers of swallows depend on the Columbia 
River riparian areas during the summer months, eating flying aquatic insects such as caddis flies 
and collecting mud from wetted areas to build their nests. The Hanford Site is located in the 
Pacific flyway and, during the spring and fall months, the Hanford Reach serves as a resting area 
for neotropical migrants, migratory waterfowl, and shorebirds. During the fall and winter months, 
large numbers of migratory ducks and geese find refuge along the Hanford Reach. Other 
species observed during winter months include white pelicans, double-crested cormorants, and 
common loons. 

4.5.3.3 Reptiles and Amphibians. Fifteen species of reptiles and amphibians are known to 
occur on the Hanford Site (PNNL 1996a). The side-blotched lizard is the most abundant reptile 
and can be found throughout the Hanford Site. Short-horned and sagebrush lizards are also 
common in selected habitats. The most common snakes are the gopher snake, the 
yellow-bellied racer, and the Pacific rattlesnake, all of which are found throughout the 
Hanford Site. Striped whipsnakes and desert night snakes are rarely found, but some sightings 
have been recorded for the Site. Toads and frogs (e.g., Great Basin spadefoot toad, 
Woodhouse's toad, bullfrog, and the Pacific tree frog) are found near the permanent water bodies 
and along the Columbia River. 

4.5.4 Terrestrial Wildlife and Habitat 

Terrestrial wildlife species use both shoreline riparian and shrub-steppe habitats occurring 
along the Columbia River and on the islands occurring in the Hanford Reach. Wildlife reported to 
use the Hanford Reach include 184 species of birds, 36 species of mammals, nine species of 
reptiles, and four species of amphibians (NPS 1994). Canada geese use the islands along the 
Hanford Reach extensively for nesting. Studies on the nesting habits of geese that use the 
Hanford Site have been ongoing since 1953. These studies indicate a general decline over the 
years in the number of nests on the islands in the Hanford Reach because of heavy predation by 
coyotes (PNNL 1996a). Mule deer use the islands and other riparian areas for fawning habitat. 
Wildlife occurring on the shoreline habitat includes 46 species that use willow communities and 
49 species that use grass areas (NPS 1994). 

Terrestrial wildlife species found in the 100 Areas generally are the same species found 
across the Hanford Site (Cushing 1992). Coyotes occurring along the Columbia River reportedly 
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feed on carp and small mammals such as the Great Basin pocket mouse, northern pocket 
gopher, Nuttall's cottontail, and black-tailed jack rabbit (Fitzner and Gray 1991). Mule deer may 
occur almost anywhere on the Hanford Site but prefer habitats along the Columbia River where 
riparian areas provide abundant food and cover. Mule deer forage on mulberry, Russian olive, 
and cottonwood trees, and shrubs such as willow (WHC 1992~). 

Wildlife likely to occur in riparian habitat adjacent to the Columbia River includes a variety 
of birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians (Fitzner and Gray 1991). The three known species 
of amphibians at the Hanford Site use riparian habitat along permanent water bodies and the 
Columbia River. Medium-size mammals using riparian habitat are the muskrat, raccoon, beaver, 
weasel, skunk, otter, and porcupine; small mammals include the vagrant shrew and montane 
meadow mouse. Upland birds likely to occur in habitats in the 100 Areas along the Columbia 
River are the California quail and ring-necked pheasant (Cushing 1992). Trees along the river, 
including those found in the 100 Areas, provide habitat for several species of birds. These 
include the great blue heron, which has colonial nest sites (rookeries) near the White Bluffs ferry 
landing, and the bald eagle, which uses selected trees for perching and night roosts during the - 
winter (PNNL 1996a). 

Terrestrial wildlife species common to the Hanford Site also can be found in the Central 
Plateau (Cushing 1992). A characterization study of small mammals that occur near the 
lOO-B/C cribs (located south of the 200 East Area) resulted in five species being trapped: Great 
Basin pocket mouse, deer mouse, northern grasshopper mouse, sagebrush vole, and western 
harvest mouse (PNL 1977). The Great Basin pocket mouse represented more than 90 percent of 
the mammals caught. Medium and large-size mammals that may occur in the Central Plateau 
include rabbits, coyotes, badgers, and mule deer (PNL 1977). Mammals potentially using areas 
associated with ponds and ditches in the 200 East and 200 West Areas include muskrats, 
porcupines, and raccoons. 

Many common bird species, such as the western meadowlark and sage sparrow, are 
likely to occur on the Central Plateau where suitable habitats exist. Thirty-seven species of 
terrestrial birds were recorded during surveys conducted in the 200 East and 200 West Areas of 
the Hanford Site in 1986 (Schuller et al. 1993). Bird studies associated with waste water ponds in 
the Central Plateau reveal that a large number of species, particularly waterfowl, use these ponds 
during migration (PNL 1977). 

Unique habitats can be found on Columbia River islands, sand dunes, the cliffs of White 
Bluffs, and on Gable Butte and Gable Mountain situated north of the Central Plateau 
(Figure 4-23). The Gable Butte and Gable Mountain unique habitats include basalt outcrops, 
scarps, and scree slopes. Birds likely to occur in 
these habitats are the prairie falcon, rock wren, 
poorwill, and chukar; small mammals include the 
yellow-bellied marmot and wood rat; reptiles include 
rattlesnakes, gopher snakes, and homed lizards 
(PNL 1993~). 

4.5.5 Species of Concern on the Hanford Site 

Species of concern on the Hanford Site 
include federally listed threatened or endangered 
species, state-listed threatened or endangered 
species, and state candidate species (see text box, 
"Hanford's Federal Threatened and Endangered 
Species"). 
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I Figure $123, Plant Communities of Concern on the Hanford 
3 Site. 
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3 Site (Legend). 
Figure 4-23. Plant Communities of Concern on the Hanford 
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No plants or mammals listed in "Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants" 
(50 CFR 17) are known to occur on the Hanford Site. There are, however, two species of birds, 

several species of plants and animals a re  under consideration for formal listing by the State of 
Washington. 

I 
two fish species (two ESU for steelhead) and one suspected plant that are  federally listed, and I 

Candidate species occurring on the Hanford Site a re  considered in the preparation of 
DOE NEPA documentation. Species of concern occurring on the Hanford Site are listed in 
Tables 4-6 and 4-7; the tables also include definitions of each category of species of concern. 

No federally listed threatened or endangered plant species occur on the Hanford Reach. 
Nine species of Hanford Site plants are  included in the Washington State listing as threatened or 
endangered (see Table 4-6). Columbia milk-vetch occurs on dry-land benches along the 
Columbia River near Priest Rapids Dam, Midway, and Vernita; it also has been found atop 
Umtanum Ridge and in Cold Creek Valley near the ALE Reserve. Dwarf evening primrose has 
been found north of Gable Mountain, near the Vernita Bridge, Ringold, and on steep talus slopes 
near Priest Rapid Dam, Midway, and Vernita. Yellowcress occurs in the wetted zone of the 
water's edge  along the Hanford Reach. Northern wormwood is known to occur near Beverly and 
could inhabit the northern shoreline of the Columbia River across from the 100 Areas. Umtanum 
desert buckwheat and White Bluffs bladderpod occur on the Hanford Site and no where else in 
the world. Leoflingia occurs north of Gable Mountain (Neitzel et  al. 1998). 

Wildlife species of concern that may occur along the Hanford Reach include several 
species of birds associated with riparian and aquatic habitat (PNL 1993c), the Upper Columbia 
River spring-run chinook salmon and the Upper and Middle Columbia River runs of steelhead 
from the confluence of the Yakima River and upstream. The Federal government lists the 
Aleutian Canada goose, the bald eagle, and Middle Columbia River steelhead as threatened, and 
the Upper Columbia River steelhead, and Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon as 
endangered. The State of Washington lists, in addition to the peregrine falcon and Aleutian 
Canada goose, include the white pelican, sandhill crane, and pygmy rabbit as endangered, and 
the ferruginous hawk and the bald eagle as threatened. The peregrine falcon is a casual migrant 
to the Hanford Site and does not nest there. The bald eagle is a regular winter resident and 
forages on dead salmon and waterfowl along the Columbia River; it does not nest on the Hanford 
Site although it has attempted to for the past several years (see Table 4-7) (Neitzel e t  al. 1998). . 

The bald eagle, a Federal and Washington State threatened species, is the only federally 
listed wildlife species known to regularly use  the 100 Areas. Bald eagles u s e  groves of trees 
(e.g., black locust, white poplar, and Siberian elm) along the Hanford Reach for winter perching, 
night roosts, and nesting sites (DOE-RL 1994b). Buffer zones around primary night roosts and 
nest sites have been established in consultation with the USFWS. While the night-roost locations 
a re  consistent from year to year, the nesting sites have varied and are readjusted in consultation 
with the USNVS each year.(see Figure 4-24). 

Steelhead and salmon are regulated as evolutionary significant units (ESUs) by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service based on their historic geographic spawning areas. The 
Upper Columbia River steelhead ESU was  listed as threatened in August 1997. Adult steelhead 
migrate upstream through the Hanford Reach to spawn in upriver tributaries and juvenile pass  
through the Hanford Reach on their outward migration to the sea. In March 1999, Upper 
Columbia River spring run chinook salmon ESU were added as endangered, and the Middle 
Columbia River steelhead ESU were added as threatened. These races of salmonids utilize 
habitat in the mid-Columbia River and its tributaries. 

I 

Final HCP EIS 4-77 Affected Environment I 



1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

Table 4-6. Plant Species of Concern Occurring on the Hanford Site 
(adapted from PNNL 1996a). (2 pages) 

Common Name 

4mmania 

4nnual Paintbrush 

3ristly Combseed 

3ristly cryptantha 

3rittle prickly-pear 

Zanadian St. John wort 

Zhaffweed 

Zolumbia milk-vetch 

Zolumbia river mugwort 

Solumbia yellowcress 

Coyote tobaco” 

Crouching milkvetch 

Dense sedge“ 

Desert Cryptantha 

Desert dodder 

Desert evening primrose 

Dr. Bill’s Locoweed 

Dwarf evening primrose 

False pimpernel 

Few-flowered collinsia” 

Fuzzy beardtongue 

Geyer‘s milkvetch 

Gray cryptantha 

Great Basin Gilia 

Hedge Hog Cactus 

Hoover‘s desert parsley 

Kittitas Larkspur 

Loeflingia 

Medic milkvetch” 

Northern wormwoodb 

Scientific Name 

lmmania robusta 

Zasfilleja exilis 

3ecfocarya sefosa 

Zrypfanfha spiculifera (= C. infermpfa) 

3punfia fragilis 

l-lypericum majus 

Zenfunculus minimus 

lsfragalus columbianus 

Wemisia lindleyana 

Porippa columbiae 

llicofiana aftenuafa 

qsfragalus succumbens 

Sarex densa 

Sryptanfha scoparia 

Suscufa denficulafa 

Oenofhera caespifosa 

4sfragalus conjuncfus var. novum 

Oenofhera pygmaea 

Lindemia dubia anagallidea 

Collinsia sparsiti‘ora var. bruciae 

Penstemon erianfherus whifedii 

Astragalus geyeri 

Crypfanfha leucophaea 

Gilia lepfomeria 

Pediocacfus sempsonii var. robusfior (=P. 
nigrispinus) 

Lomafium fuberosum 

Delphinium multiplex 

Loeflingia squarrosa var. squamosa 

Astragalus speirocarpus 

Artemisia campesfris borealis var. wormskioldii 

FederaI 
Status 

State 
status 

R1 

R1 
W 

S 

R1 

S 

R1 
T 

E 

E 

S 

w 
S 

R1 

S 

S 

R1 

T 

R2 

S 

R1 

S 

S 

R1 

R1 

T 

W 

T 

W 

E 
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Common Name 

Palouse milkvetch” 

Palouse thistle 

Piper‘s daisy 

Purple Mat 

Robinson’s onion 

Rosy balsamroot 

Rosy calyptridium 

Scilla onion 

Shining flatsedge 

Small-flowered evening 
primrose 

Small-flowered Hemicarpha 

Smooth cliffbrake 

Southern mudwort 

Stalked-pod milkvetch 

Suksdorfs monkeyflower 

Thompson’s sandwort“ 

Toothcup 

Umtanum desert buckwheat 

Ute ladies’-tresses” 

White Bluffs bladderpod 

White eatonella 

Winged combseed 

(adapted from PNNL 1996a). (2 pages) 

Scientific Name 

Astragalus arrectus 

Cirsium brevifolium 

Erigeron piperianus 

Nama densum var. parvinorum 

Allium robinsonii 

Balsamorhiza rosea 

Calyptridium roseum 

Allium scillioides 

Cyperus bipartitus (rivularis) 

Camissonia (Oenothera) minor 

Lipocarpha (=Hemicarpha) aristulata 

Pellaea glabella simplex 

Limosella acaulis 

Astragalus sclerocarpus 

Mimulus suksdorfii 

Arenaria franklinii thompsonii 

Rotala ramosior 

Eriogonum codium 

Spiranthes diluvialis 

Lesquerella tuplashensis 

Eatonella nivea 

Pectocarya linearis 

Federal 
Status 

T 

State 
Status 

S 

W 

S 

R1 

W 

W 

S 

W 
S 

R1 

R1 

W 

w 
W 
S 

R2 

R1 

E 

E 
T 

R1 
a May inhabit the Hanford Site but have not been recently collected, or the known collections are questionable in 

terms of location and/or identification. 
Likely not currently occurring on the Hanford Site. 

R1 = Review Group 1. Taxa for which there are insufficient data to support listing as threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive. 

R2 = Review Group 2. Taxa with unresolved taxonomic questions; once resolved these taxa could qualify for 
listing as endangered, threatened, sensitive. 

S = Sensitive. Taxa that are vulnerable or declining, and could become threatened or endangered without active 
management or removal of threats. 

T = Threatened; a species native to Washington State likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
throughout significant portions of its range within the state without cooperative management or the removal 
of threats. Threatened species are designated in WAC 232-12-01 1. 

= Endangered; a species native to Washington State that is seriously threatened with extinction throughout all 
or a significant portion of its range within the state. Endangered species are designated in WAC 232-1 2-014. 

E 

I 
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Table 4-7. Wildlife Species of Concern Occurring on  the Hanford Site 
(adapted from Cushing 1995). 

State 
status 

2olumbia pebble snail 
Shortfaced lanx 

. .  vloliuscs 

Fluminicola (= Lithoglyphus) columbiana C 
Fisherola (= Lanx) nuitalli C 

Steelhead (Upper Columbia River run) 

Steelhead (Middle Columbia River run) 

2hinook salmon (Upper Columbia spring run) 

3irds 

Onchorhynchus mykiss E 

Onchorhynchus mykiss T 

Onchorynchus tshawyfscha E 

Aleutian Canada gooseb 
American white pelican 
Bald eagle 
Ferruginous hawk 
Peregrine falconb 
Sandhill craneb 
Burrowing owl 
Common loon 
Flammulated owlb 
Golden eagle 
Lewis' woodpecke? 
Loggerhead shrike 
Northern goshawkb 
Sage sparrow 
Sage thrasher 
Western sage grouseb 

Columbia River tiger beetleb 
Juniper hairstreak 
Silver-bordered bog fritillary 

. .. . .  

. . . .. :nsects . .  

Cicindela columbica C 
Mifoura siva C 
Boloria selene atrocastalis C 

Branta canadensis leucopareia 
Pelecanus eryfhrorhynchos 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Buteo regalis 
Falco peregrinus 
Grus canadensis 
Athene cunicularia 
Gavia immer 
Otus flammeolus 
Aquiia chrysaetos 
Melanerpes lewis 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Accipifer genfilis 
Amphispiza belli 
Oreoscoptes montanus 
Cenfrocercus urophasianus 

. .  . .  

Striped whipsnake Masticophis taeniatus 

T 

T 

C 

E 
E 
T 
T 
E 
E 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

. .  

Memam's shrew Sorex meniami 

Pygmy rabbita Plecotus fownsendii) 
Pacific (Townsend's) western big-eared bat! 

Washington ground squirrel Brachylagus idahoensis 

Corynorhinus townsendii (also known as 

Spennophilus washingtoni 

C 
C 

E 
C 
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4.5.6 Aquafic Species and Habifaf 

There are two primary types of natural aquatic habitats on the Hanford Site: (1) the 
Columbia River, which flows along the northern and eastern edges of the Hanford Site; and 
(2) the small spring-streams and seeps located mainly in the Rattlesnake Hills. Several artificial 
water bodies, both ponds and ditches, have been formed as a result of waste water disposal 
practices associated with the operation of the reactors and separation facilities. These bodies of 
water are temporary and will vanish with cessation of activities, but while present, the ponds form 
established aquatic ecosystems (except the West Pond), complete with representative flora and 
fauna. The West Pond, also known as West Lake, is created by a rise in the water table in the 
Central Plateau and is not fed by surface flow; thus, the pond is alkaline and has low species 
diversity. 

Forty-four species of fish representing 13 families are known to occur in the Hanford 
Reach (PNNL 1996a). Of these species, chinook salmon, sockeye salmon, coho salmon, 
steelhead, and Pacific lamprey use the Columbia River as a migration route to upstream 
spawning areas. Other fish of importance to sport fishermen are whitefish, sturgeon, small- 
mouth bass, catfish, walleye, and perch. Large populations of rough fish also are present, 
including carp, shiners, suckers, and squawfish (PNNL 1996a). 

The Hanford Reach represents the only remaining significant mainstream Columbia River 
spawning habitat for stocks of Upper Columbia River summer/fall-run chinook salmon and white 
sturgeon (PNL 1990a). Since 1948, an annual census of salmon spawning on the Hanford 
Reach indicates that over 60 percent of fall chinook spawning occurs at Vemita Bar and the 
Locke Island area near White Bluffs (PNL 1993~). The numbers of fall chinook spawning sites 
(redds) in the Hanford Reach increased between the late 1940s and the 1980s. In 1988, the 
Hanford Reach served as the spawning area for 50 to 60 percent of the total fall chinook salmon 
runs in the Columbia River (Figure 4-25) (PNNL 1996a). 

The Upper Columbia River run of steelhead has been federally listed as endangered. 
These fish spawn in and migrate through the Hanford Reach. Recent population estimates 
indicate that Upper Columbia River steelhead run has declined to fewer than 1,400 fish, 
prompting listing by the National Marine Fisheries Service (62 FR 43974). On March 16, 1999, 
the Upper Columbia River spring-run chinook salmon was added as endangered, and the Middle 
Columbia River steelhead was added as threatened. 



I Figure 4-24, Bald Eagle Primary Njght Roosts and Nest 
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3 Figure 4m25. Key Fall Chinook Salmon Spawning Areas. 
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Steelhead follow a life cycle similar to salmon, but with one distinct difference; salmon die 
after spawning, but steelhead migrate back to the ocean and a small percentage return in 
subsequent years to spawn again. Little is known about the quality and quantity of steelhead 
spawning, rearing, and adult holding habitat in the Hanford Reach. Counts from 1972 and 1988 
indicate that about 20,000 steelhead passed McNary Dam but did not pass Priest Rapids or Ice 
Harbor Dam. Some of these fish would enter the Yakima River while others would be caught in 
the Hanford Reach sport fishery. The remainder represent potential spawners. A substantial 
number of steelhead do terminate their migration in the Hanford Reach. 

Aquatic plants in the Hanford Reach include water milfoil, waterweed, pondweed, 
Columbia yellowcress, watercress, and duckweed (PNNL 1996a). Aquatic plants generally are 
more prevalent where currents are less swift (e.g., in slack water areas like sloughs) 
(WHC 1992~). Aquatic plants are important to resident fish because they provide food, cover, 
and spawning areas for a variety of species. Water milfoil, an aggressive introduced aquatic 
plant, is becoming a nuisance in the Columbia River because of its rapid growth and lack of 
natural control. 

Other aquatic species found in the Hanford Reach include a variety of microflora, 
zooplankton, and benthic invertebrates. Microflora include both sessile types (periphyton) and 
free-floating types (phytoplankton). Microflora species include diatoms, golden or yellow-brown 
algae, green algae, blue-green algae, red algae, and dinoflagellates. Dominant zooplankton taxa 
include Bosmina, Diapfornos, and Cyclops. Benthic invertebrate taxa occurring in the Hanford 
Reach include insect larvae such as caddis flies, midge flies, black flies, snails, freshwater 
sponges, limpets, and crayfish (PNNL 1996a). 

The small spring-streams, such as Rattlesnake and Snively Springs, contain diverse biotic 
communities and are extremely productive (PNNL 1996a). Dense blooms of watercress occur 
and are not lost until a major flash flood occurs. The aquatic insect production is fairly high as 
compared to that in mountain streams (PNNL 1996a). The macrobenthic biota varies from site to 
site and is related to the proximity of colonizing insects and other factors. 

4.5.7 Wefland Habifaf 

Wetlands include transitional lands occurring between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems 
(Figure 4-26) where the water table usually is close to the surface or where shallow water covers 
the surface. The primary jurisdictional wetlands found on the Hanford Site occur along the 
Hanford Reach and include the riparian and riverine habitats located along the river shoreline. 
Riparian habitat includes the uplands immediately adjacent to the Hanford Reach or its backwater 
sloughs and supports vegetation typical of a high water table (NPS 1994). Common riparian 
species found along the Hanford Reach include a variety of woody and herbaceous plant species. 

Other wetland habitats found on the Hanford Site are associated with man-made ponds 
and ditches occurring on the Hanford Site, including the E? Pond Complex located near the 
200 East Area and a small cooling and waste water pond in the 400 Area. The B Pond complex 
was constructed in 1945 to receive cooling water from facilities in that area. Since that time, 
effluent flow to the B Pond has halted. One lobe of the pond received cooling water until very 
recently; the rest of the B Pond complex is slowly reverting to a shrub-steppe ecosystem. 

The West Lake, a shallow, highly saline, and alkaline pond located southwest of Gable 
Mountain, fluctuates in size with changes in the water table (PNL 1991 b) and is currently less 
than 2 ha (5 ac) in size. Unlike other ponds on the Hanford Site, West Lake does not receive 
direct effluent discharges from Hanford Site facilities (PNL 1993a). Wetland vegetation found at 
West Lake is limited to scattered patches of emergent macrophytes, such as cattails and 
bulrushes. 
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4.5.8 Biological Resources Management 

The DOE is currently in the process of developing and implementing an  overall 
management strategy for the conservation of fish, wildlife, and plant populations and their 
habitats on the Hanford Site. The Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan 
(BRMaP) (DOE-RL 1996c) was developed to provide DOE and its contractors with a consistent 
approach to protect biological resources and to monitor, assess, and mitigate impacts from 
Hanford Site development, and environmental cleanup and restoration activities. The primary 
purposes of the BRMaP are (1) to support DOE Hanford missions; (2) to provide a mechanism for 
ensuring compliance with laws that relate to the management of potential impacts to biological 
resources; (3) to provide a framework for ensuring appropriate biological resource goals, 
objectives, and tools are in place to make DOE an  effective steward of the Hanford Site biological 
resources; and (4) to implement an ecosystem management approach for biological resources on 
the Site. 

Plant communities of concern have been identified for the Hanford Site using 
classifications from BRMaP. These classifications associate different management actions 
(i.e., monitoring,, impact assessment, mitigation, and preservation) with particular se t s  of 
biological resources. The BRMaP classifies Hanford Site biological resources into four levels of 
management concern (Figure 4-27), which can be  summarized as follows: 

b Level I biological resources are  resources that require some  level of status 
monitoring because of the recreational, commercial, or ecological role or previous 
protection status of the resources. Level I includes Washington State Monitor 3 
species (DOE-RL 1996). 

b Level I I  biological resources require consideration of potential adverse impacts 
from planned or unplanned Hanford Site actions for compliance with procedural 
and substantive laws such as NEPA, CERCLA, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
of 7978. Mitigation of potential impacts by avoidance and/or minimization is 
appropriate for this level; however, additional mitigation actions a r e  not required. 
Level I I  resources include Washington State Monitor 1 and 2 species and early 
successional habitats. 

b Level 111 biological resources require mitigation because the resource is listed by 
the State of Washington; is a candidate for Federal or state listing; is a plant, fish, 
or wildlife species with unique or significant value; has a special administrative 
designation (e.g., the ALE Reserve); or is environmentally sensitive. When 
avoidance and minimization a re  not possible, or application of these measures still 
results in adverse residual impacts above a specified threshold value, mitigation by 
rectification andlor compensation is required. Maintenance of Level 111 resource 
values may prevent more restrictive and costly management prescriptions in the  
future. Level 111 resources include Washington State candidate and sensitive 
species, threatened and endangered species, Federal candidate species, wetlands 
and deep-water habitats, and late-successional habitats. 

b Level IV biological resources that justify preservation as the primary management 
option because these resources are  federally protected or have regional and 
national significance. The plant communities and habitats that a re  defined as 
belonging to this level are of such high quality and/or rarity that damages  to these 
resources cannot be mitigated except through compensatory mitigation by 
acquiring and protecting in-kind resources. The legally protected species that a re  
included in Level IV cannot be impacted without the concurrence of the USFWS, 
so these types of impacts do not jeopardize the continued existence of the 
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species. Level IV resources include Federal threatened and endangered species and those 
species proposed for listing, rare habitats such as the White Bluffs, active and stabilized sand 
dunes, and basalt outcrops. 

The BRMaP provides a broad, but comprehensive, direction that specifies DOE biological 
resource policies, goals, and objectives and prescribes how they would be met. Two subordinate 
implementing documents outline specific management actions necessary to meet the policies, 
goals, and objectives, as described below: 

0 The Ecological Compliance Assessment Management Plan (DOE-RL 1 995a) 
outlines the methods to be used to evaluate and quantify environmental impacts. 

0 The Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy Plan (BRMiS) I 
(DOE-RL 1996) is designed to aid DOE in balancing its primary missions of 
environmental restoration, technology development, and economic diversification 
with its stewardship responsibilities for the biological resources it administers. The 
BRMiS would (1) ensure consistent and effective implementation of mitigation 
recommendations and requirements; (2) ensure that mitigation measures for 
biological resources meet the responsibilities of DOE under both the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 7969 (NEPA) and the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 7980 (CERCIA); (3) enable Hanford 
Site development and cleanup projects to anticipate and plan for mitigation needs 
through early identification of mitigation requirements; (4) provide guidance to 
Hanford personnel in implementing mitigation in a cost-effective and timely 
manner; and (5) preserve Hanford biological resources while facilitating balanced 
development and Site restoration activities. 

These draft management plans are currently in trial use at the Hanford Site for a one-year 
period. The plans are presented as guidance, not requirements. The plans have been issued to 
various resource agencies, organizations, and stakeholders for review and comment, and it is 
expected that once comments are received and on-the-ground implementation experience is 
gained, the plans would be revised and issued as Hanford Site requirements. 

4.5.9 Biodiversify 

The principles of ecosystem management and sustainable development are the 
foundation upon which DOE manages its lands and facilities. Comprehensive plans guide land- 
and facility-use decisions by addressing ecological, social, and cultural factors, as well as Site 
mission and economics. This DOE policy would result in land and facility uses that support 
DOE'S mission at Hanford, while stimulating the economy and protecting the environment 
(CEQ 1993). 

Biodiversity, a critical component of comprehensive land-use planning, has been defined 
as the diversity of ecosystems, species, and genes, and the variety and variability of life 
(CEQ 1993). Major components of biodiversity are plant and animal species, micro-organisms, 
ecosystems and ecological processes, and the inter-relationships between and among these 
components. Biodiversity also is a qualitative measure of the richness and abundance of 
ecosystems and species in a given area (NPS 1994). 

Features contributing to biodiversity on the Hanford Site include one of the largest 
undisturbed tracts of native shrub-steppe habitat left in Washington State and the Hanford 
Reach, which is the last free-flowing nontidal stretch of the Columbia River in the United States 
(PNNL 1996a). Other influencing factors include topographic features such as Rattlesnake 
Mountain, Gable Butte, and Gable Mountain; a variety of soil textures ranging from sand to silty 
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and sandy loam; and most importantly, the lack of human use  and development over much of the 
Hanford Site. Specialized terrestrial habitats contributing to the biodiversity of the Hanford Site 
include a reas  af sagebrush-steppe, basalt outcrops, scarps (cliffs), scree slopes, and sand 
dunes. Aquatic components of biodiversity are  mainly associated with the Columbia River and 
include aquatic habitat, wetland and riparian areas, and riverine habitat along Hanford Reach 
shoreline and islands in the Columbia River. Ecologically important plant and animal species on 
the Hanford Site include species of concern; commercial and recreational wildlife species (e.g., 
anadromous fish, mule deer, and upland game birds); and plant species used as a source of 
food, medicine, fiber, and dye by native peoples of the Columbia Basin ( W C  1992d). 

In 1992, DOE and The Nature Conservancy entered into a Memorandum of Understand- 
ing that called for a cooperative and coordinated inventory of plants, animals, and ecologically 
significant a reas  at the  Hanford Site. In 1994, DOE awarded The Nature Conservancy a grant to 
conduct a partial inventory of the Hanford Site on the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope. The 
inventory, which was  conducted from March 1994 to March 1995, showed that the Hanford Site 
supports a rich mosaic of relatively unaltered and increasingly uncommon native habitats, the  
quality and extent of which a re  unequaled within the Columbia Basin (TNC and Pabst 1995). 
Significant numbers of plant, bird, and insect species, many of which a re  rare or in declined 
numbers in Washington State, were found to be associated with or dependent on these habitats. 
The Hanford Site serves as a genetic bank for both the common and unusual plants and animals 
that comprise the shrub-steppe ecosystem. This initial inventory can provide only a rough 
indication of the quality of biodiversity that is to be found on the main part of the Hanford Site, 
which is more extensively disturbed than the ALE Reserve or  the Wahluke Slope. Additional 
inventories a re  being performed of the main part of the Hanford Site and may include studies of 
small mammals, reptiles and amphibians, and nonvascular plants. 

The central portion of the Hanford Site has not been farmed or grazed by livestock for 
over 50 years, allowing the Hanford Site to serve as a refuge for various plant and animal species 
(PNNL 1996a). However, the invasion and spread of non-native plant species into previously 
disturbed areas  represents a potential threat to biodiversity through displacement of native 
species, simplification of plant communities, and fragmentation of habitat. Introduced plant 
species account for approximately 21 percent of the vascular plants found on the Hanford Site 
and include species such as cheatgrass, Russian thistle, and most of the tree species found on 
the Hanford Site (WHC 19929. Most of t h e  disturbed areas  on the Hanford Site, including 
abandoned farmland and areas  burned by wildfire, a re  dominated by nearly pure stands of 
cheatgrass where the native shrub component has been modified severely or replaced altogether 
(Cushing 1992). 

Human activities may have profound effects on the biodiversity of an  ecosystem or 
community. Among other factors, these human activities include habitat modification or 
destruction and habitat fragmentation. Destruction or modification of a habitat can occur when 
undisturbed areas  a re  harvested or converted to other uses, such as agriculture or industrial 
facilities. Habitat fragmentation occurs when disturbed areas  break up a large community into 
smaller isolated undisturbed areas. When fragmentation occurs, biodiversity is impacted 
because the smaller undisturbed areas  may not be capable of supporting the s a m e  number of 
species. The edges of the undisturbed area also may be strongly affected by proximity to the 
disturbed area,  further reducing the size of the area that is truly undisturbed. Furthermore, the 
disturbed areas  may serve as migration barriers for s o m e  species, effectively blocking 
recolonization of areas  where small localized extinctions have occurred. Areas such as the 
Hanford Site serve to preserve regional biodiversity by providing refuges for species that have 
been eliminated by human activities in the surrounding region. 
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4.6 Cultural Resources 

The Hanford Site is known to be rich in cultural resources, with numerous, well-preserved 
archaeological sites representing the period since American Indian contact with Euro-Americans, 
and the period prior to that contact. These periods are often referred to as "prehistoric" and 
"historic,',' but these terms do not recognize 'the fact 
that members of Tribal Nations have maintained an  
active oral history for a long period of time that 
predates the contact with Euro-Americans. For this 
reason, the EIS will use the terms "post-contact" and 
"pre-contact" to describe these periods when 
appropriate. Management of the Hanford Site cultural 
resources follows the Draft Hanford Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (CRMP) (DOE-RL 1999) 
and is conducted for DOE by the Cultural Resources 
staff of the Environmental Restoration Contractor 
team, in partnership with the Fluor Daniel Hanford, 
Inc., staff historian and the Hanford Cultural 
Resources Laboratory (HCRL) of PNNL (see text box, 
"Hanford Site Quick Facts: Cultural Resources"). 

Hanford Site Quick Bets: CuttUral Resources 

-Forty+!ne properti& are listed on ttie Nationat: 
Register: . 

The CRMP, which was  approved by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in 
1989, was  developed to establish guidance for the identification, evaluation, recordation, curation, 
and management of archaeological, historic, and traditional cultural resources as individual 
entities or as contributing properties within a district. The plan specifies methods of consultation 
with affected Tribes and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, government agencies, and 
interested parties, and includes strategies for the preservation andlor curation of representative 
properties, archives, and objects. 

Cultural resources are defined as any district, Site, building, structure, or object 
considered to be important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, 
religious or other reasons. For the purpose of this Final HCP EIS, these resources are  divided 
into several categories: pre-contact and post-contact archaeological resources, architectural 
resources, and traditional (American Indian) cultural resources. Significant cultural resources a re  
those that are eligible or potentially eligible for listing in The National Register of Historic Places 
(National Register) (NPS 1988). 

Consultation is required to identify the traditional cultural properties that are  important to 
maintaining the cultural heritage of American Indian Tribes. Under separate treaties signed in 
1855, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation ceded lands to the United States that include the present Hanford 
Site. Under the treaties, the Tribes reserved the right to fish a t  usual and accustomed places in 
common with the citizens of the territory, and retained the privilege of hunting, gathering roots 
and berries, and pasturing horses and cattle upon open unclaimed land. The Tribes also 
reserved the right to erect temporary buildings a t  usual and accustomed places. The Treaty 
of 1855 with the Nez Perce Tribe includes similar reservations of rights, and the Hanford Reach is 
identified as the location of usual and accustomed places. The Wanapum People a re  not 
signatory to any treaty with the United States and are  not a federally recognized Tribe; however, 
the Wanapum People were historical residents of the Hanford Site, and their interests in the area 
have been acknowledged. 

The methodology for identifying, evaluating, and mitigating impacts to cultural resources is 
defined by Federal laws and regulations including the National Historic Preservation Act of 7966, 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 7979, the Native American Graves Protection and 
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Repatriation Act of 1990, and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. A project 
affects a significant resource when it alters the characteristics of the property, including relevant 
features of itsenvironment or use, that qualify it as significant according to the National Register 
criteria. These effects may include those listed in 36 CFR 800.9. Impacts to traditional American 
Indian properties can be determined only through consultation with the affected American Indian 
groups. 

In 1995, 964 cultural resource sites and isolated finds were recorded in the files of the 
Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) (PNNL 1996a). Forty-eight archaeological sites 
and one building a re  included on the National Register. National Register nominations have been 
prepared for several archaeological districts and sites considered to be eligible for listing on the 
National Register. While many significant cultural resources have been identified, only a small 
portion of the Hanford Site has been surveyed by cultural resource specialists and few of the 
known sites have been evaluated for their eligibility for listing in the National Register. Many 
additional cultural resources may remain unidentified. Cultural resource reviews are  conducted 
when projects a r e  proposed in areas  that have not been previously surveyed. About 100 to 
120 reviews were conducted annually through 1991 ; this figure rose to more than 360 reviews 
during 1995 (PNNL 1996a). 

4.6. I Pre-Confacf Archaeological Resources 

People have inhabited the middle Columbia River region since the end of the glacial 
period. More than 8,000 years of precontact human activity in this largely arid environment have 
left extensive archaeological deposits. Certain a reas  inland from the river show evidence of 
concentrated human activity, and recent surveys indicate extensive, although dispersed, use  of 
arid lowlands for hunting. Graves are  common in various settings, as are  spirit quest monuments 
(Neitzel et al. 1998). Throughout most of the region outside of Hanford, hydroelectric 
development, agricultural activities, and domestic and industrial construction have destroyed or 
covered the majority of these deposits. Amateur artifact collectors have had an  immeasurable 
impact on the remainder of the resources. Within the Hanford Site, from which the public is 
restricted, archaeological resources found in the Hanford Reach and on adjacent plateaus and 
mountains have been spared some  of the disturbances that have befallen other sites. The 
Hanford Site is, thus, a de facto reserve of archaeological information of the kind and quality that 
has been lost elsewhere in the region. 

Currently, about 320 prehistoric archaeological sites have been recorded on the Hanford 
Site. Forty eight of these sites a re  included on the National Register of Historic Places; two are  
single sites and the remainder a re  located in seven archaeological districts. In addition, several 
National Register nominations a re  pending and nine individual archaeological sites have been 
determined to be eligible for listing. Archaeological sites include the remains of numerous 
pithouse villages, campsites and graves, spirit quest monuments, hunting camps, game drive 
complexes, quarries, hunting and kill sites, and small temporary camps (Neitzel e t  ai. 1998). 

Recorded sites were found during archaeological reconnaissance projects conducted 
between 1926 and 1968. Systematic archaeological surveys conducted from the middle 1980s 
through 1995 a re  responsible for the remainder. The 100 Areas were surveyed in the early 
199Os, revealing other archaeological sites (DO1 1995a). 
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4.6.2 American Indian Cultural Resources 

In preycontact and early contact periods, the Hanford Reach was  populated by American 
Indians of various Tribal affiliations. The Wanapum People and the Chamnapum Band lived 
along the Columbia River from south of Richland upstream to Vantage (DO1 1995a). Some of 
their descendants still live nearby at Priest Rapids, and others have been incorporated into the 
Yakama and Umatilla Reservations. Palus People, who lived on the lower Snake River, joined 
the Wanapum, Nez Perce, and Chamnapum to fish the Hanford Reach, and some  inhabited the 
eas t  bank of the  river (DO1 1995a). Walla Walla and Umatilla People also made periodic visits to 
fish in the area. These people retain traditional secular and religious ties to the region, and many 
have knowledge of the ceremonies and lifeways of their culture. The Washani, or Seven Drums 
religion, which originated among the Wanapum on what is now the Hanford Site, is still practiced 
by many people on the Yakama, Umatilla, Warm Springs, and Nez Perce Reservations. Native 
plant and animal foods, many of which a re  abundant on the Hanford Site, are  used in the 
ceremonies performed by sect members of this religion, as well as other American Indians who 
conduct traditional activities (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

During public scoping of this EIS, Tribal governments emphatically expressed a n  interest 
in renewing their use  of these resources in accordance with the Treaties of 1855. The DOE is 
attempting to address the  Tribal governments' concerns by allowing access for the purposes of 
religious activities and gathering foods and medicines to the extent that these activities a re  
consistent with DOE missions. From a traditional American Indian viewpoint, nature is 
intrinsically spiritual, as sacredness is embedded in natural phenomena, landforms, plants, and 
animals. People a re  one  of the thousands of species in a single interconnected system of 
species relationships. This system of relationships is considered to be based on a s e n s e  of 
reciprocity, and a threat to the land or environment can be perceived as a threat to the entire 
culture. Impacts to the natural landscape also might be considered impacts to the self-identity of 
a Tribal community. 

Spirituality is expressly interwoven in the Tribal community's way of life. This attachment 
to land and water means that sacred sites are  not always confined or precisely located and are  
numerous and diverse in form (DO1 1995a). 

The Hanford Site possesses  traditional cultural significance for many members of 
Columbia Plateau Tribes. Certain sites demonstrate traditional cultural significance for the 
following reasons: 

e American Indians associate certain locations with traditional beliefs about their 
origin, their cultural history, or the nature of the world. 

e American Indian religious practitioners historically have gone, and continue to go, 
to these locations to perform ceremonial activities in accordance with traditional 
cultural rules. 

a American Indians make u s e  of natural resources in the conduct of traditional 
activities. Use can be as food, medicine, barter and exchange items (currency), 
and for artistic and religious purposes. The act and method of gathering, 
processing, and exchange and use  can all carry important cultural significance. 

4.6.3 Post-Contact Archaeological and Architectural Resources 

The first Euro-Americans who came  to this region were Lewis and Clark, who traveled 
along the Columbia and Snake rivers during their 1803 to 1806 exploration of the Louisiana 
Territory. Lewis and Clark were followed by fur trappers, military units, and miners who also 
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passed through on their way to more productive lands upriver and downstream and across the 
Columbia Basin. It was not until the  1860s that merchants set up stores, a freight depot, and the 
White Bluffs Ferry on the Hanford Reach. Chinese miners began to work the gravel bars for 
gold. Cattle ranches opened in the 1880s and farmers soon followed. Several small, thriving 
towns, including Hanford, White Bluffs, and Ringold, were established along the riverbanks in the 
early 20th century. Other ferries were established a t  Wahluke and Richland. The  towns and 
nearly all other structures were razed after the U.S. government acquired the land for the original 
Hanford Engineer Works in the early 1940s (Neitzel 1997). 

A total of 390 post-contact archaeological sites, 89 post-contact isolated finds, and 
numerous post-contact properties have been recorded by the HCRL on the Hanford Site. Of 
these sites, one  is included in the National Register. Properties from the pre-Hanford Site era  
include semi-subterranean structures near McGee Ranch; the Hanford Irrigation and Power 
Company pumping plant at Coyote Rapids; the Hanford Irrigation Ditch; the old Hanford townsite, 
pumping plant, and high school; Wahluke Ferry; the White Bluffs townsite and bank; the Richland 
Ferry; Arrowsmith townsite; a cabin at  East White Bluffs ferry landing; the White Bluffs road; the 
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and Pacific Railroad (Priest Rapids-Hanford Line) and associated 
whistle stops; and the Bruggerman fruit warehouse (Cushing 1995). Historic archaeological sites, 
including the  East White Bluffs townsite and associated ferry landings and an  assortment of trash 
scatters, homesteads, corrals, and dumps, have been recorded by the  HCRL since 1987. Minor 
test excavations have been conducted at  some of the historic sites, including the Hanford 
townsite locality. In addition to the recorded sites, numerous unrecorded areas  of gold mine 
tailings along the river bank and the  remains of homesteads, farm fields, ranches, and 
abandoned US. Army installations are  scattered over the entire Hanford Site. 

More recent historic structures a re  the defense reactors and associated materials 
processing facilities that a re  present on the Hanford Site. The first reactors (B, D, and F) were 
constructed in 1943 as part of the Manhattan Project. Plutonium for the first atomic explosion 
and the bomb that destroyed Nagasaki to end World War I I  was produced a t  the  B Reactor. 
Additional reactors and processing facilities were constructed after World War I I  during the  Cold 
War. All reactor containment buildings still stand, although many ancillary structures have been 
removed. The B Reactor is listed on the National Register and was  given the National Historic 
Landmark Award (Cushing 1995). About 45 other buildings have been evaluated for National 
Register eligibility by the SHPO. 

A Historic Buildings Task Force was  established to coordinate future evaluations among 
DOE and the Hanford Site contractors. This task force established the Hanford Site Historic 
District, identified all contributing and noncontributing buildings and structures within the District, 
and prepared a n  Historic Buildings Programmatic Agreement to direct the documentation of the 
contributing properties. 

After negotiation, the  Programmatic Agreement was  approved by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the SHPO, and DOE in August 1996. The Programmatic Agreement 
outlines the methods agreed to by these parties to preserve and protect significant historical 
resources on the  Hanford Site. The Programmatic Agreement stipulates that DOE will document 
the  contributing historic buildings and structures identified in Appendix C of the Programmatic 
Agreement, which includes about 190 buildings considered to be historically significant. These 
buildings will require mitigation (Le., to document the historical character of the building) prior to 
activities that might adversely affect historic characteristics. The Programmatic Agreement also 
identifies the  form of mitigation required and exemptions to the requirement for mitigation. 
Evaluation and mitigation will proceed for the identified buildings in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement. 
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The Programmatic Agreement allows for: the exemption of property types from review 
and documentation requirements; the exemption of classes of action from review; the designation 
of an Historic District; the mitigation of all actions on Site, up to and including demolition of 
properties, through production of a Site-wide process/events history. Provisions in the 
Programmatic Agreement are implemented through the "Hanford Site Manhattan Project and 
Cold War Era Historic District Treatment Plan." 

For the purpose of this discussion, the cultural resources present along the Columbia 
River and in the 100 Areas are considered together. This allows a discussion of sensitive cultural 
resources, without providing information sufficient to allow the discovery and/or adverse impact of 
these resources by unauthorized personnel. Much of the following information has been obtained 
from the Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Characterization (PNNL 1996a). 

Intensive field surveys were completed in the 100 Areas from 1991 to 1993. Much of the 
surface area within and near the 100 Areas fencelines has been disturbed by the industrial 
activities that have taken place during the past 50 years. Numerous archaeological sites have 
been encountered, and many are potentially eligible for the National Register. A complete 
inventory of 100 Area buildings and structures was completed during fiscal year 1996. The 
former community of Wahluke, which was at the landing of a ferry of the same name, is situated 
on the north bank of the river. 

The principal post-contact site in the vicinity is the East White Bluffs ferry landing and 
former townsite, which has been considered for nomination to the National Register. The site 
was the upriver terminus of shipping during the early and mid-19th century. It was at this point 
that supplies for trappers, traders, and miners were off-loaded, and commodities from the interior 
were transferred from pack trains and wagons to river boats. The first store and feny of the 
mid-Columbia region were located at this site. A log cabin, thought by some to have been a 
blacksmith shop in the mid-I 9th century, still stands. The structure has been recorded according 
to standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey. The only remaining structure associated 
with the White Bluffs townsite (near the railroad) is the White Bluffs Bank. A revised historic 
property inventory form for the bank was completed in 1995. Two Manhattan Project buildings, 
105-F and 108-F, remain in the 100-F Area. The 108-F Biology Laboratory, originally a chemical 
pump house, has been determined eligible for the National Register. 

In the vicinity of 1 00-F, post-contact sites were recorded during 1992, 1993, and 1995 and 
include 20th century farmsteads, household dumps, and military encampments. None of the 
sites have been evaluated for eligibility to the National Register. Only three buildings associated 
with the Cold War era remain in this area. These buildings were inventoried and evaluated 
in 1996. 

In the 100-K Area, historic sites containing the remains of farms are found in the nearby 
area; four historic sites and three isolated finds have been recorded as of 1994. Two important 
linear features, the Hanford Irrigation Ditch and the former Priest Rapids-Hanford railroad, also 
are present in the 1 OO-K Area. Remnants of the Allard community and the Allard pump house at 
Coyote Rapids are located west of the K Reactor compound. The Historic Buildings Task Force 
has recommended that the 105-KW Reactor and the 1706-KE and 1706-KER water recirculation 
study facilities be listed in the National Register. 

Knowledge about the archaeology of the 100-N Area is based largely on reconnaissance- 
level archaeological surveys conducted within the last 30 years (PNNL 1996a). These surveys 
are not complete inventories of the areas covered. Intensive surveys of surrounding areas were 
conducted during 1991. The Hanford Generating Plant vicinity also has been surveyed 
intensively for archaeological resources. 
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The most common evidence of activities now found near the 1 OO-N Area consists of gold 
mine tailings on riverbanks and archaeological sites where farmsteads once stood. The 
significance of the 1 OO-N buildings, their role in the Cold War, and their eligibility for listing in the 
National Register, have been documented through The Hanford Site N Reactor Buildings Task 
Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties (BHI 1996a), which was conducted during 
fiscal year 1995. Buildings 105-N, 109-N, 155-N, 185-N, and 1112-N have been determined 
eligible for the National Register by DOE and the SHPO. Additional determinations for 
contributing buildings have been submitted to the SHPO, as well as a mitigation plan for the 
1 OO-N Reactor complex. 

An archaeological survey conducted of all undeveloped portions of the 200 East Area and 
a 50 percent random sample conducted of undeveloped portions of the 200 West Area have 
indicated no findings of archaeological sites (PNL 1990b). However, some small sites are known 
to exist within the boundaries of the 200 East and 200 West Area (PNL 1990b). The only 
evaluated historic site is the old White Bluffs freight road that crosses diagonally through the 
200 West Area. The road, which was originally an American Indian trail, has  been in continuous 
use as a transportation route since pre-contact history and has  played a role in Euro-American 
immigration, regional development, agriculture, and the recent Hanford Site operations. As such, 
the property has been determined to be eligible for the National Register, although the segment 
that passes  through the 200 West Area is considered to be a noncontributing element. A 1 OO-m 
(328-ft) restricted zone has  been created to protect the road from uncontrolled disturbance. In 
addition, 49 buildings in the 200 East and 200 West Areas have been evaluated; nine of these 
buildings have been determined as eligible for the National Register. 

Most of the 300 Area has  been highly disturbed by industrial activities. Five recorded 
archaeological sites including campsites, house pits, and a historic trash scatter are recorded at 
least partially within the 300 Area; any more may be located in subsurface deposits. The historic 
site contains debris scatter and road beds associated with farmsteads. One  archaeological site is 
recognized as eligible for listing in the National Register. The  majority of the buildings in the 300 
Area were constructed in the Manhattan Project and Cold War eras (1943 through 1989). A total 
of 158 buildings/structures in the 300 Area have been inventoried on historic property inventory 
forms. Of that number, 47 buildings/structures have been determined eligible for the National 
Register as contributing properties within the Historic District recommended for mitigation (Neitzel 
et  al. 1998). 

Most of the 400 Area has  been subjected to intensive development-related construction 
activities. Archaeologists surveying the site in 1978 were able to find only 12 ha (30 ac) that were 
undisturbed. No cultural resources were found within that small area and no sites have been 
recorded or are known to exist within 2 km (1.2 mi) of the 400 Area (Cushing 1995). The FFTF 
and its associated structures have been evaluated by the Historic Buildings Task Force. 
Buildings 405,4703, and 471 0 have been .recommended as contributing properties to the 
Hanford Site Historic District. 

The 600 Area contains diverse cultural resource sites and traditional cultural properties. 
Project-driven surveys have been conducted throughout the area, but much of the 600 Area 
remains unsurveyed. 

Five anti-aircraft artillery sites have been determined eligible for the National Register. 
Because of the proposed remediation of these sites, mitigation to reduce the adverse effects will 
be carried out. The  Central Shops Complex, in the 600 Area, was  determined to be ineligible for 
the National Register in 1995 (Cushing 1995). 

I l  
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Historic cultural resources have been identified in or near the 1 100 Area. These 
resources include remnants of homesteads and agricultural structures predating the 
establishment of the Hanford Site. - 

4.7 Socioeconomic Environment 

Activity on the Hanford Site plays a dominant role in the socioeconomics of the Tri-Cities 
and other parts of Benton and Franklin counties. The Tri-Cities serves as a market center for a 
much broader area of eastern Washington, including Adams, Columbia, Grant, Walla Walla, and 
Yakima counties. The Tri-Cities also serves parts of northeastern Oregon, including Morrow, 
Umatilla, and Wallowa counties. Socioeconomic impacts of changes at Hanford are mostly 
confined to the immediate Tri-Cities community and Benton and Franklin counties (and Yakima 
County, to a lesser extent) (PNL 1984; PNL 1987). However, because of the significance of the 
wider agricultural region and surrounding communities in the Tri-Cities economic base, this 
section briefly discusses the wider region as well (Figure 4-28). Table 4-8 summarizes the 
regional (Benton and Franklin counties) jobs from 1995 to 1996. 

Due to the changing Hanford mission, it has been necessary to develop a facility transition 
plan. The first step would be conversion, which transitions the process from facilities that were 
developed to support DOES nuclear production mission to either new Federal or private 
development. There have been many obstacles to the successful implementation of a facility 
reuse plan. The objectives of a successful conversion are as follows: 

0 Retraining and re-employment of those who have lost jobs, directly or indirectly, as 
a result of the Federal mission change 

Creation of jobs to replace the revenue lost directly through reductions in payroll 
taxes and property taxes, as well as through indirect impacts, such as lost sales 
tax revenue 

Reuse of the facilities on the Hanford Site so the local government might generate 
revenue to cover the costs involved in its newly acquired responsibilities of 
maintaining and servicing those facilities, such as the provision of police and fire 
services and municipal utilities (e.g., water service) 

Using the closure as an opportunity to revitalize the local community 

Mitigating the impacts on the community at large, both from the business and 
social service perspectives. 



I Figure 4-28. Areas of Washington and Oregon Where 
3 Socioeconomic Resources Might Be Affected.(DOE 19956). 
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1996 Annual 

Average Industry 1997 Annual % Change 
Average 1996-1 997 

Nonagricultural wage laborers I 70,200 I 70,100 I -0.1 I 

Wholesale and retail trade 
Finance, insurance, and real estate 
Services 
Government 
Agriculturala 

Manufacturing I 5,800 I 5,700 I -1.7 I 

15,600 16,100 3.2 
2,200 2,200 0.0 

26,100 19,600 
13,400 13,500 0.7 

5,500 

U 

Construction I 4,100 I 4,100 I -0.0 I 
U 

Public utilities I 2,900 I 9000 I I 

There are several steps that a community may have to take to achieve the objectives of a 
successful conversion, including some of those outlined below: 

0 Improvement of marketing of facilities (Le., buildings, transportation, and utilities) 
to new employers 

Training of potential employees 

0 Negotiation of property transfer and leases 

0 Negotiation of care and custody agreements 

0 Supporting environmental remediation to enable the transfer of property 

0 Acquisition of funding for continued conversion efforts (e.g., planning and 
implementation) 

0 Conducting feasibility studies to assist in the successful implementation of specific 
components of the reuse plan, such as the creation of a historic district or 
educational programs. 

The Hanford Community is working on the Hanford facilities reuse problem through a 
collation of local cities, port districts, and counties, with assistance from DOES Office of Worker 
and Community Transition. 

4.7.1 Demographics 

Estimates for 1996 placed population totals for Benton and Franklin counties at 134,100 
and 43,900, respectively (Neitzel et al. 1998). When compared to the 1990 census data in which 
Benton County had 112,560 residents and Franklin County population totaled 37,473, the current 
population totals reflect the continued growth occurring in these two counties. 

The 1997 estimates distributed the Tri-Cities population as follows: Richland, 36,500; 
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Pasco, 35,300; and Kennewick, 49,090. The combined 
populations of Benton City, Prosser, and West Richland 
totaled 13,905 in 1997 (see text box, “Hanford Site Quick 
Facts: Popuiations [I996 Estimatesl”). The 
unincorporated population of Benton County was  34,555. 
In Franklin County, incorporated areas  other than Pasco 
have a total population of 3,385. The unincorporated 
population of Franklin County was 15,215 (Neitzel et al. 
1998). 

. .  
fianfori $ite Quick Facts: Populations 

- - - .: f7996 Estimates) 

‘Kenhewick: 48,010 
. RicMahd: .35,990 
P~SCO: 22;370 

Benton and Franklin counties accounted for 2.4 percent of the population in Washington 
State (Neitzel e t  al. 1998). In 1997, the population demographics of Benton and Franklin 
counties were quite similar to those found within the State of Washington. In 1997, 54.1 percent 
of the population of Benton and Franklin counties was  under the a g e  of 35, compared to 
50.3 percent for t h e  State of Washington. In general, the population of Benton and Franklin 
counties is somewhat younger than that of Washington State. The  0- to 14-year-old a g e  group 
accounts for 26.5 percent of the total bi-county population as compared to 22.6 percent for 
Washington State. In 1996, the 65-year-old and older age  group constituted 9.6 percent of the 
population of Benton and Franklin counties compared to 11.5 percent for the State of 
Washington. 

4.7.7.7 Demographics of Minorify Populafions. Demographic information obtained from the 
US. Bureau of Census was  used to identify minority populations and low-income communities 
within a n  80-km (50-mi) radius surrounding the Hanford Site. For the  evaluation of environmental 
justice impacts, the  area defined by this 80-km (50-mi) radius is considered the zone of potential 
impact. 

4.7.7.7.7 Definifions. The demographic analysis used the following definitions to 
develop community characteristics: 

Census tract - An area defined for the  purpose of monitoring census data that is 
usually comprised of between 2,500 and 8,000 persons, with 4,000 persons being 
ideal. When first delineated, census tracts are  designed to be  homogeneous with 
respect to population characteristics, economic status, and living conditions. 
Census tracts do not cross county boundaries. Spatial census tract size varies 
widely depending on the density of settlement. Census tract boundaries a re  
delineated with the  intention of being maintained over a long period of time so 
statistical comparisons can be made from census to census. 

Census block group - An area defined for the purpose of monitoring census data 
that generally consists of between 250 and 550 housing units. 

Minority populations - A group of people and/or communities experiencing common 
conditions of exposures or impact that consists of persons classified by the U.S. 
Bureau of Census as Negro/BlacklAfrican American, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific 
Islander, American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, and other non-White persons, based on 
self-classification by the people according to the race with which they most closely 
identify. For the purposes of analysis, minority populations a re  defined as those 
census tracts within the zone of impact where the percent minority population 
exceeds the percentage minority population within the entire zone of impact. 
Census tracts where the percent minority population exceeds 50 percent a re  also 
considered minority populations. In the case of migrant or dispersed populations, a 
minority population consists of a group that is greater than a 50 percent minority. 
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0 Low-income community - An area where the median household income is 
80 percent or more below the median household income for the metropolitan 

-statistical area (urban) or county (rural). The  80 percent threshold was used based 
on definitions used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Population base - Census tracts were included in the analysis if 50 percent of the 
geographic area of the tract fell within the 80-km (50-mi) radius of the Hanford Site. 

4.7.1.1.2 Minorify and Low-Income Populafions Near Hanford. Demographic maps 
were prepared using 1990 census data resolved to the census group tract level (USBC 1992). 

A total population of approximately 384,000 people reside within an  80-km (50-mi) radius 
of the Hanford Site. The minority population within the area consists of approximately 95,000 
people and represents approximately 25 percent of the population in the assessment area. The 
ethnic composition of the  minority population is primarily Hispanic (approximately 80 percent) and 
American Indian (8 percent). Census tracts where the percentage of minority persons within the 
population exceeds 20 percent a r e  located to the southwest and northeast of the Hanford Site and 
within the City of Pasco, Washington (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

The low-income population within the 80-km (50-mi) area of impact represents 
approximately 42 percent of the households in the area of impact. Census tracts where the 
percentage of the population consisting of low-income households exceeds 25 percent a r e  
principally located to the southwest and north of the Hanford Site and within the City of Pasco, 
Washington (Neitzel et al. 1998). Considerable overlap between low-income populations and 
minority populations exists in the  vicinity of the Hanford Site. 

4.7.1.1.3 Limifafions of Demographic Dafa. Characterization of minority and low- 
income populations residing within a geographical area is sensitive to the  basic definitions and 
assumptions used to identify those populations. Consequently, the number of individuals 
identified as minority and/or low-income individuals within the  population around a particular site 
may vary from analysis to analysis. Several different approaches to identification of minority and 
low-income populations have been used in recent DOE EISs. The approach presented in this EIS 
is consistent with the approach used in the Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Characterizafion (Neitzel et al. 1998). Other demographic studies may use  different assumptions 
and, consequently, report a different total population, minority population, or low-income 
population depending on the assumptions used to identify each population. 

4.7.2 Economics 

This section summarizes pertinent economic activity within the region of interest, including 
information on the general economy, employment, income, and impact of the Hanford Site. 
Historically, the primary industries within the region have been related to agriculture - a multitude 
of crops encompassing many fruits, vegetables, and grains a re  grown each year. 

4.7.2.1 Employmenf in the Tri-Cifies. Three major sectors have been the principal driving 
forces of the economy in the Tri-Cities since the early 1970s: (1) DOE and Hanford Site 
contractors; (2) Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPSS) in its construction and operation of 
nuclear power plants; and (3) agriculture, including a substantial food-processing industry. With 
the exception of a minor amount of agricultural commodities sold to local area consumers, the 
goods and services produced by these sectors a re  exported from the Tri-Cities. In addition to 
direct employment and payrolls, these major sectors also support a sizable number of jobs in the 
local economy through the procurement of equipment, supplies, and business services. 

DOE and Hanford Confracfors -- An average of 1 1 ,I 04 employees worked for 
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DOE and its Hanford contractors in 1997. This number is down from over 19,000 in 
1994 d u e  to downsizing activities, which has reduced employment a t  Hanford by 

- 7,700 through FY 1996 (source: Hanford Site Internet homepage). In addition to 
downsizing by Hanford contractors in 1996, DOE created a new Project Hanford 
Team in a n  effort to produce cleanup results more cost effectively over a shorter 
time period, and to help diversify and stabilize the Tri-Cities economy. This team is 
made  up  of the overall management contractor Fluor Daniel Hanford Company, 
Fluor’s six major subcontractors, and six newly created “enterprise companies.” 
Fluor Daniel Hanford Company is responsible for integrating and directing cleanup 
tasks. The actual cleanup work is conducted by the six subcontractors. The 
“enterprise companies” provide services to the six major subcontractors. 

As of December 31, 1997, the official employment count for Hanford w a s  10,690, 
which includes Fluor Daniel Hanford Company; Fluor‘s six major subcontractors, 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Bechtel Hanford, Inc., Hanford 
Environmental Health Foundation, ICF Kaiser; and local DOE employees. The 
“enterprise companies,” which have a combined employment of just over 2,200, 
were not included in this count. The Hanford payroll has a widespread impact on 
t h e  Tri-Cities and state economies, in addition to providing direct employment. 

0 Energy Northwest (former/y known as WPPSS) - Although activity related to 
nuclear power plant construction ceased with the completion of the WNP-2 reactor 
in 1983, Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) continues to be a major 
employer in the Tri-Cities area. Headquarters personnel based in Richland oversee 
the operation of one  generating facility and perform a variety of functions related to 
two mothballed nuclear plants and one  generating facility. In 1995 and 1996, 
downsizing activities at  Energy Northwest headquarters decreased employment to 
about 1,164 workers (down from more than 1,900 in 1994). Energy Northwest 
activities generated a payroll of approximately $81 million in the Tri-Cities during 
1996. Alternate uses  or decommissioning of the two mothballed Washington 
Nuclear Plants (WNP-1 and WNP-4) are  expected to begin in the next few years. 
These activities a re  expected to reduce the number of employees necessary to 
maintain these facilities (PNNL 1996a). 

0 Agricdture -- In 1996, agricultural activities in Benton and Franklin counties were 
responsible for approximately 10,446 jobs, or 13 percent of the total employment in 
the area. According to the US. Department of Commerce Regional Economic 
Information System, about 2,317 people were classified as farm proprietors in 
1995. Farm proprietors’ income, according to this s a m e  source, was estimated to 
be $69 million (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

In 1997, the counties of Benton, Franklin, and Walla Walla counties averaged 7,448 
seasonal farm workers, ranging from 1,809 workers during the winter pruning season  to 17,221 
workers at the  peak of harvest. An estimated average of 6,553 seasonal workers were classified 
as local (ranging from 1,251 to 14,388); an  average of 64 were classified as intrastate (ranging 
from 0 to 355); and a n  average of 832 were classified as interstate (ranging from 122 to 2,830). 
Most intrastate workers resided, elsewhere in Benton, Franklin, Walla Walla, and Yakima counties, 
although the peak harvest season saw an  influx of workers from around eastern and central 
Washington. 

Area farms and ranches generate a sizable number of jobs in supporting sectors, such as 
agricultural services (e.g., application of pesticides and fertilizers or irrigation system development) 
and sales of farm supplies and equipment. Although formally classified as a manufacturing 
activity, food processing is a natural extension of the farm sector. More than 20 food processors 
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Railroad retirement 

Federal civilian retirement 

Veterans pension and military retirement 

in Benton and Franklin counties produce items such as potato products, canned fruits and 
vegetables, wine, and animal feed. 

- 
In addition to the three major employment sectors (Hanford-related, power marketing, and 

agricultural), five other employers in 1996 were readily identified as contributors to the economic 
base  of the Tri-Cities economy: (1) Iowa Beef Processing Inc., which employed 1,500 workers 
(this company lies outside of Benton and Franklin counties, but most of the workforce resides in 
the Tri-Cities); (2) Lamb Weston, which employed 1,700 workers; (3) Siemens Nuclear Power 
Corporation, which employed 730 workers; (4) Boise CascaddPaper  Group, which employed 51 1 
workers (like Iowa Beef Processors, Boise Cascade's Wallula mill lies outside both Benton and 
Franklin counties, but most of its workforce resides in the area); and (5) Burlington Northern 
Santa  Fe Railroad, which employed.350 workers. Approximately 4791 workers were employed by 
these businesses in Benton and Franklin counties in 1997 (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

4.1 4.6 8.7 
13.4 2.9 16.3 
20.8 4.2 25.0 

4.7.2.7.7 Tourism. The Tri-Cities Visitors and Convention Bureau reported that 
approximately 214 conventions were held in the Tri-Cities in 1997, with 66,150 attending visitors 
spending a n  estimated $22 million. 

S ta te  and  local employee retirement 

Total 

Overall tourism expenditures in the Tri-Cities were roughly $184 million in 1995, with 
travel-generated employment of about 3,220 and an  estimated $34 million in payroll in Benton and 
Franklin counties. 

33.2 6.5 39.7 
21 0.8 60.2 269.5 

4.7.27.2 Refirees. Although Benton and Franklin counties have a relatively young 
population (approximately 54 percent under the age  of 35), 17,141 people over the a g e  of 
65 resided in Benton and Franklin counties in 1997. The portion of the total population 65 years 
and older in Benton and Franklin counties accounts for 9.6 percent of the total population, slightly 
below that of the State of Washington (1 I .5 percent). This segment of the population supports the 
local economy on the basis of income received from government transfer payments and pensions, 
private pension benefits, and individual savings. 

Although information on private pensions and savings is not available, data is available 
regarding the magnitude of government transfer payments. The U.S. Department of Commerce 
Regional Economic Information System has estimated transfer payments by various programs at 
the county level. A summary of estimated major government pension benefits received by the 
residents of Benton and Franklin counties in 1995 is shown in Table 4-9. 

Table 4-9. Government Retirement Payments in Benton and 
Franklin Counties in 1995 ($ million) (Neitzel et  al. 1998). 

40 Source Benton I Franklin I I I County County 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 

~~ 

w u r i t y  (including survivors anddisability) I 139.3 I 41.5 I 180.8 I 

47 
48 
49 About two-thirds of the social security payments go to retired workers; the remainder of the 
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payments are for disability and other types of payments. The historical importance of government 
activity in the Tri-Cities area is reflected in the relative magnitude of the government employee 
pension benefits as compared to total payments (Neitzel et ai. 1998). 

. .  

: -2.1 dollarsin total focal incomes - 24;‘dollars in totalstate incomes .’ - 

4.7.22 lncome Sources. Total personal income is comprised of all forms of income received by 
the populace, including wages, dividends, and other revenues. Per capita income is roughly 
equivalent to total personal income divided by the number of people residing in the area. Median 
household income is the point at which half of the households have an income greater than the 
median and half of the households have less. The source for total personal income and per capita 
income was the U.S. Department of Commerce Regional Economic Information System, while 
median income figures for Washington State were provided by the Office of Financial 
Management (PNNL 1996a). 

In 1995, the total personal income for Benton County was $2,952 million, Franklin County 
was $747 million, and the State of Washington was $129.1 billion. Per capita income in 1995 for 
Benton County was $22,072, Franklin County was $16,356, and Washington State was $23,709. 
Median household income in 1995 for Benton County was estimated to be $43,562, Franklin 
County was estimated $31,141, and the State of Washington was estimated at $39,206 (Neitzel et 
ai. 1998). 

4.7.2.3 Hanford Site Employment. An average of 11,140 employees worked for DOE and its 
Hanford contractors in 1997 (Neitzel et ai. 1998). Future downsizing in Hanford Site employment 
is anticipated, although the extent of this downsizing is unknown at this time. 

In 1996, Hanford employment accounted directly for 20 percent of total nonagricultural 
employment in Benton and Franklin counties and about 0.7 percent of all statewide nonagricultural 
jobs. In 1997, the Hanford Site total wage payroll was $537 million and accounted for a significant 
percentage of the payroll dollars earned in the area (Neitzel et ai. 1998) (see text box on next 
page, “Hanford Site Quick Facts: Economic Multipliers” ). 

Previous studies have revealed that each 
Hanford job supports about 1.2 additional jobs in the 
local service sector of Benton and Franklin counties 
(about 2.2 total jobs) and about 1.5 additional jobs in 
the state service sector. Similarly, each dollar of 
Hanford income supports about 2.1 dollars of total 
local incomes and about 2.4 dollars of total statewide 
incomes. Based on these multipliers, Hanford directly 
or indirectly accounts for more than 40 percent of all 
jobs in Benton and Franklin counties (Neitzel et al. 
1998). 

I Hanford Site Quick Facts: Economic Multipliers I 

Based on employee residence records as of December 1997, 93 percent of the direct 
employment of Hanford is comprised of residents of Benton and Franklin counties. Approximately 
76 percent of the employment is comprised of residents who reside in one of the Tri-Cities. More 
than 37 percent of the employment is comprised of Richland residents, 30 percent of Kennewick 
residents, and 9 percent of Pasco residents. West Richland, Benton City, Prosser, and other 
areas in Benton and Franklin counties account for 17 percent of total employment. Table 4-10 
contains the estimated percent of Hanford employees residing in each of the counties within the 
region of influence. 
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Table 4-1 0. Hanford Employee Residences 
by County. 

0.01 
9.07 

0.25 
0.21 

I Percent of Employees in I Residence (%) 
County 

Richland Municipal 

West Richland Municipal 

Adams I 0.18 I 

50 

12 

Benton I 84.16 I 

Benton County Sheriff 

Franklin County Sheriff 

47 15 55 

19 17 22 

Yakima I 5.08 I 
Morrow I 0.01 I 
Urnatilla I 0.01 I 

The DOE and Hanford Site contractors procured nearly $298 million of goods and services 
(45.6 percent of total procurements of $653 million) from Washington firms in 1993. About 
18 percent of Hanford Site orders were filled by Tri-Cities firms. 

The DOE and Hanford Site contractors paid a total of $10.9 million in state taxes on 
operations and purchases during fiscal year 1988 (the most recent year available). Estimates 
show that Hanford employees paid $27.0 million in state sales tax, use taxes, and other taxes and 
fees in fiscal year 1988. In addition, the Hanford Site paid $0.9 million to local governments in 
Benton, Franklin, and Yakima counties in local taxes and fees (PNNL 1996a). 

4.7.3 Emergency Services 

Police protection in Benton and Franklin counties is provided by county sheriff 
departments, local municipal police departments, and the Washington State Patrol Division, which 
is headquartered in Kennewick. Table 4-1 1 shows the number of commissioned officers and 
patrol cars in each department in April 1997. The Kennewick, Richland, and Pasco municipal 
departments maintain the largest staffs of commissioned officers with 73, 50, and 44, respectively. 

Table 4-1 I. Police Personnel in the Tri-Cities for 1998 
(Neitzel et al. 1998). 

Area Commissioned 1 Officers 
I 

Kennewick Municipal I 73 
lPasC0 Municipal I 44 

Reserve 
Officers 

15 

33 

13 

10 

Patrol 
Cars 
45 

15 

13 

Table 4-12 indicates the number of firefighting personnel, both paid and unpaid, on the staffs of 
fire districts in the area. 
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Firefighting 
Personnel 

Kennewick 63 

Pasco 30 

Volunteers Total Service Area 

0 63 City of Kennewick 

0 30 City of Pasco 

Richland 

BCRFD 1 

IBCRFD2 I 3 I 37 I 40 IBentonCitv 

48 0 48 City of Richland 

9 94 103 Kennewick Area 

IBCRFD4 I 5 I 30 I 35 IWest Richland 

BCRFD = Benton County Rural Fire Department 

The Hanford Fire Department, operated by Hanford Site contractors for DOE, has 
93 firefighters who are trained to dispose of hazardous waste and to fight chemical fires, in 
addition to their regular firefighting duties. During a 24-hour duty period, the 1100 and 300 Areas 
have seven firefighters; the 200 East and 200 West Areas have eight firefighters; the I00  Areas 
have five firefighters; and the 400 Area, which includes Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPSS),  has six firefighters (Neitzel et al. 1997). To perform their responsibilities, each station 
has access to a hazardous material response vehicle that is equipped with chemical 
fire-extinguishing equipment, an attack truck that carries foam and Purple-K dry chemical, a 
mobile air truck that provides air for respirators, and a transport tanker that supplies water to six 
brushfire trucks. The Hanford Fire Department owns five ambulances and maintains contact with 
local hospitals. 

4.7.4 Health Care 

The Tri-Cities have three major hospitals, all of which offer general medical services and 
include a 24-hour emergency room, basic surgical services, intensive care, and neonatal care. 

Kadlec Medical Center, located in Richland, has 124 beds and functioned at 54 percent 
capacity (6,055 admissions) in 1997. Non-Medicare and Medicaid patients accounted for 
60 percent of their annual admissions in 1997. An average stay of 4.04 days per admission was 
reported for 1997. 

Kennewick General Hospital maintains a 46.7 percent occupancy rate of its 70 beds with 
4,670 admissions in 1995. Non-Medicare, and Medicaid patients in 1997 represented 45.6 percent 
of its total admissions. An average stay of 3.2 days per admission was reported in 1997. 

Our Lady of Lourdes Health Center, a 132-bed medical facility located in Pasco, provides 
acute, sub-acute, skilled nursing and rehabilitation, and alcohol and chemical dependency 
services. Our Lady of Lourdes also operates the Carondolet Psychiatric Care Center, a 32-bed 
psychiatric hospital located in Richland, which provides a significant amount of outpatient and 
home health services. For calender year 1997, Our Lady of Lourdes had a total of 4,528 
admissions, of which 35 percent were non-Medicare and Medicaid admissions. An average acute 
care length of stay of 3.0 days was reported (Neitzel et al. 1998). 
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Manufactured 
Homes 

853 

1,359 

2,241 

4.7.5 Housing 

Rate 
(%I 
88 

83 

84 

In 19@, 91 percent of all housing (44,488 total units) in the Tri-Cities was  occupied. 
Single-unit housing, which represents nearly 58 percent of the total units, has a 95 percent 
occupancy rate throughout the Tri-Cities. Multiple-unit housing, defined as housing with two or 
more units, has  an  occupancy rate of 85 percent. Pasco had the lowest occupancy rate in all 
categories of housing with 89 percent, followed by Kennewick with 90 percent, and Richland with 
92 percent. Mobile homes, which represent 11 percent of the housing-unit types, have the lowest 
occupancy rate a t  84 percent. Table 4-13 shows a detailed listing of total units and occupancy 
rate by type in the Tri-Cities. 

Table 4-13. Total Units and Occupancy Rates, 1996 Estimates (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

Richland 15,859 

Pasco 
Kennewick 20,210 

~~~ 

Total for Trikities I 4 ,488 

Rate 
(%I 
92 

89 

90 

91 

Single 
Units 
10,722 

4,104 

10,887 

27,213 

Rate 

96 

95 

95 

("/.I 

95 

4,284 

2,956 

6,660 
I 

13,900 I 85 4,875 I 84 

Recent Hanford Site downsizing has resulted in occupancy rates lower than in the recent 
past throughout the Tri-Cities. Statistics from February 1996 indicated that the Tri-Cities 
apartment occupancy rates are significantly lower: Richland apartment occupancy was 
80.2 percent, Kennewick apartment occupancy was 85.4 percent, and Pasco apartment 
occupancy was  83.7 percent (TCH 1996a). 

4.7.6 Human Services 

The Tri-Cities offers a broad range of social services. State human service offices in the 
Tri-Cities include the job services office of the Employment Security Department, food stamp 
offices, the Division of Developmental Disabilities, financial and medical assistance, Child 
Protective Services, emergency medical service, a senior companion program, and vocational 
rehabilitation. 

The Tri-Cities also are  served by a large number of private agencies and voluntary human 
services organizations. The United Way, which is an  umbrella fund-raising organization, 
incorporates 22 participating agencies offering more than 46 programs. These member agencies 
had a cumulative budget total of $23 million in 1997. In addition, there were 488 organizations 
that received funds as part of the United Way-Franklin County donor designation program (Neitzel 
et  ai. 1998). 

4.7.7 Educational Services 

Primary and secondary education are served by the Tri-Cities and Kiona-Benton School 
Districts. The combined 1997 fall enrollment for all districts was  approximately 32,500 students, 
an increase I .7 percent from the 1996 total of 31,970 students. The 1997 total includes 8,974 
from the Richland School District, 8,066 students from the Pasco School District, 13,745 students 
from the Kennewick School District, and 1,715 from Kiona-Benton. Private schools total 
approximately 3,000 students. In 1997, Richland was  operating over capacity at  the elementary 
level, at  capacity a t  their middle schools, and slightly under capacity at  the high school level. 
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A bond issue was recently passed to build a new elementary school, which should open in 1999. 
Pasco was at capacity for primary education but has room for more students at the secondary 
level. Pasco also passed an elementary school bond issue, and currently has three buildings 
under constnktion. Kennewick and Kiona-Benton schools are operating at capacity (Neitzel et al. 
1998). 

Post-secondary education in the Tri-Cities area is provided by a junior college, Columbia 
Basin College (CBC), and the Tri-Cities branch campus of Washington State University 
(WSU-TC). WSU-TC offers a variety of upper-division, undergraduate, and graduate degree 
programs. The 1997 fallwinter enrollment was approximately 6,869 at CBC and 1,334 at 
WSU-TC. Many of the programs offered by these two institutions are geared toward the 
vocational and technical needs of the area. Currently, 27 associate degree programs are 
available at CBC, and WSU-TC offers 10 undergraduate and 16 graduate programs, as well as 
access to eight additional graduate programs via satellite (Neitzel et a1 1998). 

4.7.8 Transportation 

The Tri-Cities serve as a regional transportation and distribution center with major air, land, 
and river connections (Figure 4-29). The Tri-Cities have direct rail service, provided by Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe and Union Pacific, which connects the  area to more than 35 states. Union 
Pacific operates the  largest fleet of refrigerated rail cars in the United States and is essential to 
food processors that ship frozen food from this area. Passenger rail service is provided by 
Amtrak, which has a station in Pasco (Neitzel et al. 1997). 

Docking facilities at the Ports of Benton, Kennewick, and Pasco are important aspects of 
the  regional infrastructure. These facilities are located on the 525-km (325.5-mi)-long commercial 
waterway, which includes the Snake and Columbia rivers and extends from the Ports of 
Lewiston-Clarkston in Idaho to the deepwater ports of Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, 
Washington. The average shipping time from the Tri-Cities to these deep-water ports by barge is 
36 hours (PNNL 1996a). 

Daily air passenger and freight services connect the area with most major cities through 
the Tri-Cities Airport, which is located in Pasco. The airport is currently served by one national 
and three commuter-regional airlines. There are two runways: a main and minor crosswind. The 
main runway is equipped for precision instrumentation landings and takeoffs. Each runway can 
accommodate landings and takeoffs by medium-range commercial aircraft, such as the 
Boeing 727-200 and Douglas DC-9. The Tri-Cities Airport handled approximately 182,978 
passengers in 1997, which is up 4.3 percent from 1996. Projections indicate that the  terminal can 
serve nearly 300,000 passengers annually. Two additional airports, located in Richland and 
Kennewick, are limited to serving private and airfreight aircraft (Neitzel et al. 1998). 

The regional transportation network in the Hanford vicinity (Figure 4-29) includes the areas 
in Benton and Franklin counties from which most of the commuter traffic associated with the 
Hanford Site originates. Interstate highways that serve the area are 1-82, 1-182, 1-84, and 1-90. 
Interstate-82 is 8 km (5 mi) south-southwest of the Hanford Site. Interstate-182, a 24-km (15-mi)- 
long urban connector route, located 8 km (5 mi) south-southeast of the Hanford Site, provides an 
east-west corridor linking 1-82 to the Tri-Cities area. Interstate-90, located north of the Hanford 
Site, is the major link to Seattle and Spokane and extends to the east coast; 1-82 serves as a 
primary link between Hanford and 1-90 and 1-84. 1-84, located south of the Hanford Site in 
Oregon, is the major link to Portland and extends eastward. SR 224, south of the Hanford Site, 
serves as a 16-km (IO-mi) link between 1-82 and S R  240. 
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SR 24 enters the Hanford Site from the west, continues eastward across the northem-most 
portion of the Hanford Site, and intersects SR 17 approximately 24 km (15 mi) east of the Hanford 
Site boundary. SR 17 is a north-south route that links-l-90 to the Tri-Cities and joins US. Route 
395, which continues south through the Tri-Cities. SR 14 connects with 1-90 at Vantage, 
Washington, and provides ready access to 1-84 at several locations along the Oregon and 
Washington border. SRs 240 and 24 traverse the Hanford Site and are maintained by 
Washington State. Other roads within the Hanford Site are maintained by DOE (PNNL 1996a). 

4.7.9 Utilities 

The principal source of water in the Tri-Cities and the Hanford Site is the Columbia River. 
The potable water systems of Richland, Pasco, and Kennewick drew a large portion of the 
50.6 billion L (13.43 billion gal) used in 1996 from the Columbia River. Each city operates its own 
supply and treatment system. The Richland water supply system derives about two-thirds of the 
water used from the Columbia River, while the remainder is split between a well field in North 
Richland and other groundwater wells. Total usage by the City of Richland in 1997 was 
26.1 billion L (6.9 billion gal). This usage represents approximately 65 percent of the maximum 
supply capacity. The City of Pasco system also draws water from the Columbia River. In 1995, 
Pasco consumed 9.5 billion L (2.6 billion gal). The Kennewick system uses two wells and the 
Columbia River as a water supply. These wells serve as the sole source of water between 
November and March and can provide approximately 43 percent of the total maximum supply of 
30 billion L (8 billion gal). Total 1997 usage in Kennewick was 12.7 billion L (3.36 billion gal). 
(Neitzel et al. 1998). 

. 

The major incorporated areas of Benton and Franklin counties are served by municipal 
wastewater treatment systems, whereas the unincorporated areas are served by onsite septic 
systems. The Richland waste water treatment system is designed to treat a total capacity of 
45.5 million Uday (12 million gal/day) and processed an average flow of 23.5 million Uday 
(6.2 million gallday) in 1997. The Kennewick system similarly has significant excess capacity; with 
a treatment capability 32.9 million Uday (8.7 million gal/day) and 1997 usage of 19.3 million Uday 
(5.1 3 million gal/day). The Pasco waste treatment system processed an average 4.9 million Uday 
(1.3 million gallday), while the system is capable of treating 16.3 million Uday (4.3 million gal/day) 
(Neitzel et al. 1998) 

Natural gas, provided by the Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, serves a small portion of 
Tri-Cities residents, with 6,182 residential customers in April 1998 (Neitzel et ai. 1998). 

In the Tri-Cities, electricity is provided by the Benton County Public Utility District, Benton 
Rural Electrical Association, Franklin County Public Utility District, and City of Richland Energy 
Services Department. All of the power provided by these utilities in the local area is purchased 
from the BPA, a Federal power marketing agency. The average rate for residential customers 
served by the four local utilities is approximately $O.O49/kWh. Electrical power for the 
Hanford Site is purchased wholesale from the BPA. Energy requirements for the Hanford Site 
during fiscal FY 1997 exceeded 31 9 million kWh, for a total cost of nearly $7.7 million (Neitzel et 
ai. 1998). 

In the Pacific Northwest, hydropower (and to a lesser extent, coal and nuclear power), 
constitute the regional electrical generation system. The system is capable of delivering 
approximately 20,300 average megawatts of guaranteed energy; of that amount, approximately 
62 percent is derived from hydropower, 16 percent from coal, and less than 7 percent from nuclear 
plants. One commercial nuclear power plant (WNP-2) remains in service in the Pacific Northwest, 
with an average generating capability of 833 megawatts. The Trojan Nuclear Power Plant in 
Oregon was permanently shut down on January 4, 1993, and is being buried at Hanford's 
commercial low-level waste (LLW) facility. I 
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The regional electrical power system, more than any other system in the nation, is 
dominated by hydropower. In a given peak-demand hour, the hydropower system is capable of 
providing nearly 30,000 megawatts of capacity. Variable precipitation and limited storage 
capabilities alter system output from 12,300 average megawatts under critical water conditions to 
20,000 average megawatts in record high-water years. The reliance on hydroelectric power in the 
Pacific Northwest means  that the system is more constrained by seasonal variations in peak 
demand than in meeting momentary peak demand. 

Additional constraints on hydroelectric production are measures designed to protect and 
enhance the production of salmon, as many salmon runs have dwindled to the point of being 
threatened or endangered. These measures, outlined by the Northwest Power Planning Council 
(NPPC) Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, include minimum flow levels and a 
“water budget,” which refers to water in the Columbia and Snake rivers that is released to speed 
the migration of young fish to the sea. Generation capacity of the hydroelectric system is 
decreased with these measures, as less water is available to pass through the turbines. 

Throughout the 1980s, the Pacific Northwest had a surplus of electric power. This surplus 
has been exhausted, however, and the system only supplies enough power to meet regional 
electricity needs. In the 1991 Northwest Power Plan, the NPPC set  a goal of purchasing more 
than 1,500 megawatts of energy savings by the year 2000 to help the existing system meet the 
rising electricity demand. The NPPC estimates that the Pacific Northwest will need an  additional 
2,000 megawatts over 1991 consumption by the turn of the century (PNNL 1996a). 

4.7.70 Site Infrastructure 

The Hanford Site infrastructure is a significant resource for furthering industrial 
development of the region. Key elements of this infrastructure include facilities, road and rail 
systems, utilities, and support services (DOE-RL 1994a). 

4.7.70.7 Facilities. Onsite programmatic (60 percent) and general purpose facilities (40 percent) 
provide 600,000 m2 (6.5 million f f )  of space. General purpose facilities include offices, 
laboratories, shops, warehouses, and other facilities. The programmatic space supports a n  
evaporator, filter, waste recovery, waste treatment, waste storage, and R&D laboratories. Many of 
these facilities a r e  over 30 years old; however, upgrades and expansion of some facilities could 
occur as remediation progresses. 

4.7.70.2 Road and Rail Systems. The transportation network is well developed on the 
Hanford Site with approximately 460 km (approximately 288 mi) of roads onsite (Figure 4-29). 
SR 24 crosses the Hanford Site primarily on the Wahluke Slope. S R  240 crosses the Hanford Site 
on the southwest and serves as the boundary between the ALE Reserve and the rest of the Site. 
A Site access road from S R  240 to the 200 West Area was completed in December 1994. 
Upgrades are  planned for road capacities north of the Wye Barricade in support of remediation 
activities. Road maintenance will continue on all active roads. The 1 100 Area roads were recently 
upgraded to improve traffic circulation and access. 

There are  approximately 204 km (127 mi) of rail line on the Hanford Site (see Figure 4-30). 
The rail system begins a t  the Richland Junction (Columbia Center), where it joins the Union Pacific 
commercial tracks and runs to the abandoned Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and Pacific 
right-of-way near the Vernita Bridge, located on the north boundary of the Hanford Site. 
Approximately 35 km (22 mi) of track are in “out-of-service” condition. The in-service track 
accommodates 4,000 movements of 1,500 rail cars annually. A railroad spurline from the 
I 1  00 Area to the City of Richland’s Horn Rapids Industrial Park is planned to serve new industrial 
development in the Park. The Hanford railroad between the Richland Junction and Horn Rapids 
Road was  has been transferred from DOE to the Port of Benton along with the 1100 Area. 
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4.7.70.3 Utilities. The Hanford Site water system includes numerous buildings, pumps, valve 
houses, reservoirs, wells, and a distribution piping system that delivers water from the Columbia 
River to all areas of the Hanford Site. The export water system, which is the largest, delivers 
water to the 100, 200, and parts of the 600 Areas from the Columbia River (Figure 4-31). The 
300 Area and Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) also draw water directly from the 
Columbia River. Water is purchased from the City of Richland for the 700, 1 100, and intermittently 
provided to the 300 Area, while the 400 Area and part of the 600 Area draw some water from 
groundwater wells. 

The BPA, a Federal power marketing agency, sells electricity to the Hanford Site and the 
agencies that serve the Tri-Cities. The BPA provides electrical power to three distinct systems on 
the Hanford Site (Figure 4-32), The systems are  located in the 100, 200, 300, and 400 Areas. 
Power for the 700 and 11 00 Areas is provided by the City of Richland. Major upgrades or 
replacements of these systems to accommodate Hanford Site remediation are being implemented 
or planned. 

The DOE has recently replaced the 200 East Area, 200 West Area, and 300 Area 
centralized steam plants by individual package boilers at  specific facilities to supply heat and 
process steam. The steam in the 200 Areas is produced by oil-fired package boilers, while steam 
in the 300 Area is produced by natural gas-fired package boilers. A new underground natural gas 
line was  installed from south Richland to the 300 Area to supply natural g a s  in support of operating 
the 300 Area package boilers. With these changes, the Hanford railroad is no longer needed to 
transport coal to the steam plants. 

4.7.70.4 Supporf Services. Other support services on the Hanford Site include sewers, fire 
stations, telecommunications, landfills, and safeguards and security. Businesses in the City of 
Richland provide a number of important services such as laundry of radioactively contaminated 
protective clothing. 

4.7.70.4.7 Sewer. Sanitary wastes in the 200 East and 200 West Areas a re  currently 
disposed of through septic tanks and drain fields. A central collection and treatment evaporation 
plant is being constructed in the 200 East and 200 West Areas to handle the sanitary sewer 
system. The sewer system in the 300 Area was  recently connected to the City of Richland’s sewer 
system. The 400 Area septic tank and drain field were recently closed and sanitary sewer effluent 
liquid was  rerouted to the Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) sanitary sewer system. 

4.7.70.4.2 Fire Stations. Fire stations are  located in the 100, 200, and 300 Areas. 
Water supply, alarm, and sprinkler system upgrades are  planned for the 300 Area laboratory and 
general support buildings. New and upgraded fire protection systems are planned for the 
100-K Area facilities currently in use for interim fuel storage. 

4.7.70.4.3 Telecommunications. A new fiber optic communications network w a s  recently 
installed on the Hanford Site. This system provides a fully connected internal network of shared 
computing resources and capabilities to support future voice and data communication 
requirements. 

4.7.70.4.4 Environmental Restoration Disposal Facilify. A 65 ha (160 ac) landfill 
operates directly south of the 200 East and 200 West Areas to address the disposal of radioactive, 
hazardous, asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and mixed wastes resulting from the 
remediation of operable units on the Hanford Site. The facility can be expanded as needed, to a 
maximum of 414 ha (1 -6 mi*). 

‘ I  
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I Figure 4-31. Export Water System for the Hanford Site 
2 (DOE=RL 199Oa). 
3 
4 

Final HCP EIS 4-1 13 Affected Environment I 

-. , ,I ..-,.-=- ~ .. , , .... _.._ . ., . ,  . ,. . ,___ . .,_ __ - . . 



I Figure 4-32. Electrical System for the Hanford Site 
a (DOE-RL 199061. 
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boundary, is generally considered scenic, with its 
contrasting blue against a background of dark 

4.7.10.4.5 Safeguards and Securify. A security force is employed onsite and a number 
of systems are  in place to control Hanford Site access, and protect classified and business- 
sensitive information, property and personnel. The Benton County Sheriffs Office provides traffic 
enforcement, criminal enforcement, and investigations-onsite. 

t .  
- - . ..HanfOrdSite Quick.Facfs: 

i . . : ~ s u a ~ ~ a n d . A e = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = . ~ -  
. .  . . ... . . : i  _ . . _  . .. . . .. . .  . ... . 

4.8 Visual and Aesfhefic Resources 

basaltic rocks and desert sagebrush. The White 

Columbia River, a re  a striking natural feature of the 
Bluffs, steep whitish-brown bluffs adjacent to the 

The land in the vicinity of the Hanford Site is generally flat with little relief. Rattlesnake 
Mountain, rising to 1,060 m (3,477 ft) above mean sea level, forms the southeastern boundary of 
the Hanford Site. Gable Mountain and Gable Butte are the highest land forms within the Hanford 
Site (Figure 4-33). The view toward Rattlesnake Mountain is visually pleasing, especially in the 
springtime when wildflowers are in bloom. Large rolling hills are located to the west and north. 

.:~royiii&iiii&.~&~ f?atuki.inducie the CoItlrnbii 
~:: %$ef,@@d!@ F;ilquntains, @ble Wtte, Rattlesnake 
1 ::'Mourif~~?':~["~.;~"~: Gable' Mountain. . ... 

The Columbia River, flowing across the 

S R  24 provides public access through the northern portion of the Hanford Site, primarily on 
the north side of the Columbia River. Viewsheds along this highway include limited views of the 
Columbia River when the road drops down into the river valley, crosses the river over the Vernita 
Bridge, and climbs up out of the valley to a level plateau north of the river. A turnout on the north 
side of the river offers views of the river and the B and C Reactors, with an  interpretive sign 
located nearby. A rest stop along the road just to the south of the river provides views of the 
Umtanum Ridge to the west, the Saddle Mountains to the north, and the Columbia River valley to 
the east  and west. 

4.9 Noise 

This EIS defines noise as "any undesirable or unwanted sound or audible disturbance that 
interferes with normal activity." Typically, intrusive noise events a re  those that disrupt normal 
human activity, especially verbal communication. Under certain circumstances, people are willing 
to endure noise as a trade-off for accomplishing some meaningful activity or because certain 
noises represent tangible evidence of progress. In the context of transportation systems, a certain 
amount of noise also is usually considered tolerable. 

4.9. I Public Healfh lmplicafions 

Noise impacts on public health usually are  analyzed in terms of a dose-response 
relationship because noise effects are cumulative. Prolonged exposure to loud noises can impair 
hearing. The impairment can be temporary or permanent, depending on intensity and duration of 
the noise. Normally, hearing degeneration does not occur if the duration of the event is brief. 
Off-property noise impacts are the sound-exposure levels that interfere with normal speech, 
disrupt sleep, or produce secondary effects such as increased levels of stress among community 
members. 
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3 Figure 4-33. Viewshed from Gable Mountain. 
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4.9.2 Hanford Sife Sound Levels 

Most industrial facilities on the Hanford Site are located far enough away from the Site 
boundary that .noise levels at the boundary are not measurable or are barely distinguishable from 
background noise levels. Modeling of environmental noises has been performed for commercial 
reactors and traffic on SR 240 through the Hanford Site. These data are not concerned with 
background levels of noise and are not reviewed here. 

Two studies of environmental noise were performed at the Hanford Site. One study 
reported environmental noise measurements taken in 1981 during Site characterization of the 
SkagiVHanford Nuclear Power Plant Site (Cushing 1995). The second consisted of a series of 
Hanford Site characterization studies performed in 1987 that included measurement of 
background environmental noise levels at five locations on the Hanford Site. Noise can be 
disruptive to wildlife and studies have been performed to compile noise data in remote areas. 

Recently, the potential impact of traffic noise resulting from Hanford Site activities has 
been evaluated for a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) addressing the siting of a 
proposed New Production Reactor (Cushing 1995). While the draft EIS did not include any new 
baseline measurements, it did address the traffic component of noise and provides modeled 
“baseline” measurements of traffic noise for the Hanford Site and adjacent communities. Baseline 
noise estimates were determined for two locations: SR 24, leading from the Hanford Site west to 
Yakima; and State Highway 240, south of the Site and west of Richland where maximum traffic 
volume exists. Traffic volumes were predicted based on the presence of both operational and 
construction work forces. Noise levels were expressed in Leq for one-hour periods in dBA at a 
receptor located 15 m (49 ft) from the road. Adverse community responses would not be 
expected at increases of 5 dBA over background noise levels. 

To provide noise data for the Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) plants, 
measurements of environmental noise were taken in June 1981 before the construction of the 
Energy Northwest plants on the Hanford Site. Monitoring was conducted at 15 sites, showing 
point noise levels reading ranging from 30 to 60.5 dBA. The corresponding values for more 
isolated areas ranged from 30 to 38.8 dBA. Measurements taken in the vicinity of the sites where 
Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPSS) was constructing nuclear power plants ranged 
from 50.6 to 64 dBA, reflecting operation of construction equipment. Measurements taken along 
the Columbia River near the intake structures for WNP-2 were 47.7 and 52.1 dBA, compared to 
more remote river noise levels of 45.9 dBA (measured about 4.8 km [3 mi] upstream of the intake 
structures). Community noise levels from point measurements in North Richland (at Horn Rapids 
Road and Stevens Road [Route 2401) were 60.5 dBA, which was largely attributed to traffic. 

To support the Basalt Waste Isolation Project, background noise levels were determined at 
five sites located within the Hanford Site. Noise levels are expressed as equivalent sound levels 
for 24 hours (Leq-24). The average noise level for these five sites was 38.8 dBA on the dates 
tested. The wind was identified as the primary contributor to background noise levels, with winds 
exceeding 19 km/hr (12 mi/hr) significantly affecting noise levels. This study concluded that 
background noise levels in undeveloped areas at the Hanford Site are generally in the range of 
24 to 36 dBA (Cushing 1992). Periods of high wind, which normally occur in the spring, would 
elevate background noise levels. 

In addition to the project-driven studies described above, the Hanford Environmental 
Health Foundation has monitored noise levels resulting from several routine operations performed 
in the field at the Hanford Site. These included well drilling, pile driving, compressor operations, 
and water-wagon operation. Occupational sources of noise propagated in the field from outdoor 
activities ranged from 74.8 to 125 dBA (PNNL 1996a). 
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4.10 Environmental Monitoring Programs 

Environmental surveillance at the Hanford Site consists of monitoring for potential 
radiological and nonradiological constituents and includes monitoring of external radiation, air, 
surface water, groundwater, soil, vegetation, wildlife, and regional food and farm products. 
Monitoring is performed to ensure protection of human health and safety and is conducted in 
compliance with DOE Order 5400.1 , General Environmental Protection Program (DOE 1990a), 
and DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection ofthe Public and the Environment (DOE 1993a). 
A detailed discussion of the Hanford Site environmental monitoring program is found in the 
Hanford Site Environmental Monitotjng Plan (DOE-RL 1991 a), and monitoring data a re  presented 
in annual reports, such as the Hanford Site Environmental Reporf for Calendar Year 7995 
(PNNL 1996b). 

The Hanford Environmental Health Foundation (HEHF) provides occupational health 
services to Hanford personnel through health risk management and occupational health 
monitoring. The HEHF’s Health Risk Management Program is used to identify and analyze the 
hazards that Hanford personnel face in the  work environment and bring an  awareness to worker 
health and safety issues at Hanford. HEHF’s occupational health services provide occupational 
medicine and nursing, medical monitoring and surveillance, ergonomics assessment,  exercise 
physiology, case management, psychology and counseling, fitness for duty evaluations, health 
education, infection control, immediate health care, industrial hygiene, and health, safety, and risk 
assessments. 

4.1 I Contamination 

Three operating areas  of the Hanford Site (the 100, 200, and 300 Areas) a re  still included 
on the EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL), while the 1100 Area has been fully remediated and 
removed from the EPA’s NPL. Radioactive and hazardous materials have been disposed to the 
ground throughout the period of active Hanford Site operations, resulting in extensive 
contamination of the vadose zone and groundwater. 

Under the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) 
(Ecology et ai. 1989), the more than 1,000 inactive waste disposal and unplanned release sites 
were grouped into groundwater and source operable units, based on geographic proximity or 
similarity of waste disposal history. In addition, a number of Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 7976 (RCRA) treatment, storage, and/or disposal (TSD) units a r e  included in the Tri-Party 
Agreement, which will be closed or permitted to operate in accordance with the State of 
Washington’s “Dangerous Waste Regulations” (WAC 173-303). Some  of these waste sites and 
TSD units a re  sources of environmental contamination. 

The DOE holds interim status for the operation of hazardous waste management facilities 
by virtue of having submitted a RCRA Part A application to EPA on November 18, 1980. On 
November 6, 1985, DOE submitted a RCRA Part B application to Ecology and the EPA Region 10 
for the TSD of hazardous wastes at Hanford. Supplemental and revised RCRA applications have 
been submitted to Ecology in accordance with the schedule established in the Tri-Party 
Agreement. A final status permit covering several units a t  the Hanford Site was issued in 
August 1994. This permit will be amended over a period of years to add additional interim status 
TSD units. 
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Hanford surface waste sites, based on data from the Hanford Geographic Information 
System (HGIS) and Waste Information Data System (WIDS) database, are shown in Figure 4-34. 
Included is vadose zone contamination, primarily in the 100, 200, and 300 Areas. The vadose 
zone contamination, while not necessarily occurring from all waste sites, is a result of the disposal 
of wastes to surface disposal structures such as the following: 

Tanks and vaults - Used to store radioactive liquid wastes generated by uranium 
and plutonium processing activities in the 200 Areas. Tanks include catch tanks, 
settling tanks, and storage tanks. The catch tanks are generally associated with 
diversion boxes and other transfer units and were designed to accept overflow and 
spills; wastes collected in catch tanks were transferred to storage tanks. Settling 
tanks were used to settle particulates in liquid wastes prior to transfer to cribs. 
Storage tanks were used to collect and store large quantities of liquid wastes. 
Storage tanks include single-shell tanks and double-shell tanks. 

e Vaults - Typically are deep underground concrete structures that contain tanks as 
well as associated pumps, valves, and agitators. Vaults do not hold wastes but 
instead provide containment for other types of storage features and associated 
plumbing. 

0 Cribs and drains -Were designed to percolate low-level radioactive process 
waste into the ground without exposing the waste to the open air. Cribs and drain 
fields are shallow excavations that were either backfilled with permeable material or 
held open by wooden structures, both of which are covered with an impermeable 
layer. Water flows directly into the backfilled material or covered open space and 
percolates into the soil. French drains generally deliver waste water at a greater 
depth (up to 12.2 m [40 ft]) and are constructed of steel or concrete pipes that are 
either left open or filled with gravel. 

e Ponds, ditches, and trenches -Were designed to percolate high volumes of 
low-level liquid wastes into the soil. Ditches are long, unlined excavations used to 
convey wastes to the ponds. Trenches are generally open, unlined, shallow 
excavations used for disposal of low-liquid discharges, such as sludge, which has a 
high salt content. Trenches were used for short periods and were deactivated 
when the discharge rate exceeded the soil infiltration rate. 

e Burial grounds -Were used for disposal of solid wastes. Although the burial 
grounds received a variety of contaminated debris and solid wastes packed in 
barrels and boxes, there is currently no evidence of vadose zone contamination 
occurring from the disposal of solid wastes in burial grounds. Vadose 
contamination typically occurs when there is a driving force for the contamination, 
such as is found with the disposal of liquids. 



I 

a Present). 
Figure 4-34. Hanford Surface Waste Sites (Past and 
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4.11. I Hanford Groundwafer Confaminafion 

There are a variety of contaminants present in i h e  groundwater of the Hanford Site 
(Figures 4-35 and 4-36 and Table 4-14). The extent of major radionuclides at  levels above the 
interim drinking water standards (DWSs) is shown in Figure 4-35. Tritium, iodine-I 29, technetium- 
99, and strontium-90 were present at  levels above EPA or State of Washington interim DWSs. 
Uranium exceeded EPA's proposed maximum contaminant level (MCL). Minor radiological 
contamination DWS included carbon-I4 (in the 100-K Area), cesium-137, and plutonium (in the 
200 East Area, near injection well 216-E-5). Derived concentration guide levels (DCGLs) were 
exceeded for strontium-90 in the 100-K, 100-N, and 200 East Areas (near injection well 216-B-5), 
and near the former Gable Mountain Pond. The DCGL for uranium was exceeded near U Plant. 
The DCGL for tritium was  exceeded in one well near cribs that received effluent from the 
Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (PUREX) Plant, and in another well near waste management area 
TX-TY. The DCGL for plutonium was  exceeded in one well in the 200 East Area (near injection 
well 216-B-5). Cobalt-60 levels exceeded the 100 pCi/L interim DWS in recent years but were 
below the DWS in fiscal year 1998 (PNNL 1998). 

The extent of major chemical constituents at  levels above the primary MCLs is shown in 
Figure 4-36. Nitrate, carbon tetrachloride, and trichloroethylene were the most widespread. 
Chloroform, cis-I ,2-dichloroethyleneI cyanide, fluoride, chromium, and other metals also were 
present at  levels above their MCLs. Tetrachloroethylene exceeded its 5 pg/L MCL in the 300 Area 
in fiscal year 1998 for the first time since the 1980s (PNNL 1998). 

The area of Hanford contaminant plumes with concentrations exceeding an  MCL or DWS 
was estimated to be approximately 245 million m2 (95 mi') in fiscal year 1998. This equates to a 
volume of approximately 1.4 billion m3, which is the same  as fiscal year 1997. The volume 
estimate has a high uncertainty because of a lack of knowledge of the vertical extent of 
contaminant plumes. Plume thickness is estimated to be 20 m (66 ft), except in the 100 and 
300 Areas and the North Richland area, where the plume is estimated to be 5 m (16 ft). The 
porosity of the aquifer is not well-characterized; for the purpose of the calculation, the porosity was  
assumed to be 30 percent. This estimate does not include water in the vadose zone. 

Tritium, iodine-I 29, and nitrate plumes originating in the Central Plateau are  quite 
widespread, reaching the Columbia River to the east. Other contaminants are not as widespread 
but exist in the groundwater a t  many different locations. Examples of these contaminants include 
strontium-90, uranium, technetium-99, and chromium. Contaminant plume migration is affected in 
part by the degree to which individual contaminants are mobile in groundwater and in part on 
hydrogeologic conditions. Natural groundwater flow at the Hanford Site has been altered in s o m e  
areas  due to past Hanford Site operations; this alteration is due in large part to groundwater 
mounds that were created by extensive artificial recharge at some wastewater disposal facilities. 
Although these groundwater mounds are  dissipating, groundwater flow patterns are still affected 
by past wastewater discharges on the Hanford Site 

.4.71.1.7 Groundwater lngesfion Dose and Risk Esfimafes. Results of groundwater 
monitoring a re  compared to the DWSs for individual radiological constituents (see Table 5-14). 
These interim DWSs use  the methodology set  out in 40 CFR 141,40 CFR 142, and 40 CFR 143 
to estimate the concentration in water that could result in a potential radiological dose of 
4 mrem/yr from consumption of each individual constituent. Similarly, DCGLs provide estimates of 
activities that could result in a 100 mrem/yr dose, as defined in DOE Order 5400.5. However, the 
potential dose is actually the sum of the doses from the individual constituents. An estimate of this 
cumulative dose, which could result from consumption of groundwater from different onsite 
locations, can be calculated from the extent of contamination. 
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I Figure 4=35, Distribution of Radionuclides in Groundwater I 
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Figure 4-36, Distribution of Hazardous Chemicals of 
Concern in Groundwater witbin the Hanford Site (PNNL 
1998). 
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Table 4-14. Detected Concentrations Greater Than Drinking Water Standards: 
1995 Groundwater Sampling Rounds (adapted from PNL 1995). (2 pages) 

Washington 
Water Quality Maximum Plume Dws 1 1 Standard Concentration 

uglL 
uglL 
pCilL 
mg/L 

pCiL 

ugfl 
mg/L 
uglL 

pCilL 

20.0 5 N/A 
200.0 100 50 
732.0 100 NIA 

65 45 45 
4,030 8 8 
74,200 20,000 20,000 
73.0 100 50 
120.0 45 45 

39.5 200 200 

pCiL 

pCiL 
pCi/L 
pCilL 
ug/L 

p C i  

3,370,000 20,000 20,000 
40.1 100 N/A 
11.8 I 1 

2,670 1 NIA 
3,700 900 900 

64.3 20 20 

. -  

Area Name Plume Constituent 

lOO-B/C I Chromium 
I Strontium-90 
I Tritium pCi/L I 28,000 I 20,000 I 20,000 

100-D/DR I Chromium ug/L I 1,360 I 100 I 50 

I Nitrate mg/L I 205 I 45 I 45 
I Strontium-90 pci/L I 44.0 1 8  I 8 

pCilL I 69,000 -1 20,000 I 20,000 Tritium 
100-F Chromium 

I Nitrate 
ug/L I 133.0 I 20 I 20 
pci/L I 20.5 1 8  I 8 Strontium-90 

I Tritium pCi/L I 98,300 I 20,000 I 20,000 
ugn I 27.0 1 5  I NIA Trichloroethylene 

100-H Chromium ug/L I 300.0 I 100 I 50 

I Nitrate mg/L I 730.0 I 45 1 45 
~~ ~ 

Strontium-90 
100-KEIKW Chromium 

pCi/L I 28.0 1 8  I 8 
ug/L I 210.0 I 100 I 50 

I Nitrate ma/L I 110.0 I 45 I 45 

I Strontium-90 DCVL I 803.0 I 8 I 8 

I Tritium DCi/L I I.O~O.OOO I 20.000 I 20,000 
I Trichloroethylene 

100-N I Chromium 
I Cobalt-60 
I Nitrate 
I Strontium90 
I Tritium 

Strontium-90 

200 East 

I 8 
~ 

p C i  I 9,740 I 8 
, ~ C i i  I 2.310 I 10 I 10 

I Tritium 
I Cobalt40 
Iodine129 
Plutonium-239/240 
Technetium-99 
Uranium 
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Table 4-14. Detected Concentrations Greater Than Drinking Water Standards: 
1995 Groundwater Sampling Rounds (adapted from PNL 1995). (2 pages) 

Area Name Plume Constituent 

DWS = drinking water standard 
EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ugR = 
mglL = 
pCiR = picocurie per liter 
N/A = not applicable 

1 part per billion (ppb) or microgram per liter 
1 part per million (ppm) or milligram per liter 

Figure 4-37 shows the cumulative dose estimates from ingestion of groundwater from the I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

unconfined aquifer system on the Hanford Site. These estimates were made by summing the 
interpolated carbon-14, strontium-90, technetium-99, iodine-129, cesium-I 37, plutonium, tritium, 

peak grid values that were lower than the measured maximum values because it averaged in 

was  increased to match the measured peak. Factors to convert activities to ingestion dose 
equivalents were taken from DOE Order 5400.5. The dose presented in Figure 4-37 represents 
the cumulative dose equivalent from all major radionuclides in Hanford Site groundwater. 

standard a re  restricted to localized parts of the 1 00-K, 1 00-N, and 200 Areas. Areas above 
4 mrem/yr a re  more restricted than the area above the interim DWS for individual constituents 

and uranium activities in groundwater. The automatic interpolation process sometimes resulted in 

other lower values. In these cases, the value at the grid node closest to the measured peak value 

I 

I 

The dose estimates presented in Figure 4-37 show that a reas  above the 100 mrem/yr dose I 
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because the dose map used more recent conversion factors than those used in calculating the 
interim DWSs. Dose estimates for portions of the 100, 200, 300, and 600 Areas exceed 
4 mrem/yr. - 

Figure 4-38 illustrates the estimated lifetime incremental cancer risk that would be 
experienced by a person drinking water contaminated with chemicals and radionuclides at 
concentrations that have been measured in groundwater across the Hanford Site. Cancer-risk 
estimates were made by summing interpolated groundwater concentrations of the radionuclides 
listed above plus carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, trichloroethylene, cis-l ,2-dichloroethylene, 
nitrate, and hexavalent chromium. The calculation assumes that a person weighing 70 kg 
(154 Ibs) consumes 2 L (0.5 gal) of groundwater every day for 30 years (DOURL-91-45, Rev. 3; 
IRIS 1997). Cancer risks exceeding 0.0001 are present in portions of the 100,200,300, and 
600 Areas, and this contour closely resembles the cumulative dose map (see Figure 4-37). An 
additional area of cancer risk >0.0001 is observed in the 200 West Area, a result of the carbon 
tetrachloride plume. 

Figure 4-39 shows the estimated hazard quotient that would be experienced by an individual 
drinking water contaminated with chemicals at concentrations that have been measured in 
groundwater across the Hanford Site. The hazard quotient relates the potential human health 
hazards associated with exposure to noncarcinogenic substances or carcinogenic substances with 
systemic toxicities other than cancer (in Hanford Site groundwater, these include nitrate, 
hexavalent chromium, uranium, and strontium). The calculation assumes that a person weighing 
70 kg ( I  54 Ibs) consumes 2 L (0.5 gal) of groundwater every day for 30 years (DOURL-91-4-45, 
Rev. 3; IRIS 1997). The only part of the Hanford Site with a >5 hazard quotient is a small portion 
of the 200 West Area. Hazard quotients >0.3 are present in all of the operational areas and in 
parts of the 600 Area, primarily those areas with nitrate contamination. 

4.11.2 Columbia River Contamination 

The Columbia River has received radiological and chemical contamination as a result of past 
operations at the Hanford Site. Columbia River water that was used to cool the Hanford Site 
nuclear production reactors subsequently was contaminated with chemical and radiological 
constituents. The contaminated water entered the Columbia River primarily through direct effluent 
discharge. In addition to direct discharges of contaminated cooling water, the Columbia River 
received and continues to receive contaminants indirectly through soil column waste disposal 
units, leaks from pipelines, and possibly leaks from tanks that are carried by the groundwater and 
discharged through springs and seeps along the shoreline (DOE 1993a). 

Sediments in the Columbia River contain low levels of Hanford radionuclides (Le., cobalt-60, 
uranium-238, and europium-I 54) and metals; and radionuclides from nuclear weapons testing 
fallout, which collect in slack water habitats. Analyses of sediments showed detectable, though 
low, levels of metals in Columbia River sediments. Chromium concentrations in sediment along 
the Hanford Reach appeared to be slightly elevated when compared to upstream samples 
(PNNL 1996~). 

Contaminated areas within the Columbia River are generally located in slack water areas, 
such as sloughs and portions of the islands. These contaminated areas have been identified by 
aerial gamma-ray surveys. Riverbed sediments and floodplain soils of the Hanford Reach 
constitute a sink for many of the pollutants released to the environment by past Hanford 
operations. Shoreline activities that affect the flow of the Columbia River could remobilize 
contaminants entombed within river sediments. 
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River water used for cooling flowed through the Hanford reactor to the Columbia River, 
carrying nuclear fission products and neutron-activated stellites (i.e., cobalt-60 particles). The 
extent and amount of discrete cobalt-60 particles in the river have never been thoroughly 
investigated and the actual amount of neutron-activated material transported to the Columbia 
River is not known. Based on Stokes Law and the physical properties of sand and stellite 
(Sula 1980; Cooper 1995), cobalt-60 particles (stellite) entrained into the river bedload have 
preferentially settled in areas dominated by sand-size grains. The sandy areas of the Hanford 
Reach have never been thoroughly examined for the presence of radionuclides. For example, the 
sandy portion of D Island has not received a detailed survey for discrete radioactive particles 
(WDOH 1996). Randomly placed surveys have been conducted, but the deposition of cobalt-60 
particles by the Columbia River may not be a random process, and use of a random sampling 
pattern may actually underestimate the concentration of cobalt-60 particles in the Columbia River 
shoreline. 

Due to shielding by soil, water, vegetation, and air (as well as the motion of the detector), 
aerial gamma-ray surveys lack the sensitivity and resolution required to aid in the determination of . 
concentration of cobalt-60 particles. The non-random distribution of the cobalt-60 particles into 
discrete areas and the presence of water within the detector's "field of view" (Sula 1980) further 
reduces the utility of aerial gamma-ray surveys in determining the potential for cobalt-60 particles. 

4.11.3 Soil Contamination 

The 100 Areas include nine retired plutonium production reactors, effluent lines from each 
reactor complex, 33 surplus facilities, more than 200 WlDS database past-practice waste sites, 
and six TSD units. Extensive contamination exists in some areas of surface soils, subsurface 
soils, and groundwater (EPA 1995a). Strontium-90, tritium, nitrate, and chromium are detected at 
many of the 100 Area operable units. 

The Central Plateau has been used for fuel reprocessing, waste management, and disposal 
activities and is the most extensively contaminated area at the Hanford Site. More than 400 WlDS 
database past-practice waste sites, 13 TSD units, and numerous groundwater contaminant 
plumes occur in the 200 Areas. This area is the site of the Hanford Central Waste Complex and 
the Tank Waste Remediation System facilities, which support present and future Hanford waste 
management activities (EPA 1995a). There have been known releases from the Central Waste 
Complex to the soil column. Contaminants include extensive groundwater plumes of 
technetium-99, iodine-129, nitrate, tritium, uranium-238, and chlorinated hydrocarbons (e.g., 
carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, and trichloroethylene). Carbon tetrachloride in particular poses a 
complex remediation problem; it is estimated that about 580 to 920 metric tons (640 to 1,014 tons) 
of carbon tetrachloride have been disposed to the vadose zone where it exists in a vapor phase 
above the water table, a liquid phase above and below the water table, and as a solute within the 
water. 

The 600 Area presents a diverse range of existing contamination. Parts of the 600 Area 
vadose zone are essentially uncontaminated, while nearby operating areas, such as the 300 Area, 
present significant environmental remediation challenges. Several small, isolated surface waste 
sites have been remediated as expedited response actions under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCIA). Extensive 
groundwater Contamination (i.e., nitrate, tritium, technetium-99, and iodine-129) occurs in the 600 
Area. 

Although some information on soil contamination is available, DOE recognizes that a 
comprehensive and integrated vadose zone characterization effort is needed at the Hanford Site 
to adequately assess risk during waste retrieval and treatment activities, and eventual closure of 
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the 200 Area tank farms. Therefore, in April 1996, DOE brought together Hanford’s Vadose Zone 
Expert Panel, comprised on representatives from state government, national laboratories, and the 
private sector: The Panel was convened primarily to assess how cesium-I 37 reached depths of 
39 m (1 30 ft) in the vadose zone under the SX tank farm. An integrated vadose zone program 
plan for the entire Hanford Site is under development (DOE-RL 1998). This project will account 
for the entire waste inventory on the Hanford Site. Better understanding of vadose zone transport 
mechanisms may require land-use restrictions where soil contamination is left at depth after 
remediation. 

4.77.4 Hanford Site Protective Safefy Buffer Zones 

Existing and planned waste disposal sites, waste processing facilities, and hazardous or 
radiological materials storage facilities are found throughout the Hanford Site. To protect the 
public from routine or accidental releases of radiological contaminants and/or hazardous materials, 
protective measures for waste remediation, processing, and disposal facilities are required by 
DOE Order 420.1 Facility Safety, DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management 
System (DOE 19969, and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations 
29 CFR I91  0.120, “Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (Site Safety and 
Control Plan),” 29 CFR 191 0.1 19, ‘*Process Safety Management (PSM) Rule” the PSM 
complement, EPAs Risk Management Planning (RMP) under the Clean Air Act, 40 CFR 68.10(a), 
and WAC 246-247. These buffer zones limit public exposure to radiological and hazardous 
chemicals from routine operations and accidents. A methodology that used the air dispersion 
model GXQ with 95-percent meteorological conditions based on the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission’s Regulatory Guide 1 .I45 was developed to determine the location, size, shape, and 
characteristics of the buffer zones needed for the Hanford Site, using existing safety analysis 
reports, hazard assessments, and emergency planning zone studies. This methodology allows 
decision makers to restrict potential land uses in areas where hazardous or radioactive material 
handling could pose an unacceptable risk to human health. Actual DOE facility siting decisions 
would be made with site-specific wind data at 99.5-percent meteorological conditions. 

Buffer zones necessary to protect human health and safety in potential accidents are divided 
into two main components - an inner exclusive-use zone (EUZ) and an emergency planning zone 
(EPZ). 

DOE Orders 420.1 and 5480.23, along with the guidance document DOE-ST-3009, 
require that a hazard analysis be developed as the basis for a conclusion that off-site 
personnel are sufficiently protected from accidents at a nuclear facility. That conclusion 
is to be reached through analysis showing that the estimated individual dose off-site from 
any design basis accident or evaluation basis accident would be less than some guideline 
amount. No guideline value has been issued by DOE, but a value of 25 rem committed 
effective dose equivalent (CEDE) is frequently used by DOE’S contractors in the absence 
of a specified value (DNFSBTTECH-20). The EUZ is an area designated for operation 
activities associated with a waste site or facility. In DOE 0 420.1, Section 4.1 .I .2, Design 
Requirements, each DOE nuclear facility is required to “be sited and designed in such a 
manner that gives adequate protection for the health and safety of the public and for 
workers, including those at adjacent facilities, from the effects of potential facility 
accidents involving the release of radioactive materials (DOE Order 420.1).” 

Hanford contractors have interpreted this requirement as to maintain a public buffer zone 
where 25 rem would not be exceeded in the event of an unmitigated low probability 
accident (IO“ to IO4), where 5 rem would not be exceeded in the event of an unmitigated 
medium probability accident (IO“ to IO“), or where 0.5 rem would not be exceeded in the 
event of an unmitigated high probability accident ( I  O‘2 to 1) (WHC-85MOO-JCVK-95008). 
The EUZ is reserved for DOE or other hazardous operations with severely restricted 
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public access. This zone extends from the facility fence line to a distance at which 
threats to the public from routine and accidental releases diminish to the point where 
public access can be routinely allowed while ensuring the intent of DOE 0 420.1 is 
achieved. The EUZ is located inside the EPZ. 

The EPZ is an area surrounding a facility for which emergency planning and 
preparedness efforts are carried out per DOE’S Comprehensive Emergency Management 
System Order (DOE Order 151.1) to ensure that prompt and effective actions can be 
taken to minimize the impact to onsite personnel, public health and safety, and the 
environment in the event of an operational emergency. The EPZ begins at the boundary 
of the facility and ends at a distance for which special planning and preparedness efforts 
are no longer required. Access restrictions are not required within an EPZ; however, 
DOE would be responsible for ensuring adequate planning and preparedness efforts. 

The protective buffer zones for the Hanford Site (Figure 4-40) were established using 
boundaries calculated for individual limiting facilities (Le., facilities with accidents of maximum 
potential public health impact). Accidents initiated by sabotage are not applicable to EPZs. 
Information about the limiting facilities, controlling contaminants, and credible accidents is 
presented in Table 4-1 5. 

In addition to the known risks (e.g., K-Basins could have the fuel elements removed in about 
six years), RODS for the Hanford Site burial grounds are upcoming. It is very difficult to 
adequately characterize heterogenous burial grounds created over 40 years ago (e.g., in a 
surprise to everyone, the 618-4 burial ground had 1500 barrels of uranium fines packed in mineral 
oil). In the spirit of DOE 0 420.1’s defense in depth policy, it is prudent for DOE to reserve land 
for operational safety and/or remediation/stewardship buffer zones until the known risks and the 
unknown risks are dispositioned. The boundaries provide a conservative buffer zone based on 
risk and consequence management that is expected to be sufficient to address protective zone 
needs for the multiple facilities present in each area on the Hanford Site. As the cleanup mission 
progresses, the extent of these EUZs is expected to shrink in size and eventually migrate inward 
to the Central Plateau. This expectation is reflected in section 6.3.1 , Overall Policy, number 5, 
Reduce exclusive use zone (EUZ) areas to maximize the amount of land available for alternate 
uses while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous operations. 

In an effort to consider non-Hanford protective buffer zone requirements that could be 
affected by Hanford Site public access and land-use decisions, the emergency preparedness 
needs of Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) were considered. Under U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission procedures, the Energy Northwest WNP-2 Reactor requires a 16-km (IO-mi) EPZ 
and a 1.9-km (1.2-mi) EUZ. 
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Table 4-15. Protective Safety Buffer Zones (Exclusive Use Zones and Emergency 
Planning Zones). 
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27 a 

28 
29 
30 EPZ = emergency planning zone 
31 EUZ = exclusive use zone 
32 FFTF = Fast Flux Test Facility 
33 PFP = Plutonium Finishing Plant 
34 WESF =Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility 

If K Basin fuel is not stable enough to move to the 200 Area before processing for dry storage, this larger EUZ may be needed. 
The 324 B-cell accident dominated the credible (>IO6 probability) accident calculations for the 300 Area EUZ; the 315 Building 
chlorine accident dominated the incredible (<IO4 probability) accident calculations for the 300 Area EPZ. 
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Very Limifed Access -- Very limited access, such as passing through on 
transportation corridors. Special arrangements would be required to leave the 
designated access point. The evacuation time for this type of access would be no more 
than 30 minutes. The maximum amount of time the maximally exposed individual 
(MEI)‘ would spend in this area is estimated to be about 100 hr/yr. 

Resfricfed Routine Access -- This type of access area would include activities such 
as industrial and commercial usage of a specifically designated area. It could also 
include short special interest uses, such as short nature trails. All users of the area 
must have ready access to transportation to facilitate a rapid evacuation. Evacuation 
time for this type of access would be no more than 1 hour. The maximum amount of 
time the ME1 would spend in this area is estimated to be about 3,000 hr/yr. 

Resfricfed Sbort-Term Access - This type of access may include locations adjacent 
to transportation corridors. Public access might involve short stops to view sights or 
engage in short duration activities. Access to areas  more than 0.4 km (0.25 mi) from a 
designated access point would be prohibited. The evacuation time for this type of 
access would be no more than 1.5 hours. The maximum amount of time the  ME1 would 
spend in this area is estimated to be about 200 hr/yr. 

Moderafely Resfricfed Periodic Access -- This type of access would allow for 
periodic activities, such as limited agricultural activities. Public access to this area 
would tend to be more periodic and seasonal. No permanent residences, schools, or 
hospitals would be  allowed. The evacuation time for this type of access would be no 
more than 2 hours. The maximum amount of time the ME1 would spend in this area is 
estimated to be about 3,000 hr/yr. 

Moderafely Resfricfed Occasional Access - This type of access area would allow 
for more diverse activities for a longer, but controlled, periods of time than those 
defined for the Moderately Restricted Periodic Access areas. For example, overnight 
stays for short periods would be allowed. The evacuation time for this type of access 
would be no more than 2.5 hours. The maximum amount of time the ME1 would spend 
in this area is estimated to be about 1,000 hr/yr. 

Moderafely Resfricfed Access - This type of access requires only minimal access 
restrictions to ensure timely evacuation. This type of access would consider limited 
residential-type usage of the area and could accommodate small schools and 
commercial businesses. The evacuation time for this type of access would be 
2.5 hours. The maximum amount of time the ME1 would spend in this area is estimated 
to be about 8,700 hr/yr. 

In addition to DOE’S desire for land to isolate from the public hazardous processes and 
facilities that could produce a 25 rem radiological dose under an accident condition, the current 

50 Hanford Site boundary has been used to identify and design safety class systems, structures 
51 and components that a re  required to keep an  accident from exceeding 500 mrem a t  the Site 

The maximally exposed individual (MEI) is defined as a hypothetical person who lives near the Hanford 
Site, who, by virtue of location and living habits, could receive the highest possible dose. 

1 
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1 boundary. The current Site boundary is also the point-of-compliance for protection of the public 
2 to assure  that routine releases from all DOE activities are  less than 100 mrem (DOE Order 
3 5400.5), and that not more than I O  mrem is from airborne sources (40 CFR 61) or  that not more 
4 than 4 mrem .are from groundwater sources (40 CFR 141). In addition to radiological accident 
5 conditions, DOE also uses  the  current Hanford Site boundary to protect the public from potential 
6 hazardous chemical accidents such as a chlorine gas leak. If the CLUP policies and 
7 implementing procedures on EUZs are  adopted in the ROD, then DOE expects to use  DOE’S 
8 annual review of safety and environmental permitting documentation to be the basis for 
9 implementing the  EUZ policies (see Chapter 6). 

10 
11 
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5.0 Environmental Conseauences 

This chapter describes the potential environmental consequences associated with the 
future land-use alternatives (including the No-Action Alternative) discussed in Chapter 3. These 
analyses focus on the environmental resource categories described in Chapter 4, “Affected 
Environment.” 

5. I Analysis Approach 

The alternatives developed by U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the cooperating 
agencies and consulting Tribal governments would allow a range of uses for Hanford Site lands. 
These land uses would have impacts to natural and cultural resources and could affect the 
socioeconomic environment in the region surrounding the Hanford Site. The potential 
environmental impacts of each land use would depend on the nature of the use, its location with 
respect to the resources, and the amount of land affected by the land use. Because the location. 
and scale of specific future uses (e.g., a sand and gravel quarry or a metal fabrication plant) 
cannot be readily predicted, the impacts of these uses on specific resources cannot be 
accurately quantified. As described in Chapter 6, impacts of specific projects would be analyzed 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA); NEPA-integrated Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 7976 (RCFW) documentation; and, where applicable, local 
State Environmental Policy Act of 7971 (SEPA) processes as part of the implementation of the 
Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP). 

Question #I 8 of the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) “40 Most 
Asked Questions” (46 FR 18026) provides 
guidance regarding the uncertain effects of 
future actions (see text box, “CEQ’s 40 Most 
Asked Questions: Uncertainties About Future 
Actions”). The analysis in this chapter was 
based on the CEQ guidance and focuses on 
identifying and describing the impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable future uses in light of 
land-use trends in the Hanford region. For 
some land uses, information was readily 
available on possible development plans. For 
example, the Wahluke 2000 Plan provided 
information on proposed agricultural 
development of the Wahluke Slope (Wahluke 
2000 Committee 1992), and DOES 1996 
Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b) provided 
information on proposed DOE development. 
For other uses, assumptions could be made 
on the basis of data available for trends in the 
region (e.g., industrial development in the Tri- 
Cities). 

.:CEQ.‘s 40.iIioiii3$k$Q~i?&i?ns:. Uncerfafnfies . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . ~ . _.._ . . . . g&o*.F&&A5&ns -~ . .. . .. . ... .. ... . . .  ... . . .  . . ... 
. . . . . . . . .  . .  .. . .... .. . ... . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . 
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Although the analysis in this chapter is 
necessarily more qualitative than quantitative, it has been designed to provide adequate 
information to support the decisions to be made and to allow for meaningful comparison of the 
alternatives. The following sections describe the methods used to identify, describe, and 
compare the impacts of the alternatives. 
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5. I. I Geographic Information System Analysis 

A geggraphic information system (GIS) was  used to organize the environmental data and 
identify a n d  quantify the resources potentially affected under each alternative. The following 
source documents were used to obtain this data. 

Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) (DOE-RL 
1996c) for biological elements including salmonid spawning areas; hawk and eagle 
nesting, perching, and roosting sites; floodplains; wetlands; and plant communities of 
concern (BRMaP Levels I ,  11, I l l ,  and IV) 

Waste Information Data System (WIDS) 

Hanford Geographic Information System (HGIS) 

Draft Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) (DOE RL 1999) for 
cultural resources, including pre-contact and post-contact sites 

Site Evaluation Report for Candidate Basalt Quany Sites (BHI 1995c) for geologic 
resources (analysis of basalt outcrops only) 

Hanford Site Groundwater Monitoring for Fiscal Year 7997 (PNNL 1997b) 

Hanford Site Development Plan (DOE-RL 1994a) and other area development plans 
(DOE-RL 1990a, and DOE-RL 1991 a) for Site infrastructure, including buildings, 
roads, and utilities 

Hanford Site €nvironmental Report (PNNL 1997a). 

The GIS system includes spatial data on the distribution of resources, habitats, and 
infrastructure and allows these elements to be mapped and quantified. The GIS system was  
also used to quantify the land areas under each land-use designation for each alternative. The 
land areas, in hectares, acres, square miles, and percent of total acreage, are  presented in 
Table 3-3. By combining the data se t s  for the resource elements listed above and the land 
areas for each land-use designation, the amount of each resource element that could potentially 
be affected under a given land-use designation was  quantified. The GIS data tabulated for 
BRMaP Levels 11, I l l ,  and IV resources are further discussed in Section 5.2.3. 

The GIS analysis has limitations for determining the impacts to a resource from future 
land uses. For example, although approximately 16,833 hectares (ha) (41,595 acres [ac]) of 
BRMaP Level I l l  habitat fall under the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation under the 
Preferred Alternative, it cannot be assumed that all of this habitat would be impacted by mining. 
Future mining operations under this alternative could impact BRMaP Level I l l  habitat, but the 
size of the impact area cannot be quantified at  this time. What can be determined at  this time is 
(1) those areas designated for Preservation would not be disturbed by mining in the future, and 
(2) the mineral resources that are  there are committed for Preservation. 

5.1.2 Identification of  Key Resources, Unique Features, and Species 
and Habitafs of Concern 

The analysis of the alternatives was  focused on resource elements that were identified as 
important to DOE, the cooperating agencies, affected Tribal governments, and members of the 
public. These elements were identified through public scoping, comments on the August 1996 
Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental lmpact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (HRA-EIS) (DOE 1996), and discussions with representatives of cooperating agencies and 
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American Indian Tribes. Generally, the resource elements can be categorized as follows: 

Key resources, including surface water (e.g., the Columbia River), groundwater, 
economically viable geologic resources, and industrial infrastructure 

Unique features, including the White Bluffs, basalt outcrops, active and stabilized 
sand dunes and bergmounds and ripple marks created by the cataclysmic 
Pleistocene Missoula Floods, viewing locations, viewsheds, archaeological and 
historic sites, and areas of cultural and religious importance to American Indian 
Tribes 

Species and habitats of concern, including plant communities of concern, wildlife 
and wildlife habitat, aquatic species and habitat, wetlands, and biodiversity. 

Plant communities of concern were identified using the classifications from BRMaP. 
These classifications associate different management actions (Le., monitoring, impact 
assessment, mitigation, and preservation) with particular se t s  of biological resources. The 
BRMaP classifies Hanford Site biological resources into four levels of management concern 
(Figure 4-27), which can be summarized as follows: 

Level I biological resources are  resources that require s o m e  level of status 
monitoring because of the recreational, commercial, or ecological role or previous 
protection status of the resources. Level I includes Washington State "Monitor 3" 
species (DOE-RL 1996~). 

Level II biological resources require consideration of potential adverse impacts from 
planned or unplanned Hanford Site actions for compliance with procedural and 
substantive laws such as NEPA, CERCLA, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1978. 
Mitigation of potential impacts by avoidance and/or minimization is appropriate for this 
level; however, additional mitigation actions are not required. Level I1 resources 
include Washington State Monitor 1 and 2 species and early successional habitats. 

Level 111 biological resources require mitigation because the resource is listed by the 
State of Washington; is a candidate for Federal or state listing; is a plant, fish, or 
wildlife species with unique or significant value; has a special administrative 
designation (e.g., the FitznedEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve [ALE Reserve]); 
or is environmentally sensitive. When avoidance and minimization are  not possible, 
or application of these measures still results in adverse residual impacts above a 
specified threshold value, mitigation by rectification and/or compensation is required. 
Maintenance of Level I l l  resource values may prevent more restrictive and costly 
management prescriptions in the future. Level 111 resources include Washington 
State candidate and sensitive species, threatened and endangered species, Federal 
candidate species, wetlands and deep-water habitats, and late-successional habitats. 

Level IV biological resources justify preservation as the primary management option 
because these resources a re  federally protected or have regional and national 
significance. The plant communities and habitats that a re  defined as belonging to 
this level are of such high quality and/or rarity that damages  to these resources 
cannot be mitigated except through compensatory mitigation by acquiring and 
protecting in-kind resources. The legally protected species that a re  included in 
Level IV cannot be impacted without the concurrence of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service so these types of impacts 
do not jeopardize the continued existence of the species. Level IV resources include 
Federal threatened and endangered species and those species proposed for listing, 
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BRM 

rare habitats such as the White Bluffs, active and stabilized sand dunes, and basalt 
outcrops. 

The-analysis of impacts to biological resources included an evaluation of effects on 
P Levels 11, 111, and IV plant communities. 

5.7.3 Descripfion of lmpacfing Acfivifies 

The nine land-use designations used to develop the alternatives discussed in Chapter 3 
are  each unique in defining allowable future uses. However, impacts to resources would be 
similar for several land-use designations. For example, the Industrial, Industrial-Exclusive, 
Research and Development, and High-Intensity Recreation land-use designations would each 
involve siting and construction of facilities with surface disturbance, increased traffic, and other 
similar impacts. Therefore, to simplify the analysis, the possible impacts under the nine land-use 
designations were organized into five impacting activities, defined as follows: 

Mining, including removal of vegetation, surface and subsurface disturbance, 
changes in groundwater hydrology, and increased dust and noise generation under 
the Conservation (Mining) and Conservation (Mining and Grazing) land-use 
designations 

Livestock grazing, including changes to vegetation cover and plant species 
composition under the Conservation (Mining and Grazing) land-use designation 

Cultivated agriculture, including removal of vegetation, surface disturbance (e-g., 
soil tillage), use of agricultural chemicals, increased water usage, changes to 
groundwater hydrology, and increased dust and noise generation under the 
Agriculture land-use designation 

Development, including removal of vegetation, surface disturbance, construction and 
operation of facilities, increased. traffic, increased dust and noise generation, 
increased water usage, and changes in groundwater hydrology under the Industrial, 
Industrial-Exclusive, Research and Development, and High-Intensity Recreation land- 
use designations 

Recreation, including increased traffic and increased fishing, hunting, boating, 
bicycling, hiking, and picnicking, under the Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation 
(Mining and Grazing), Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use 
designations. 

These five impacting activities were used in the analysis to identify and describe, in 
general terms, the potential impacts to resource elements under each land-use designation. 

5.1.4 Considerafion of  the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Policies 
and Implemen fing Procedures 

With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, impacts to resources from the activities 
described above likely would be mitigated through the application of the CLUP policies and 
implementing procedures described in Chapter 6. For example, a Use Request involving a 
proposed sand and gravel quarry in an  area designated for Conservation (Mining) would be 
subject to review as described in Section 6.4. After completing the review, DOE may deny the 
request or issue a conditional use permit with project modifications to avoid protected resources 
or to mitigate damages  to those resources. For the purpose of this analysis, the impacts of the 
alternatives a re  compared without consideration of the possible mitigating effects of the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures discussed in Chapter 6. This approach allows for clearer 
Environmental Consequences 5-4 Final HCP EIS 
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comparisons of the potential impacts from each alternative and does not take credit for policies 
and implementing procedures that are actually part of the alternatives (except the No-Action 
Alternative) and not fully developed or in place. The CLUP policies and implementing 
procedures-are discussed along with other possible'mitigation measures und& each resource 
section. 

5.1.5 Identification of lmpacfed Resources 

The potential environmental impacts of proposed land-use designations under each 
alternative were evaluated by comparing the locations of impacting activities under each 
alternative to the locations of key resources, unique features, and species and habitats of 
concern on the Hanford Site. This enabled the generation of tables showing which resource 

Section 5.2 provide an overview of the potential environmental consequences of each alternative 
and allow for simple comparisons of the alternatives. The identification of the affected resource 
elements provides a focus for the discussion of impacts under each alternative. 

elements would be affected by impacting activities under each alternative. Tables found in I 
1 

5.1.6 Methods and Assumptions for Estimating Socioeconomic impacts 

The possible socioeconomic impacts of each alternative were analyzed by focusing on 
the possible opportunities for economic development posed by each alternative. This approach 
provides for meaningful comparison of the alternatives without attempting to predict specific 
impacts, such as changes in demand for housing, schools, or other services. These types of 
impacts are best assessed on a project-by-project basis, through the appropriate local planning 
processes. 

The study area for this analysis was limited to Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties, 
including the cities of Kennewick, Pasco, Richland (the Tri-Cities), and West Richland which are 
most likely to be affected by land-use changes. The assumptions used for and the general 
socioeconomic effects of each land-use designation are discussed below. 

5.1.6.1 Industrial. The potential socioeconomic impacts of the Industrial land-use designation 
were evaluated by comparing the amount of land available for industrial use under each 
alternative to the estimated land needs for future industrial development. The land needs for 
future private industrial development were estimated by the Benton County Planning Department 
by correlating industrial land needs with projected population growth (BCPD 1997). For the 
purpose of this analysis, it was assumed that future industrial land needs would be met using 
lands on the Hanford Site and not other lands in the study area that are currently zoned for 
industrial use. 

Assumptions are that annual population growth in the study area would continue at a rate 
of 2 percent during the 50-year planning period. This growth rate was extrapolated from the 
Washington State Office of Financial Management "medium series" population projections for 
Benton County for the period between the years 201 0 and 2020. This growth rate corresponds 
to a population increase of approximately 193,000 for Richland, West Richland, Kennewick, and 
Pasco. Using a factor of 6 ha (15 ac) per 1,000 population, the Benton County Planning 
Department estimated that approximately 1,200 ha (3,000 ac) would be needed for industrial 
development to support the population growth. This estimate was increased to 1,620 ha 
(4,050 ac) to account for interior roads, railroads, and utility corridors needed to support the 
industries. The amount of land designated for industrial use under each alternative was 
compared to the estimated need for 1,620 ha (4,050 ac). 

The amount of land under the Industrial land-use designation for each alternative was 
correlated with potential employment levels using data on Tri-Cities industrial development 
compiled by the Benton County Planning Department. Possible levels of employment, 
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expressed as ranges, were determined for each alternative using data on the percentage of 
lands under industrial zoning designations that are currently developed, and scaling factors 
similar to those described in Section 5.1 5.4 for the Research and Development land-use 
designation. The ranges of predicted employment levels used were less than 100 employees, 
100 to 1,000 employees, and over 1,000 employees. 

Because DOE has a continuing mission at the Hanford Site and because Site lands are 
under Federal ownership, the potential for future federally sponsored industrial projects also 
must be considered. These projects may include DOE activities for current or future missions, 
DOE-sponsored privatization efforts, interagency training facilities such as the Hazardous 
Materials Management and Emergency Response Facility (HAMMER) Training and Education 
Center, or projects sponsored by other agencies. Because the land needs for future Federal 
projects are  not currently known, the alternatives cannot be evaluated to determine whether they 
would meet these needs. Therefore, the alternatives are evaluated and compared based on the 
amount of land available to support DOE’S mission or for other federally sponsored industrial 
development, over and above the estimated need projected by the Benton County Planning 
Department for private industrial development. 

5.7.6.2 lndusfrial-Exclusive. The Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation applies to the 
Central Plateau, where DOE would continue waste management activities. Although all the 
alternatives being considered would accommodate current waste management activities, the 
alternatives differ in the amount of acreage available for future waste management activities. 
The extent to which these differences would affect future development and the resulting 
economic impacts a re  discussed. 

5.7.6.3 Agriculfural. The impacts of the Agricultural land-use designation were evaluated 
based on the increase in land available for agriculture use, as a percentage of total agricultural 
land in Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties. The increase in land available was  correlated to 
increased sales of agricultural products. These correlations were made using data from the 
Census of Agriculture (USDA-NASS 1992), and the Benton County Agricultural Extension Office 
(Watson e t  al. 1991), and did not consider impacts on prices due to scales of economy or 
market share. 

Although it is impossible to predict any commodity market over the next 50 years, the 
markets for apples, potatoes, and wheat are  currently soft. For example, an  estimated 
105 million 42-pound boxes of apples were picked In 1998, whereas in an  average year, such as 
1997, about 78 million boxes were picked. Currently there is a market for only 80 to 90 million 
boxes, and Washington apple growers are faced with the option of leaving apples unpicked, 
reducing orchards, or paying for increased marketing in an attempt to gain market share  (TCH 
1998a) (see Table 3-2). 

Three scenarios for agricultural development on the Wahluke Slope were identified, as 
follows: 

Scenario 1 - All lands under the Agricultural land-use designation, except those 
lands in the Bureau of Reclamation’s (BoR’s) Red Zone, would b e  used to produce a 
mix of crops similar to those currently produced in the three-county study area,  and 
lands in the Red Zone would be used for grazing. 

Scenario 2 - All lands under the Agricultural land-use designation, including those 
lands in the Red Zone, would be used to produce a mix of crops similar to those 
currently produced in the three-county study area. 

Scenario 3 - All lands under the Agricultural land-use designation, except those 
lands in the Red Zone, would be used to produce specialty crops such as irrigated 
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vegetables and irrigated fruit orchards, and lands in the Red Zone would be used for 
grazing. 

5.1.6.4 Research and Development. The Research and Development land-use designation 
involves the siting of large-scale facilities in clusters or campus-like developments. Other 
research and development (R&D) facilities are  similar to industrial development, such as the 
facilities located in the 300 Area. These types of R&D facilities are  compatible with industrial 
land uses and are addressed in the Industrial land-use designation; however, in some cases, 
R&D facilities may require large safety zones or may require separation from other facilities to 
minimize noise, dust, or vibrational impacts. For these reasons, development on lands under the 
Research and Development land-use designation is assumed to occur at  a lower density than for 
the Industrial land-use designation. Because R&D facilities often require large capital 
investments and provide relatively high salaries compared to other industries, the economic 
impacts could be significant. 

The Research and Development land-use designation was evaluated by estimating 
potential employment levels that could be supported by the research and development land base 
under each alternative. This method, which was developed by the Benton County Planning 
Department, involved correlating acreage available for research and development uses  with 
employment levels using data from existing research and development projects associated with 
the Hanford Site. These data include total acreage for each project, total square footage of 
facilities, and total number of employees (Table 5-1). The average square footage per 
employee and the average facility area-to-land area ratio shown in Table 5-1 were used to 
estimate employment levels that would be associated with the research and development land 
base under each alternative. Because of the uncertainties associated with predicting levels of 
future use and the wide ranges represented by the data shown in Table 5-1, predicted 
employment levels for Research and Development were represented as ranges, rather than as 
point estimates. The predicted employment levels under each alternative were predicted to fall 
within one of three ranges: up to I00 research and development employees, 100 to 300 
research and development employees, and over 300 research and development employees. 

5.1.6.5 High-lnfensify Recreation. High-Intensity Recreation allows infrastructure 
development such as potable water systems, septic systems, irrigation systems, paved parking 
lots, and buildings to support the intended recreational or other seasonal activities. For the 
purposes of impact analysis, the Benton County Planning Department High-Intensity Recreation 
assumptions include establishment of the B Reactor Museum, a 27-hole golf course, and a 
destination resort with a 350-room hotel and conference center and a recreational vehicle/trailer 
park a t  Vernita Terrace, which is located near Vernita Bridge (BCPD 1997). The economic 
impacts of intensive recreational u se  were estimated using available data for recreational visitor 
days a t  Vernita Bridge, regional averages of recreational expenditures per visitor day, and data 
from golf courses in the study area. These data and their sources a re  presented in Table 5-2. 

In other alternatives, the High-Intensity Recreation land-use designation may also include 
developed Tribal fishing sites. In the Columbia River Treaty Access Fishing Sites Final Phase 
Two Evaluation Report and Finding of No Significant ImpacEnvironmental Assessment 
(USACE 1995), in-lieu fishing sites (Le., in-lieu fishing sites are  provided by the Federal 
government to affected treaty Tribes "in-lieu" of their traditional sites that were covered by the 
Federal dam reservoirs) ranged from 21.6 ha to 0.36 ha (53.4 ac to 0.9 ac) and included paved 
or gravel parking lots, boat ramps, restrooms, drinking water, fish cleaning stations, net repair 
areas and fish drying sheds, and storage sheds. 
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Environmental Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory 

Laser Interferometer 
Gravitational Wave 
0 bservatory 

Waste Sampling and 

Fast Flux Test Facility 

Superconducting Magnetic 

Characterization Facility 

Table 5-1. Calculation of Ratios for Estimating Employment Under the Research 
and Development Land-Use Designation. 

17,995 230 78 8 1 :4 
(199,940) (870) (20) 

56131 9 20 28,076 594 1 : l O  
(6,239,099) (31 1,955) (1,486) 

1,293 65 20 0.4 1 :3 

101,025 700 144 3,164 1 :307 

19,602 30 653 19 1 :41 

(14,375) (221) (1 1 

(1,122,500) (1,604) (7,909) 

Facility 

Data Category Datum 

Facility Area 
m2 cft2, 

Source 

Facility Area Total Land Facility Area 
No. Of per Employee to Land Area 

Employees 1 m'(ft2) I :E) 1 Ratio 

Sport fishing 
Other day use 
Persons per vehicle 

30,800 visits per year 

19,200 visits per year 
2.3 

a The Superconducting Magnetic Energy Storage Facility - Engineering Test Model is no longer being proposed for siting 
at the Hanford Site. 

I Sport fishing 

Overnight 
(used for RV park guests) 
Day use 

. .. .. G&~&jfS& : :. : .  - 
. . . . . . . .. . 

Number of golfers 
Season 

I Expenditures per golfer 

DOE et al. 1994 

$35.38 per day 

.. . . . 

Phone survey of 
Tri-Cities golf 
courses, May 1997 

5.7.6.6 Low-lnfensify Recreafion. The Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designation would 
increase opportunities for recreational activities in the study area. The socioeconomic impacts 
of this land-use designation were evaluated using the data for sport fishing and day-use 
activities provided in Table 5-2. Low-Intensity Recreation allows little to no infrastructure 
development to support the intended recreational activities. 
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5.1.6.7 Conservation (Mining and Grazing) and Conservation (Mining). Although the two 
Conservation land-use designations are focused on habitat and resource conservation, limited 
mining and commercial grazing, if permitted by DOE, would be allowed. The economic impact 
of commercial grazing was evaluated by correlating the increased land available to the increase 
in the number of cattle that could be supported over the current baseline. Conversion factors of 
0.17 animal-unit-months (AUMs) per hectare (0.067 AUM/acre) and $1 UAUM (1 998 dollars) 
were used to estimate the economic impacts of grazing. 

The economic effects of limited mining under the two Conservation land-use 
designations were not quantitatively evaluated because of the speculative nature of developing 
mineral and natural gas deposits and the lack of data on mining in the study area. The amount 
and location of lands designated for Conservation uses under each alternative could indirectly 
affect remediation costs by affecting the costs of obtaining geologic materials for constructing 
barriers over waste sites. These cost impacts are discussed for each alternative. 

5.1.6.8 Preservation. The Preservation land-use designation is reasoned to have little direct 
impact, although indirect impacts may include improvements in the quality of life, new 
educational and research opportunities, and benefits associated with ecotourism. 

5. I. 7 Methodology for Evaluating Environmental Justice Impacts 

Executive Order 1 2898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations (59 FR 7629), directs Federal agencies to consider 
environmental justice during the NEPA process, and to incorporate environmental justice as part 
of the agency mission. Federal agencies are specifically directed to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, 
policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable 
and permitted by law. 

5.1.7.1 Definitions. The following definitions were used to identify potential environmental 
justice impacts. 

Census block group: An area defined for the purpose of monitoring census data 
that generally consists of between 250 and 550 housing units. 

Minority population: A group of people and/or communities experiencing common 
conditions of exposure or impact that consists of persons classified by the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census as Negro/Black/African American, Hispanic, Asian and 
Pacific Islander, American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, and other non-White persons, 
based on self-classification by the people according to the race with which they most 
closely identify. For purposes of analysis, minority populations are defined as those 
census tracts within the zone of impact where the percent minority population 
exceeds the percentage minority population within the entire zone of impact. Census 
tracts where the percent minority population exceeds 50 percent also are considered 
minority populations. In the case of migrant or dispersed populations, a minority 
population consists of a group that is greater than 50 percent minority. 

Low-income community: An area where the median household income is at least 
80 percent or more below the median household income for the metropolitan 
statistical area (urban) or county (rural). The 80 percent threshold was used based 
on definitions used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Population base: Census tracts were included in the analysis if 50 percent of the 
geographic area of the tract fell within the 80-kilometer (km) (50-mile [mi]) radius of 
the Hanford Site. 
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Disproportionately high and adverse human health effects: Adverse health 
effects a re  measured in risks and rates that could result in latent cancer fatalities, as 
well as other fatal o r  nonfatal impacts to human health. Disproportionately high and 
adverse human health effects occur when the risk or rate for a minority population or  
low-income population from exposure to a n  environmental hazard significantly 
exceeds the risk or rate to the general population and, where available, to other 
appropriate comparison groups. 

Disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts: An adverse 
environmental impact is an  environmental impact determined to be unacceptable or 
above generally accepted norms. A disproportionately high impact refers to a n  
impact (or risk of a n  impact) in a low-income or minority community that significantly 
exceeds the  impact on the larger community. 

5.1.7.2 Demographic Dafa. Demographic information obtained from the U.S. Bureau of 
Census  was  used to identify minority populations and low-income communities within a n  80-km 
(50-mi) radius surrounding the 200 East Area on the Hanford Site a t  the census block group 
level (Neitzel e t  al. 1997). For the evaluation of environmental justice impacts, the  area defined 
by this 80-km (50-mi) radius was  considered the zone of potential impact. 

Characterization of minority and low-income populations residing within a geographical 
a rea  is sensitive to the basic definitions and assumptions used to identify those populations. 
Federal guidance on environmental justice with regard to the definition of a n  area that has a 
minority or low-income population large enough to act as a test for a disproportionate impact has 
not been developed. Consequently, the number of individuals identified as minority and/or 
low-income individuals within the population around a particular site may vary from analysis to 
analysis. Several different approaches to identification of minority and low-income populations 
have been used in recent DOE environmental impact statements (EISs). The approach 
presented in this Final HCP EIS is consistent with the approach used in the Hanford Site 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Characterization (Neitzel e t  at. 1997). Other 
demographic studies may use different assumptions and, consequently, report a different total 
population, minority population, or low-income population, depending on the assumptions used 
to identify each population. 

5.2 Resource Impacts 

The CLUP would consist of three parts: land-use maps, policies, and implementing 
procedures. Because of the mitigating influences of the policies and implementing procedures 
presented in Chapters 3 and 6, relying solely on the land-use map designation to determine 
impacts would be misleading. While the policies and implementing procedures in Chapter 6 
provide a certain level of flexibility in Site development (e.g., Special Use Permits and Plan 
Amendments), resources would be managed and protected through the application of the 
policies and implementing procedures ensuring that future development would be orderly and 
reflective of the policies and implementing procedures limitations. 

5.2.1 Geologic Resources 

The Hanford Site includes geologic resources that a re  unique or  have economic value. 
The unique features include the White Bluffs and basalt outcrops with their talus slopes, such  as 
Gable Mountain and Gable Butte; Missoula Floods features; and active and stabilized sand  
dunes, which have aesthetic, historic, and ecological value or a re  valuable for scientific study. 
Many of these features also have cultural resource value and a re  discussed in Section 5.2.4. 
Soils on the Hanford Site can also be considered to have ecological value. Key geologic 
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resources include sail, sand and gravel, pea gravel, 'basalt, and natural gas deposits, which are 
needed to support remedial activities or have economic value for future development. Geologic 
materials required to support remediation at the Hanford Site are discussed further in 
Appendix D: 

Impacts of the alternatives on unique geologic features on the Hanford Site are 
described in the following sections and summarized in Table 5-3. Impacts of the alternatives on 
the availability of key geologic resources are summarized in Table 5-4. The primary impacts to 
unique geologic features would occur from mining under the Conservation land-use 
designations. Development under the Industrial, Research and Development, and High-Intensity 
Recreation land-use designations could also result in destruction of unique features. Grazing is 
not anticipated to have impacts on these features, although overgrazing could result in increased 
erosion of some features. 

5.2.7.1 No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, unique geologic features 
could be impacted by mining. Basalt outcrops could be developed as quarry sites for obtaining 
geologic materials for remediation although the CRMP would require extensive consultation that 
could result in stopping the proposed use. According to an engineering assessment (Appendix 
D), Gable Mountain and Gable Butte represent the most economic and technically feasible 
basalt sources available for remediation. In the absence of a land-use plan, features such as 
active and stabilized sand dunes and Missoula Floods features could be impacted by 
commercial sand and gravel operations. These features could also be impacted by industrial 
development. Soils on the Hanford Site could be impacted by mining, grazing, and cultivated 
agriculture, which would increase soil compaction and erosion. Industrial development in the 
southeast portion of the Hanford Site would destroy dune stabilizing vegetation that could result 
in activation of sand dunes. 

I 
I 

The No-Action Alternative would permit the commercial development of geologic 
resources on most of the Hanford Site, and would not restrict use of geologic resources needed 
to support remediation activities. The current administrative designations for the Saddle 
Mountain National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Wahluke Slope do not preclude mining; in 
fact, some mining is occurring on those lands. The administrative designation for the ALE 
Reserve also would not preclude development of existing natural gas claims on the Reserve. 

5.2.1.2 Preferred Alternative. Under the Preferred Alternative, unique geologic features, 
including Gable Mountain and Gable Butte, the White Bluffs, and the active sand dunes would 
be protected under the Preservation land-use designation. Missoula Floods features could be 
impacted by sand and gravel operations. Mining could result in soil compaction and increased 
erosion around quarry sites. Industrial development in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site I 
could destroy dune stabilizing vegetation that could result in activation of the sand dunes. I 

The Preferred Alternative would not exclude the commercial development of existing 
natural gas claims on the ALE Reserve. However, the Preservation land-use designation for the 
areas of the ALE Reserve surrounding those claims would preclude construction of an access 
road to the claims, and could make future development costly. 
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Table 5-3. Potential Adverse Impacts of Land-Use Alternatives on 
Unique Geologic Features. 

Impacts to Unique Geologic Features (J = impact)a 

Alternative 

No-Action 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Alternative One 

Alternative Two 

Alternative Three 

Alternative Four 

a Checkmarks do not represent adverse impacts of comparable significance; refer to accompanying text for 
significance of impacts. 

I 

I 
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Table 54 .  Opportunities for Geologic Resource Development 

Alternative 

No-Action 
Preferred Alternative 
Alternative One 

Alternative Two 
Alternative Three 
~~ ~ 

Alternative Four 

Under the Alternatives. 

Development of Geologic Resources Allowed ( J  = yes) 

Pea I Sanmv;d I Natural 
Gas Soil I Basalt I Gravel 

I J” 

J J J J J“ 

~ ~~ 

a Development of existing natural gas claims held by the Big Bend Alberta Mining Company 
could not be precluded under any alternative. 
Under this alternative, basalt, sand, and gravel resources could be quarried to support 
governmental purposes, and could not be commercially developed. 

Although basalt quarrying would not be permitted at Gable Mountain or Gable Butte, 
other viable sources, such as the below-grade ALE Reserve quarry (located along State 
Highway 240), could be developed to provide geologic materials for remediation and 

development of these sources could result in higher remediation costs than quarries at Gable 
Mountain or Gable Butte (see Appendix D). Geologic resources on approximately 30 percent 
(44,183 ha [I 09,179 ac]) of Hanford lands would be available for commercial development under 
the Preferred Alternative; however, those geologic features that have unique characteristics 
could be excluded from development by the permitting process. 

construction supporting future DOE missions and other governmental purposes. However, I 

I 

5.2.1.3 Alfernafive One. Under Alternative One, unique geologic features, including Gable 
Mountain and Gable Butte, the White Bluffs, Missoula Floods features, the active sand dunes 
and most of the stabilized sand dunes, would be protected under the Preservation land-use 
designation. Mining of geologic materials to support remediation could increase soil compaction 
and erosion around quarry sites. 

Alternative One would allow mining in areas around the Laser Interferometer 
Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO) and the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), and in other 
scattered locations in the 100 and 600 Areas. Mining would be allowed in these areas to support 
Hanford Site remediation activities, future DOE missions, and other uses. As with the Preferred 
Alternative, Alternative One would allow commercial development of the existing natural gas 
claims on the ALE Reserve, but Alternative One would not allow any other commercial 
development of geologic resources. 

5.2.1.4 Alfernafive Two. Under Alternative Two, unique geologic features (including Gable 
Mountain and Gable Butte, White Bluffs, Missoula Floods features, and active and stabilized 
sand dunes) would be protected under the Preservation land-use designation. This land-use 
designation would also minimize soil erosion by maintaining the existing vegetation cover. 

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Two would allow commercial development 
of the existing natural gas claims on the ALE Reserve. Alternative two would preclude the 
development of any other geologic resources on the Hanford Site. Geologic resources required 
to support remediation activities would have to be obtained from locations off the Hanford Site, 
which could increase remediation costs (see Appendix D). 
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5.2.7.5 Alternative Three. Under Alternative Three, unique geologic features could be 
impacted by mining. Basalt outcrops, including Gable Mountain and Gable Butte, could be 
developed as quarry sites for obtaining geologic materials for remediation, future DOE missions 
and other uses. Missoula Floods features and active and stabilized sand dunes could be 
impacted by sand and gravel quarrying. These features could also be impacted by industrial 
development in the southern and eastern portions of the Hanford Site. Industrial development in 
the southeast portion of the Hanford Site would destroy dune stabilizing vegetation and may 
activate the  sand dues. Mining and grazing under Alternative Three could result in soil 
compaction and increased soil erosion. Cultivated agriculture under Alternative Three would 
increase soil erosion through removal of the existing vegetation cover and tillage. Soil 
productivity could also decline with intensive cropping. 

Alternative Three could result in increased landslide activity at White Bluffs by allowing 
agricultural development on the Wahluke Slope. Previous studies (discussed in the Hanford 
Reach EIS [NPS 19941) suggest that irrigation of crops east  of the White Bluffs has raised the 
local water table, saturating the sedimentary materials in the bluffs and increasing the instability 
of slopes along the Columbia River. Previous landslides at  the White Bluffs have resulted in 
increased sediment loading to the Columbia River. New development of irrigated agriculture on 
the Wahluke Slope could contribute additional groundwater to the area, increasing slope 
instability and the potential for additional landslides. 

Alternative Three would allow basalt quarrying, mining of sand and gravel and pea gravel 
resources, and development of natural gas  deposits on the ALE Reserve. The Conservation 
land-use designation on the ALE Reserve would not preclude construction of an access road to 
existing natural gas  claims. Under Alternative Three, geologic resources on approximately 
53 percent (1 95,612 ha [483,368 ac])of Hanford lands would be available for commercial 
development; however, those geologic features that have unique characteristics could be 
excluded from development by the permitting process. 

5.2.7.6 Alternative Four. Under Alternative Four, unique geologic features (including basalt 
outcrops, the White Bluffs, Missoula Floods features, and active and stabilized sand dunes) 
would be protected under the Preservation land-use designation. This land-use designation 
would also minimize soil erosion, although some soil compaction and increased soil erosion 
could occur as a result of mining geological materials for remediation. Industrial development in 
the southeast portion of the Hanford Site would destroy dune stabilizing vegetation that could 
result in activation of sand dunes 

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Four would allow commercial development 
of the existing natural gas  claims on the ALE Reserve. Alternative Four would not allow any 
other commercial development of geologic resources. Mining would be limited to basalt and 
sand and gravel quarries developed to support remediation activities at the Hanford Site. These 
quarries would be located in the south-central portion of the Site, in the areas designated as 
Conservation (Mining). Basalt quarrying would not be permitted at Gable Mountain or Gable 
Butte under this alternative, but the ALE Reserve quarry located along State Route 240 could be 
developed to provide geologic materials for remediation. 

5.2.7.7 Mitigation Measures. Future development of and access to Hanford Site geologic 
resources would require review under the CLUP policies and implementing procedures 
described in Chapter 6. These procedures, which would be implemented under any of the 
alternatives being considered except the No-Action Alternative, would require avoidance or 
minimization of the impacts of mining or quarrying. Proposed mining or quarrying activities 
would be controlled through the issuance of special-use permits to be consistent with the CLUP 

‘ I  
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policies and implementing procedures requiring the protection of natural and cultural resources. 
Other mitigation measures that could reduce impacts to unique geologic features include the 
following: - 

Researchers could be invited to make observations before and during excavation or 
mining of unique features such as Missoula Floods features so the scientific value of 
the features would not be lost. 

Efficient irrigation methods could be employed to minimize groundwater recharge in 
the area of the White Bluffs. 

Rotational grazing methods could be employed to minimize soil erosion. 

Conservation tillage, fallowing, and other techniques could be used to reduce soil 
erosion from croplands. 

Mining operations could be required to remove, stockpile, and replace topsoil. 

Soil stabilization techniques would be used around mining and development sites to 
contain wind erosion. 

5.2.2 Water Resources 

Key water resources a t  the Hanford Site include surface water and groundwater. The 
primary surface water feature is the Columbia River. Other surface water features include 
springs and seeps.  Groundwater is found throughout the subsurface of the Hanford Site a t  
depths ranging from approximately 250 meters (m) (820 feet [ft]) in the central portion of the Site 
to approximately 15 m (50 ft) near the Columbia River. 

Surface water resources could be impacted by future land uses  in several ways. Water 
quality could be degraded as a result of point source pollution from industrial waste water 
discharges and non-point source pollution from runoff. Future industrial development and R&D 
activities could increase waste water discharges to the Columbia River. 

The Columbia River is classified as a "Class A" body of water by the State of 
Washington, which requires that permitted discharges of waste water from point sources to the 
river be as clean as, or cleaner, than the water in the river. Consequently, under normal 
circumstances, industrial discharges to the river would be unlikely to impact water quality in the 
river. Nevertheless, the potential for water quality impacts from new industrial activities must be 
considered because of the potential for inadvertent releases and permit violations. 
Contamination of groundwater from industrial development could also indirectly affect surface 
water through groundwater discharges to the Columbia River. Industrial development could also 
increase water withdrawals from the Columbia River. 

Non-point source degradation of surface water could occur as a result of runoff of 
agricultural chemicals from cultivated fields or a golf course. Surface water could also be 
degraded through trampling of wetland vegetation by livestock congregating in the vicinity of the 
water during dry periods. Loss of this vegetation could lead to increased siltation and water 
quality degradation. 

Impacts to groundwater could occur as a result of consumptive use  or contamination. 
Consumptive use could lead to draw down of aquifers and could change local groundwater flow 
patterns. Groundwater flow could also be altered by infiltration of water used to irrigate crops 
under the Agriculture land-use designation. Infiltration from irrigation could also mobilize 
contaminants in the vadose zone and increase contamination of groundwater. Contamination 
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could occur as a result of infiltration of chemicals from spills. Groundwater contamination could 
also occur as a result of infiltration of agricultural chemicals applied to crops, landscaped areas, 
or golf cours-es. 

Groundwater flow and contaminant transport models are used to simulate future 
groundwater-flow conditions and predict the migration of contaminants through the groundwater 
pathway. During the past several years, a Site-wide, three-dimensional, flow and transport 
model has been under development by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory's (PNNL's) 
Groundwater Monitoring Project. 

Two-dimensional flow models have been used extensively at the Hanford Site. These 
models were generally adequate for predicting aquifer head changes and directions of 
groundwater flow prior to cessation of large wastewater-disposal operations because the 
groundwater levels were somewhat stable across the Hanford Site. However, in the early 
199Os, it was recognized that a three-dimensional model was  needed for accurate calculation of 
future aquifer head changes, directions of groundwater flow, mass  transport, and predictions of 
contaminant concentrations. The three-dimensional model was needed because there is 
significant vertical heterogeneity in the unconfined aquifer, and the water table is dropping over 
most of the Hanford Site in response to cessation of large wastewater discharges. The 
unconfined aquifer system is composed of a series of conductive units that are separated from 
each other in most places by extensive mud units with relatively low hydraulic conductivities. 
Accounting for this vertical heterogeneity is particularly important as the water table drops, 
because the water table is currently near the contact between the Hanford formation and the 
underlying and much-less-conductive Ringold Formation over a large part of the Hanford Site. 
Dewatering of the highly permeable Hanford formation sediments in some areas (PNL-10196) 
may result in aquifer transmissivity changes. These changes would be an order of magnitude or 
more that would not be properly accounted for by two-dimensional flow and transport models. 

The Site-wide, three-dimensional model was used during fiscal year 1998 to support the 
composite analysis for low-level waste disposal in the Hanford Site (PNNL-11800). The 
composite analysis involved simulation of future transport of radioactive contaminants that are 
expected to exist on the Hanford Site following site closure. Site closure was assumed to occur 
in the year 2050, followed by a 1,000-year compliance period. Only sources within a designated 
waste management area on the Central Plateau were considered because other potential 
sources are assumed to be remediated before site closure to the level that they would not pose 
a hazard. During the 1,000-year compliance period, potential exposure to radioactive 
contaminants outside the waste management area must be within regulatory limits and 
maintained "as low as reasonably achievable'' (PNNL-11800). These future groundwater 
conditions would be potential impacts common to all alternatives and are shown as Figures 5-1 
through 5-9, which include the following: 

Figure 5-1 - Water Table Elevations Predicted for 2350 Compared to the Inferred 
1944 Water Table 

Figure 5-2 - Predicted Tritium Plume from the 200 Areas for 2050 

Figure 5-3 - Predicted Iodine-I 29 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 

Figure 5-4 - Predicted Technetium-99 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 

Figure 5-5 - Predicted Uranium Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 

Figure 5-6 - Predicted Strontium-90 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 

Figure 5-7 - Predicted Strontium-90 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 
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Figure 5-8 -- Predicted Chlorine-36 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049 

Figure 5-9 -- Predicted Selenium-79 Plume from the 200 Areas for 2049. 

The potential for impacts to groundwater under each alternative is identified in Table 5-5, 
and the potential for impacts to surface water is identified in Table 5-6. 

5.2.2.1 No-Acfion Affernafive. Under the No-Action Alternative, mining operations could be 
undertaken within the All Other Areas geographic area and could occur in the vicinity of the 
Columbia River. Runoff from mining operations located close to the Columbia River could lead 
to water quality degradation because of erosion and release of silt to the river. Also, potential 
fuel or chemical spills on quarry sites could contaminate groundwater or surface water if the 
sites are located close to the Columbia River. Mining operations could also require water for 
material washing and dust control. Water use by mining operations would be minor compared to 
agricultural or industrial uses, and would be less likely to result in changes to groundwater 
hydrology. Quarry sites could collect surface water runoff, and provide a favorable infiltration 
surface thereby increasing recharge and mobilizing contaminants in the vadose zone below the 
quarry sites. 

Grazing under the No-Action Alternative could occur in the vicinity of the Columbia River 
and could reduce riparian vegetation cover. Reduced cover could destabilize the river banks 
and increase sediment loading to the river. Grazing use under the No-Action Alternative would 
also require development of water sources. However, water consumption for grazing would be 
relatively small compared to other uses, such as agriculture or industrial development. 

The No-Action Alternative could allow conversion of lands to cultivated agriculture in the 
All Other Areas geographic area. Agricultural development would most likely occur near the 
Columbia River, which would provide a clean source of irrigation water. Irrigation water could 
also be provided by groundwater wells, which would alter groundwater flow patterns through 
aquifer drawdown. Irrigation of crops could leach agricultural chemicals and residual Hanford 
Site contaminants from the vadose zone to the groundwater. Runoff from agricultural land could 
also degrade water quality in the Columbia River through release of agricultural chemicals and 
increased siltation. 

The No-Action Alternative would allow industrial development throughout the All Other 
Areas geographic area. Future development would most likely occur in the South 600 Area 
because supporting infrastructure is available in this area. Water to support development could 
be obtained from on-site groundwater wells, as is the case in the 400 Area, provided by the City 
of Richland (as it is in the 300 Area), or withdrawn from the Columbia River. Consumptive use 
of groundwater to support development could lead to changes in groundwater flow patterns as a 
result of aquifer drawdown. Water quality degradation from new industrial point sources would 
be minimal because discharges (e.g. , septic systems) to groundwater would require state or 
county permits, and because Federal permit discharges to the Columbia River must be as clean 
or cleaner than water in the river. However, water quality could be affected by accidental 
releases to the soil column or the Columbia River or Yakima River from industrial sites. 

The No-Action Alternative would not increase recreational access to the Columbia River 
over existing conditions and, therefore, is unlikely to result in increased impacts to water quality 
from recreational activities. 
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Table 5-5. Potential Impacts of Alternatives on the Vadose Zone and Groundwater. 

I 

a Checkmarks do not represent adverse impacts of comparable significance; refer to accompanying text for significance of 
impacts. 
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Table 5-6. Potential Impacts of the Alternatives on Surface Water. 

I 

Alternative One 

Alternative Two 

Alternative Four 

a Checkmarks do not represent adverse impacts of Comparable significance; refer to accompanying text for 
significance of impacts. 

5.2.2.2 Preferred Alfernafive. Under the Preferred Alternative, mining operations could occur 
throughout much of the All Other Areas geographic area and on a portion of the ALE Reserve. 
Potential impacts to water resources as a result of mining operations would be similar to the 
potential impacts described for the No-Action Alternative. 

I 
The Preferred Alternative would allow industrial development in the eastern and southern 

portions of the Hanford Site. As with the No-Action Alternative, industrial development under 
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this alternative could alter groundwater flows through increased withdrawals. Industrial 
discharges to the soils column could mobilize contaminants in the vadose zone and accidental 
releases fro-m industrial sites could contaminate the groundwater or the Columbia or Yakima 
Rivers. The potential for immediate contamination of the Columbia River is limited, however, as 
the 300 Area is the only Industrial land-use designation adjacent to the river under this 
alternative. 

Recreational access to the Columbia River would be increased under the Preferred 
Alternative through adding new boat ramps and upgrading existing boat ramps. The Preferred 
Alternative would add three new access points to the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, and 
would allow development of tribal fishing villages with supporting facilities. Increased access 
could increase boating activity on the river, which could increase shoreline erosion from wakes 
generated by motorized water craft. Increased boating activity could also generate additional 
pollutants (e.g., oil, gas,  and engine exhaust). 

5.223 Alfernafive One. Under Alternative One, mining would be limited to upland areas away 
from the Columbia River, and would have minimal affects on water quality. 

Industrial development under Alternative One  would be restricted to areas that have 
already been developed, the City of Richland urban growth area (UGA), and an area between 
the Energy Northwest (formerly known as the Washington Public Power Supply System, or 
WPPSS) site and the City of Richland UGA. Industrial development in these areas could have 
impacts such as those described for the Preferred Alternative, including changes in groundwater 
flows through drawdowns and groundwater contamination through accidental releases. 
However, these impacts a re  less likely to occur under Alternative One, as less land would be 
available for industrial development. Contamination of surface water from new point sources 
would be minimal under this alternative, as most areas designated for Industrial land use are  
located away from the Columbia and Yakima Rivers. 

Alternative One  would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by adding one 
new access point to the river at  Vernita Bridge and maintaining an  existing unimproved boat 
ramp a t  White Bluffs. The increased access could have impacts to water quality such as those 
described for the Preferred Alternative, although impacts under Alternative One may be less 
extensive because it would not provide access to as many areas. 

5.2.24 AIfernafive Two. Under Alternative Two, mining, commercial grazing, and agriculture 
would not be allowed, and no impacts to water resources would occur as a result of these 
activities. 

Areas proposed for industrial development under this alternative include the City of 
Richland UGA and areas that have already been developed. The potential for new impacts to 
water resources under this alternative is minimal; however, Alternative Two would allow 
experimental aqua-culture in the K Reactor area, and discharge of waste water from fish farming 
activities could add to the nutrient load in the Columbia River. 

Alternative Two would not increase recreational access to the Columbia River and is 
unlikely to result in increased impacts to water quality from recreational uses. 

5.22.5 AIfernafive Three. Alternative Three would allow mining activities in the All Other Areas 
geographic area and on the ALE Reserve, with impacts to groundwater similar to those 
described for the No-Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. Mining would not be 
permitted within 400 m (0.25 mi) of the Columbia River, and would be unlikely to affect river 
water quality. 

Grazing under Alternative Three would be permitted in some areas on the Wahluke 
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Slope, including wetland areas associated with irrigation water return flows. Grazing could 
reduce vegetation cover in wetlands and increase siltation in flows entering the Columbia River. 
However, gcazing under this alternative would not be allowed directly adjacent to the bank of the 
Columbia River. 

Alternative Three would allow cultivated agriculture on much of the Wahluke Slope but 
would not allow agriculture within a corridor along the Columbia River. This buffer zone would 
minimize the potential for non-point source runoff of agricultural chemicals and eroded soils into 
the Columbia River. However, infiltration of agricultural chemicals could contaminate 
groundwater underlying cropland, and agriculture on the Wahluke Slope could also alter 
groundwater flow patterns. Increased groundwater recharge from irrigation would increase 
slumping along the White Bluffs, reducing their scientific, aesthetic, and cultural value. 
Increased slumping would add large quantities of sediment to the Columbia River, which could 
bury salmonid spawning areas and would alter flow patterns in the river and could mobilize 
contaminants, causing erosion of banks and islands. 

Water resource impacts due to industrial development under Alternative Three would be 
similar to those described for the Preferred Alternative and could include changes in 
groundwater flow, mobilization of vadose zone contaminants, and possible groundwater and 
surface water contamination through accidental releases. 

Recreational development under this alternative could include a golf course and 
destination resort on the Vernita Terrace. Runoff from parking lots and runoff or infiltration of 
agricultural chemicals from the golf course could impact water resources. However, 
development would not be permitted within 400 m (0.25 mi) of the Columbia River, which would 
minimize the potential affects of runoff on river water quality. The recreational development 
would involve consumption of large amounts of groundwater for culinary and sanitary uses at the 
resort and for irrigation of the golf course. Groundwater wells at the destination resort could 
result in changes in groundwater flows from aquifer drawdown, as well as possible groundwater 
mounding under sewage treatment facilities. 

Alternative Three would increase recreational access to the Columbia River, with 
potential impacts from increased boating activity such as those described for the Preferred 
Alternative. However, Alternative Three would concentrate the increased recreational activity on 
the upper end of the Hanford Reach and at a location near the Yakima River. This could result 
in water quality impacts with higher intensity in these areas, but lower intensity in the lower 
portion of the Hanford Reach. 

5.2.2.6 AIfernafive Four. As with Alternative One, Alternative Four would limit mining to upland 
areas away from the Columbia River and would result in minimal impacts to water quality from 
mining. 

Water resource impacts due to industrial development under Alternative Four would be 
similar to those described for the Preferred Alternative and could include changes to 
groundwater flow from drawdown, mobilization of vadose zone contaminants, and possible 
contamination from accidental releases. However, these impacts may be less likely to occur, as 
less land would be available for industrial development. 

Alternative Four would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by adding two 
new access points to the river at White Bluffs and Vernita Bridge, which would be associated 
with tribal fishing villages and support facilities. The increased access could have impacts to 
water quality such as those described for the Preferred Alternative, although impacts under 
Alternative Four may be less extensive because it would not provide access to as many areas. 
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5.2.2.7 Mitigation Measures. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, the CLUP 
policies and- implementing procedures described in Chapter 6 would be used to screen 
development proposals for Hanford Site lands. Some activities with the potential to impact water 
resources would not be permitted by DOE and others would be required to incorporate mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts. Mitigation measures that could reduce impacts to water resources 
include the following activities. 

b 

b 

b 

b 

b 

b 

b 

b 

Minimizing the use of groundwater so that water withdrawal would not alter 
groundwater flow and influence existing contamination plumes. 

Restricting irrigated agriculture on the Wahluke Slope, requiring hydrogeologic 
studies, or requiring efficient irrigation methods to minimize the potential for 
increased slumping of the White Bluffs. 

Designating 'no wake" zones along the Columbia River in areas where the riverbank 
is subject to erosion. 

Employing agricultural practices that minimize the use of pesticides, fertilizers, and 
herbicides, thereby minimizing the potential for infiltration or runoff of these chemicals 
to groundwater or surface water. 

Requiring a demonstration of no adverse affect on vadose zone contaminants or 
contaminated groundwater plumes prior to allowing irrigation or industrial discharges 
to the soil column. 

Employing agricultural practices that minimize soil erosion. 

Using silt fences around development sites to contain soil erosion around those sites 
and minimize the potential for release of silt to surface water. 

Using soil stabilizing techniques around mining and development sites to contain 
wind erosion. 

Implementing water conservation measures wherever possible to minimize water use. 

Implementing spill control and cleanup measures to minimize the risk of 
contaminating water resources from accidental releases. 

Managing commercial grazing activities to minimize livestock access to wetlands and 
riverbanks (e.9. , development of off-stream water sources). 

Requiring a demonstration of no adverse impact on groundwater due to increased 
infiltration and transportation of vadose zone contamination resulting from 
development. 

5.2.3 Impacts fo Biological Resources 

Sensitive biological resources are present on the Hanford Site in association with the 
Columbia River, basalt outcrops with their talus slopes such as Gable Butte and Gable 
Mountain, sand dunes, low elevation deep soils, and other unique features. Biological resources 
considered for each alternative in this analysis include terrestrial vegetation and habitat, 
especially habitats identified through consideration of plant communities of concern; wildlife and 
wildlife habitat; aquatic species and habitat; wetlands; and biodiversity. The potential impacts of 
activities allowed under the alternatives on these biological resources are identified in Table 5-7. 
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Table 51 

Alternative- 

No-Action 

Preferred 
Alternative 

Alternative 
One 

Alternative 
Two 

Alternative 
Three 

Alternative 
Four 

. Potential Impacts of the Alternatives on Sensitive Biological Resources. 

Cultivated 

a Aquatic species and habitats includes creeks, springs, riparian, and riverine (deep water) habitat. Checkmarks do not 
represent adverse impacts of comparable significance; refer to accompany text for significance of impacts. 

Biological resources at the Hanford Site are also classified by level of concern under 
BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996~). This analysis is focused on resources classified as BRMaP Levels II, 
I l l ,  and IV, defined as follows: 
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Level II resources include Washington State Monitor 1 and 2 species and early 
successional habitats. 

Cevel Ill resources include Washington State candidate, sensitive, threatened, and 
endangered species, Federal candidate species, wetlands and deep-water habitats, 
and late-successional habitats. 

Level IV resources include Federal threatened and endangered species and those 
species proposed for listing, and rare habitats such as the White Bluffs, active and 
stabilized sand dunes, and basalt outcrops. 

Table 5-8 presents the potential impacts on biological resources that have been defined in 
BRMaP as Levels II, Ill, and IV from activities allowed under the alternatives. The amount of 
acreage of each BRMaP level under each land-use designation is tabulated from GIS spatial 
data in Table 5-9. 

5.23. I No-Acfion Alfernafive. The No-Action Alternative would allow continued 
development of the All Other Areas geographic area on a project-by-project basis. Without a 
land-use plan in place, it is less likely that facility siting would be coordinated to share utility 
corridors and conserve space. Biological resources would be damaged in localized areas where 
future development occurred. Construction of new facilities would require surface clearing and 
grading, which would eliminate vegetation and wildlife habitat present on the construction site 
and allow weed species to become established. New utility corridors could fragment habitats. 
Scattered development under the No-Action Alternative could also increase the risk of wildfire, 
which could result in large-scale losses of habitat. Future industrial development under the 
No-Action Alternative could affect biological resources associated with BRMaP Levels II, 111, 
and IV, as shown in Table 5-9. 

The No-Action Alternative would not preclude development of quarries on basalt outcrops 
such as the Umtanum Ridge, Gable Mountain, and Gable Butte, which could damage sensitive 
habitats in these locations. This alternative would also allow sand and gravel quarrying in most 
of the All Other Areas geographic area, and could affect BRMaP Levels II, 111, and IV resources. 
Because basalt and sand and gravel quarries are typically limited in size, it is unlikely that habitat 
losses would be large enough to affect biodiversity. Conversely, mining of topsoil for covering 
and reclaiming remediation sites could disturb large areas and could affect biodiversity. Under 
the No-Action Alternative, the McGee Ranch could be developed as a quarry site for 
remediation. Large-scale soil mining at McGee Ranch could affect the connection between the 
large tracts of shrub-steppe habitat on the Hanford Site and those on the Yakima Training 
Center to the west. Mining at McGee Ranch could eliminate the wildlife movement corridor 
between these areas and increase habitat fragmentation. Isolating these two habitat remnants 
could reduce the genetic diversity of plant and animal species associated with shrub-steppe 
habitat and reduce regional biodiversity in the long term. 

Although the No-Action Alternative does not designate lands for cultivated agriculture, this 
alternative would not preclude future agricultural development of Hanford Site lands. Assuming 
that cultivated agriculture would be established near the Columbia River to facilitate irrigation, the 
conversion to cropland could displace rare plants, riparian plant communities, and other BRMaP 
Level Ill and IV resources associated with the free flowing Hanford Reach. Cultivated agriculture 
adjacent to the Columbia River would increase sediment loading to the river, potentially affecting 
salmonid spawning areas. Agricultural chemicals in runoff from croplands could damage 
sensitive wetland and aquatic habitats. 
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11 
12 

- 
Alternative 

Impact to BRMaP Resource Level of Concern 

I1 111 IV 
Mining J J J 

Activity (J = impacty 

No-Action 

I Development I J I J I J 

Livestock grazing J J J 

Cultivated agriculture J J J 

I Recreation I I I 

Livestock grazing J J J 

1 Development J J 

~ Cultivated agriculture J J J 

Preferred 
Alternative 

7 

Mining 

Livestock grazing 

Cultivated agriculture 

Development 

Alternative One 

J J J 

J J 

Alternative Two 

Alternative Three 

I Mining I J I J I J 

Livestock grazing 

I Recreation I J I J I J 

Alternative Four 

Recreation J J 
I I I 

3 Checkmarks do  not represent adverse impacts of comparable significance; refer to accompany text for 
significance of impacts. 
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Table 5-9. Distribution of BRMaP Level II, 111, and IV Resources Under the Nine Land-Use 
Designations for the Alternatives. (2 pages) 
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Table 5-9. Distribution of BRMaP Level II, 111, and IV Resources Under the Nine Land-Use 
Designations for the Alternatives. (2 pages) 

Land-Use- No-Action Preferred Alternative Alternative 
Designation Alternative Alternative One Two 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

. 12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

Alternative Alternative 
Three Four 

High-Intensity 

Agriculture 

Recreation 
0 4 0 0 4 0 

0 0 0 0 21 1 0 

Although the No-Action Alternative would not preclude cultivated agriculture, mining, or 
industrial development adjacent to the Columbia River, such developments would have to be 
reviewed by the National Park Service for compatibility with the proposed Wild and Scenic River 
designation for the Columbia River. This review may prevent the siting of impacting activities 
near the river, and effectively provide protection of biological resources in the Columbia River 
Corridor under any of the alternatives being considered. 

Grazing of livestock on the Wahluke Slope under the No-Action Alternative could alter 
terrestrial vegetation communities by eliminating or reducing the cover of some species, 
encouraging the growth of grazing-tolerant species, and providing opportunities for weed species 
to become established. These changes could adversely affect associated wildlife species. 
Cessation of grazing could increase the fire danger by providing flash and s tep fuel biomass such 
as cheatgrass that carries a range fire between brushy areas. Wetland and riparian plant 
communities could be damaged where livestock congregate near water sources. 

Although the No-Action Alternative would continue to allow recreational u se  of the Hanford 
Reach, no new boat ramps or other recreational development would be planned. The No-Action 
Alternative is not likely to result in increased recreational impacts to biological resources 
associated with the Columbia River. 

5.2.3.2 Preferred Alternative. Industrial development under the Preferred Alternative could 
disturb previously undisturbed land areas, including areas containing BRMaP Level I I  and I l l  
resources in the southern portion of the All Other Areas geographic area. Construction of new 
facilities would require surface clearing and grading, which would eliminate vegetation and wildlife 
habitat present on the construction site and provide opportunities for weed species to become 
established. Industrial development in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site would destroy 
dune stabilizing vegetation and encourage dune activation. The Preferred Alternative, through 
implementation of the CLUP’s policies and implementing procedures (see Chapter 6), would 
mitigate the disturbance, encouraging the clustering of future developments and sharing of utility 
corridors, conserving space and minimizing disturbance. Industrial development under the 
Preferred Alternative would be less likely to fragment habitats or affect biodiversity than under the 
No-Action Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would designate much of the All Other Areas geographic area 
for Conservation (Mining). In addition, a small portion of the ALE Reserve, which has  been 
identified as a n  alternative basalt source, would be designated for Conservation (Mining). 
Biological resources located at  quarry sites would be damaged or destroyed. The area in the 
ALE Reserve where mining would be permitted contains BRMaP Level I and I I  resources. 

The Preferred Alternative would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by 
allowing additional boat launch facilities to be constructed. Increased boating activity on the river 
could adversely affect salmonid spawning areas, aquatic plant communities and other BRMaP 
Level 111 and IV resources. Development of biking and hiking trails and other recreational facilities 
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could also damage plant communities of concern, and disturb bald eagle roosts and great blue 
heron rookeries along the Hanford Reach. With increased access, there would also be an 
increase in the probability of a wildfire occurring. 

The Preferred Alternative would assign the Preservation land-use designation to 
approximately 53 percent (78,127 ha [193,056 ac]) of the Hanford Site, including the Wahluke 
Slope, most of the ALE Reserve, the basalt outcrops, the McGee Ranch area, the shoreline of 
the Columbia River, river islands, and the active sand dunes. The Preservation land-use 
designation would protect approximately 66 percent (44,096 ha [108,964 ac]) of BRMaP Level Ill 
and 85 percent (7,895 ha [19,509]) of BRMaP Level IV resources on the Hanford Site. 

5.2.3.3 Alternative One. Industrial development under Alternative One would be allowed in 
areas where development has already impacted sensitive habitats and in an area south of the 
Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) site where cheatgrass dominates the vegetation 
cover. These areas consist mainly of BRMaP Level I and II resources. Industrial development 
under Alternative One would result in destruction of habitat, but the impacts would be less 
extensive and to lower quality habitat than under the Preferred Alternative or the No-Action 
Alternative because of the limited areas available for development. 

Alternative One would minimize the area designated for Industrial-Exclusive use to 
preserve the maximum amount of high-quality, late-successional shrub-steppe habitat located 
west of the 200 West Area. An additional 443 ha (1,108 ac) of BRMaP Level Ill resources would 
be protected under the Preservation land-use designation in this area, as compared to the 
Preferred Alternative and the No-Action Alternative. 

Under Alternative One, the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would be assigned 
to areas around LlGO and FFTF, and in other scattered locations in the 100 and 600 Areas. 
Biological resources at many of these locations have been previously impacted and are classified 
as BRMaP Level I and 11. Other areas contain BRMaP Level 111 and IV resources that could be 
damaged by basalt and sand and gravel quarrying. Impacts to these resources are less likely 
than under the Preferred Alternative or No-Action Alternative, however, because mining under 
Alternative One would be limited to supporting remediation activities. 

Alternative One would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by allowing an 
additional boat launch facility to be constructed. Increased boating activity on the river could 
adversely affect biological resources associated with the Hanford Reach. Impacts would be less 
extensive than under the Preferred Alternative because access would not be provided to as many 
locations. 

Alternative One would assign the Preservation land-use designation to approximately 
84 percent (124,517 ha 1307,688 ac]) of Hanford Site, including most of the ALE Reserve, the 
basalt outcrops, the McGee Ranch area, the Saddle Mountain NWR, the entire Columbia River 
Corridor, and the active and most stabilized sand dunes. The Preservation land-use designation 
would protect approximately 92 percent (61,306 ha [151,490 ac]) of BRMaP Level 111 and 
85 percent (7,905 ha [19,534 ac]) of BRMaP Level IV resources. 

5.2.3.4 Akernafive Two. Under Alternative Two, lands designated for industrial development 
are mostly occupied by existing facilities, although some BRMaP Level I1 and Level 111 resources 
are included under the industrial and Research and Development land-use designations. 
Industrial development under Alternative Two could result in destruction of habitat, but the 
impacts would be less extensive than under any of the other alternatives being considered 
because of the limited areas available for development. By limiting the amount of area to be 
developed, Alternative Two (by land-use designation rather than by CLUP policies and 
implementing procedures), advocates the clustering of future development. 
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Alternative Two, like Alternative One, would minimize the area designated for Industrial- 
Exclusive use  in order to preserve the maximum amount of high-quality, late-successional shrub- 
steppe habit-at located west of the 200 West Area. An additional 443 ha (1,108 ac) of BRMaP 
Level Ill resources would be protected under the Preservation land-use designation in this area,  
as compared to the Preferred Alternative and the No-Action Alternative. 

Alternative Two would not increase recreational access to the Columbia River, and would 
be unlikely to result in increased impacts to biological resources associated with the river. 

Alternative Two would assign the Preservation land-use designation to approximately 
95 percent (140,767 ha [347,843 ac]) of Hanford Site, including the ALE Reserve, Wahluke 
Slope, Columbia River Corridor, and much of the All Other Areas geographic area. The 
Preservation land-use designation would protect approximately 92 percent (61,539 ha 
[152,066 ac]) of the BRMaP Level Ill and 100 percent (9,260 ha [22,882 ac]) of the BRMaP Level 
IV resources. 

5.2.3.5 Alfernafive Three. Under Alternative Three, the Industrial and Research and 
Development land-use designations would be larger than under any of the other alternatives, but 
would mainly consist of BRMaP Level I and I1 resources. Impacts to biological resources from 
industrial development under Alternative Three would be similar to those described for the  
Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative Three would designate the ALE Reserve and much of the All Other Areas 
geographic area as Conservation (Mining). Basalt and sand and gravel quarries developed in 
these a reas  could impact rare plants and sensitive plant communities, depending on their relative 
locations, but CLUP policies and implementing procedures would mitigate against such impacts. 
Basalt and sand  and gravel quarrying could affect BRMaP Level II, Ill, and IV resources. 
Because basalt and sand  and gravel quarries a re  typically limited in size, it is unlikely that habitat 
losses would be large enough to affect biodiversity. 

Under Alternative Three, lands in the Wahluke Slope could be converted to agriculture, 
which would involve conversion of native plant communities to cropland, pasture land, and 
orchards. Habitats of concern, including BRMaP Level II, I l l ,  and IV resources, would be 
damaged or  destroyed. Conversion of native plant communities to cropland would reduce 
biodiversity by replacing complex plant communities with monocultures and allowing invasion of 
non-native species. Biodiversity also could be affected on portions of the Wahluke Slope 
designated for Conservation (Mining and Grazing), where livestock grazing could alter native 
plant communities. Converting the Wahluke Slope to irrigated agriculture could accelerate the 
collapse of the White Bluffs and destroy salmon spawning areas  by siltation of the spawning 
gravels in the Columbia River. 

Alternative Three would allow High-Intensity Recreational development of the Vernita 
Terrace, and Low-Intensity Recreational use  of a large portion of the 100 Areas near the  
Columbia River. Development of a destination resort a t  Vernita Terrace would impact mostly 
BRMaP Level I resources, as this area consists of cheatgrass and abandoned fields. 
Construction of Low-Intensity Recreational facilities, such as the proposed recreational trail along 
the river, could result in habitat losses, including BRMaP Level I t ,  111, and IV resources. However, 
such trails and other facilities would be sited according to the CLUP policies and implementing 
procedures to minimize impacts to BRMaP Level II, I l l ,  and IV resources. Increased recreational 
access to the Columbia River under this alternative would increase boating activity and could 
result in impacts to salmonid spawning areas,  bald eagle roosts, great blue heron rookeries, and 
aquatic plant communities. Increased access could also result in the increased probability of 
wildfire. Recreational facilities would be located a t  least onequarter mile from the river with Low- 
Intensity access points. 
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Alternative Three would assign the Preservation land-use designation to approximately 
6 percent (9,002 ha [22,244 ac]) of Hanford Site lands, primarily along the Columbia River 
corridor. Th-e Preservation land-use designation would protect approximately 5 percent (3,548 ha 
[8,767 ac]) of BRMaP Level Ill and 13 percent (1,178 ha [2,911 ac]) of BRMaP Level IV 
resources on the Hanford Site. As with the other alternatives being considered, Alternative Three 
would also protect sensitive biological resources through the Conservation (Mining) land-use 
designation with mining only by DOE'S special-use permit, as described in Chapter 6 policies and 
implementing procedures. Under Alternative Three, the Conservation (Mining) land-use 
designation includes 56 percent (37,096 ha [91,666 ac]) of BRMaP Level I l l  and 70 percent 
(6,450 ha [15,938 ac]) of BRMaP Level IV resources on the Hanford Site. 

5.23.6 AIfernafive Four. Alternative Four would allow industrial development in the City of 
Richland UGA, in previously developed sites, such as Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPSS), FFTF, 300 Area, and undisturbed areas north of the City of Richland UGA, which 
contain mainly BRMaP Level I and I 1  resources. Construction of new industrial or R&D facilities 
would require surface clearing and grading, which would eliminate vegetation and wildlife habitat 
present on the construction site and provide opportunities for weed species to become 
established. Industrial development in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site would destroy 
dune stabilizing vegetation. Industrial development under Alternative Four would be less likely to 
fragment habitats and affect biodiversity than the Preferred Alternative or Alternative Three, 
because the areas  available for development would be smaller, of lesser quality, and closer to 
existing infrastructure. 

Under Alternative Four, a portion of the All Other Areas geographic area and a small 
portion of the ALE Reserve would be  managed under the Conservation (Mining) land-use 
designation. Lands within the ALE Reserve under this land-use designation a re  classified as 
BRMaP Levels I and 11. The portion of the All Other Areas geographic area available for mining 
includes BRMaP Levels I1 and 111 resources. Basalt and sand and gravel quarries developed in 
these areas  could impact rare plants and sensitive plant communities, depending on their 
location. Because basalt and sand and gravel quarries are typically limited in size and would be 
permitted by DOE, it is unlikely that habitat losses would be large enough to affect biodiversity. 

Alternative Four would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by adding two 
new access points to the river at  White Bluffs and Vernita Bridge, which would be associated with 
tribal fishing villages and support facilities. The increased access could have impacts to 
biological resources such as those described for the Preferred Alternative, although impacts 
under Alternative Four may be less extensive because it would not provide access to as many 
areas. 

Alternative Four would assign the Preservation land-use designation to approximately 
76 percent (1 12,321 ha [277,551 ac]) of Hanford Site, including the Wahluke Slope, the Columbia 
River Corridor, most of the ALE Reserve, the basalt outcrops and active sand dunes, and other 
portions of the AI1 Other Areas geographic area. The Preservation land-use designation would 
protect approximately 85 percent (56,842 ha [140,460 ac]) of BRMaP Level I l l  and 100 percent 
(9,260 ha [22,882 ac]) of BRMaP Level IV resources on the Hanford Site. 

5.2.3.7 Mifigation Measures. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures described in Chapter 6 would be used to screen 
development proposals for Hanford Site lands. All proposals, including the No-Action Alternative, 
potentially affecting sensitive biological resources would be required to comply with applicable 
statutes, such as the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
of 1972, the Migratory Bird Treafy Act of 1918, and other statutes, Executive Orders, and policies 
discussed in Chapter 7. Some activities with the potential to impact habitats of concern would not 
be permitted by DOE and others would be modified or required by CLUP policies and 
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implementing procedures to incorporate mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Mitigation 
measures that could reduce impacts to biological resources include the following: 

- 
Minimize disturbance of wetlands and replace disturbed wetlands through purchase, 
construction, or restoration of wetlands. 

Mitigation for remedial actions should occur near the site of the disturbance as a first 
priority or, if that is not feasible, be performed as compensatory mitigation on areas 
designated for Conservation or Preservation. 

Revegetate disturbed areas using native vegetation. 

Schedule activities to avoid critical nesting, roosting, leking, breeding, and fawning 
times. 

5.2.4 Cultural Resources 

Impacts to cultural resources may include damage or destruction of archaeological and 
historic sites and artifacts, as well as disruption of religious and traditional uses of the Hanford 
Site by American Indians. Impacts of the alternatives on Hanford Site cultural resources are 
summarized in Table 5-1 0. 

5.2.4.7 No-Acfion Alfernafive. The No-Action Alternative would allow quarrying from basalt 
outcrops that have traditional, cultural, and religious importance to American Indians. The 
No-Action Alternative also would allow sand and gravel mining and industrial development in 
most of the Ail Other Areas geographic area, which would alter the viewsheds associated with 
religious sites. These activities and cultivated agriculture (which could be allowed under the No- 
Action Alternative) could also displace natural resources traditionally gathered by American 
Indians and disturb archaeological and historic sites. Ground-disturbing activities adjacent to the 
Columbia River could also increase sediment loading to the Columbia River, which could damage 
salmonid spawning areas  and potentially affect American Indian fishing as a cultural activity. 
Although the No-Action Alternative would not increase recreational access to the Columbia River, 
archaeological sites would remain at  risk to unauthorized artifact collection and riverbank erosion 
from boat wakes. 

5.2.4.2 Preferred Alfernafive. Although the Preferred Alternative would preclude quarrying of 
basalt outcrops such as Gable Mountain and Gable Butte, mining of other areas could damage  or 
destroy archaeological and historic sites and displace natural resources traditionally gathered by 
American Indians. Mining and industrial development could also affect viewsheds associated 
with American Indian religious sites. 

The Preferred Alternative would allow industrial development in the Central Plateau and in 
the southeastern portion of the Hanford Site. Although these areas already include developed 
sites (e.g., 200 Areas, Energy Northwest [formerly known as WPSS], FFTF, and 300 Area), 
large land areas remain that have not been disturbed. Development of these areas  could result 
in damage to or destruction of archaeological and historic sites and displacement of natural 
resources traditionally gathered by American Indians. 

The Preferred Alternative would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by 
allowing additional boat launch facilities to be constructed. The Low-Intensity Recreation land- 
use designation would also allow increased recreational use of the Vernita Terrace. Increased 
recreational uses along the Columbia River could result in damage to natural resources 
traditionally gathered by American Indians and impacts to archaeological and historic sites from 
unauthorized artifact collection, vandalism, and erosion of riverbanks from boat wakes. 
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5.2.4.3 AIfernafive One. Under Alternative One, mining to support remediation would be 
allowed in scattered locations in the All Other Areas geographic area. Although some  
archaeological sites in these areas  were previously disturbed by pre-Hanford farming or by 
construction of Hanford Site facilities, cultural artifacts may remain that could be impacted by 
mining. Mining in these a reas  could affect native plant communities and animals of importance to 
American Indians. However, this impact is less likely to occur under Alternative One  than under 
the Preferred Alternative, because less land would be available for mining and much of it has 
been previously disturbed. 

Alternative One would limit the Industrial and Research and Development land-use 
designations to the Central Plateau, Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) site, 
300 Area, and the City of Richland UGA, where some  archaeological and historic sites have 
already been identified and mitigated. The Industrial land-use designation also includes a n  area 
located south of the Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) site where cheatgrass 
dominates the vegetation cover. Future industrial development in this area could disturb 
archaeological or historic sites. Archaeological sites could also be  disturbed by future 
development under the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation on the Central Plateau, although 
Alternative One  would protect more of these resources in the Central Plateau than would the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative One  would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by allowing an 
additional boat launch facility to be constructed. Increased recreational u ses  along the Columbia 
River could result in damage to natural resources traditionally gathered by American Indians and 
impacts to archaeological and historic sites from unauthorized artifact collection, vandalism, and 
riverbank erosion from boat wakes. These impacts would be less extensive under Alternative 
One  than under the Preferred Alternative, which would allow higher levels of recreational use. 

5.2.4.4 AIfernafive Two. Industrial development under Alternative Two would be limited to the 
Central Plateau, Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPPSS) site, 300 Area, and areas  
adjacent to the City of Richland. Archaeological and historic resources in most of these a reas  
have already been identified and mitigated. New development in a reas  of the Central Plateau 
could disturb additional sites, although Alternative Two would protect more of these resources in 
the Central Plateau than would the Preferred Alternative. Alternative Two would designate most 
of the Hanford Site for Preservation, which would minimize future impacts to cultural resources. 

5.2.4.5 AIfernafive Three. Under Alternative Three, areas  with known cultural resources, 
including the ALE Reserve, could be affected by mining if permitted by CLUP policies and 
implementing procedures. However, this alternative would not allow mining or  other development 
within 400 m (0.25 mi) of the  Columbia River Corridor, where cultural resources a re  concentrated. 
Mining, cultivated agriculture, and industrial development under this alternative could alter 

viewsheds associated with religious sites used by American Indians. 

Alternative Three would allow industrial and R&D in the Central Plateau and in the eastern 
and southern portions of the Hanford Site. Although these areas  already include developed sites, 
such as the 200 Areas, Energy Northwest site, FFTF, and 300 Area, there remain large land 
areas  that have not been disturbed. Development of these areas  could result in damage to or 
destruction of archaeological and historic sites and displacement of natural resources traditionally 
gathered by American Indians. 

Alternative Three would allow conversion of much of the Wahluke Slope to croplands 
under the Agricultural land-use designation. Conversion to croplands would involve removal of 
native vegetation important to American Indians. Tillage of croplands would damage  or destroy 
archaeological and historic sites. Irrigated agriculture would increase slumping of the White 
Bluffs, which have cultural significance to American Indians. Increased slumping could also 
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impact American Indian cultural fishing and other fishing and could alter the river channel, 
causing losses of cultural resources to riverbank and island erosion. 

Agricultural development and commercial grazing on the Wahluke Slope would also alter 
native plant communities and displace animals of importance to American Indians. 
Archaeological and burial sites could be damaged where livestock gather, such as at water 
sources. 

Alternative Three would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by 
designating a large portion of the 100 Areas for Low-Intensity Recreation, as well as designating 
the Vernita Terrace and the B Reactor area for High-Intensity Recreation. Development of 
recreational facilities could damage archaeological and historic sites in these areas. Increased 
recreational uses along the Columbia River could also result in damage to natural resources 
traditionally gathered by American Indians and impacts to archaeological and historic sites from 
unauthorized artifact collection, vandalism, and riverbank erosion from boat wakes. An area near 
Horn Rapids on the Yakima River designated for High-Intensity Recreation could have similar 
impacts to cultural resources and the culturally important viewshed. 

5.2.4.6 Akernafive Four. Alternative Four would allow mining that followed the CLUP's policies 
and implementing procedures in support of remediation in the southern portion of the All Other 
Areas geographic area. Mining in this area could alter viewsheds associated with religious sites 
used by American Indians. 

Alternative Four would designate southeastern portions of the Hanford Site for Industrial 
and Research and Development uses. Although these areas already include developed sites 
(e.g., Energy Northwest [formerly known as WPSS], FFTF, and the 300 Area), other areas 
under these designations have not previously been disturbed. Development of these areas could 
result in damage to or destruction of archaeological and historic sites and displacement of natural 
resources traditionally gathered by American Indians. These impacts would be less extensive 
under this alternative than under the Preferred Alternative or Alternative Three because less land 
would be available for development. 

Alternative Four would increase recreational access to the Columbia River by allowing 
additional boat launch facilities to be constructed. Increased recreational uses along the 
Columbia River could result in impacts to archaeological and historic sites from unauthorized 
artifact collection, vandalism, and riverbank erosion from boat wakes. These impacts may be 
less extensive under Alternative Four than under the Preferred Alternative because this 
alternative would not provide access to as many areas. 

5.2.4.7 Mifigafion Measures. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures described in Chapter 6 would be used by DOE to screen 
development proposals for Hanford Site lands. Impacts of specific proposed projects would be 
evaluated through the NEPA process including potential impacts on tribal member's treaty rights 
and known archaeological and historic sites. Some projects may not be permitted and others 
may be required to incorporate mitigation measures to reduce the impacts. Mitigation measures 
that could reduce impacts to cultural resources include the following: 

Restrict irrigated agriculture on the Wahluke Slope, requiring hydrogeologic studies, or 
requiring efficient irrigation methods to minimize the potential for increased slumping 
of the White Bluffs. 

Continue to conduct cultural resource surveys of proposed project locations in 
accordance with Neitzel et al. 1997. 

Final HCP EIS 5-43 Environmental Consequences I 

- -,. (___. - . ~ I..% .... .il I .*... .. I . ?,. . _.  . ,, ,.,. . . ,,..,.. I~ 7 , - . ,-7-4-. .. __>., , 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

Continue to schedule activities to avoid conflicts with American Indian traditional and 
religious uses. 

Continue to conduct consultations with the RL Cultural Resources Program Manager, 
the State Historic Preservation Office, affected Tribal governments, and Wanapum 
Band representatives to identify additional mitigation measures or  project alternatives. 

5.2.5 Aesfhefic Resources 

In this document, key aesthetic resources include viewing locations, viewsheds, visibility 
(ambient air quality), odors, and ambient noise levels. Adoption of any particular alternative 
would not directly impact aesthetic resources; however, activities allowed under the  various 
alternatives could have different affects on these resources. 

Impacts of the alternatives on aesthetic resources are  described in the following sections 
and are  summarized in Table 5-1 1. The primary impacts to aesthetic resources would occur as a 
result of altering viewsheds through mining or development, visibility or odor impacts from release 
of atmospheric pollutants from industrial activities, visibility impacts from releases of fugitive dust 
from construction sites and seasonally from agricultural activities, and new noise impacts as a 
result of development, mining, or recreation in areas  that a re  typically quiet. 

Under all alternatives, new development projects would be subject to a New Source 
Review in accordance with the requirements of Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-400. 
The New Source Review would identify probable air emissions and air emission control 
technology would be required, if necessary, to comply with Washington State air-quality 
thresholds. 

5.2.5.1 No-Acfion Alfernafive. Under the No-Action Alternative, a quarry operation could be 
developed on Gable Mountain or Gable Butte, affecting access to these viewing locations. 
Mining and industrial development activities under this alternative could alter the viewsheds 
associated with the basalt outcrops. These activities could be widely dispersed under the 
No-Action Alternative and would stand out against the relatively undisturbed surrounding terrain. 

Potential impacts to visibility under this alternative would occur as a result of temporary 
releases of fugitive dust from construction sites, seasonal releases of fugitive dust from 
agricultural fields, releases of fugitive dust during mining or quarrying operations, and from 
releases of pollutants from developed sites. 

Potential noise impacts under the No-Action Alternative would include blasting associated 
with quarry operations, noise generated seasonally by agricultural machinery, and industrial noise 
around new industrial sites. Depending on the location of the activities, these noise impacts 
could detract from the recreation experience of recreationists on the Wahluke Slope and along 
the Columbia River. 

Commercial grazing by domestic animals could destroy wetland vegetation, create mud 
holes, create obnoxious odors, create noise, and be a source of weed and insect pests. Grazing 
could detract from the recreation experience of recreationists, including hikers, hunters, fishers, 
and wildlife watchers using areas  designated for Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation, and 
Preservation; and could disrupt wildlife. 
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5.2.5.2 Preferred Alfernafive. Under the Preferred Alternative, viewing locations associated 
with basalt outcrops and the ALE Reserve would not be disturbed. Viewing locations associated 
with the Columbia River could be disrupted through development of a mining operation outside a 
quarter mile from the river. Mining operations would also be permitted within the viewsheds of 
basalt outcrops. An area designated for Industrial use is within the viewshed of Gable Mountain. 
Impacts to visibility could include releases of fugitive dust from construction sites and pollutants 
from new industrial sites. 

Noise impacts under the Preferred Alternative could include blasting during quany 
operation, increased noise in the vicinity of new industrial sites, and noise from increased 
motorized watercraft use on the Columbia River. The increased noise levels from these activities 
could detract from the recreation experience of recreationists, including hikers, hunters, fishers, 
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and wildlife watchers using areas designated for Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation, and 
Preservation; and could disrupt wildlife. 

5.2.5.3 AIfernafive One. Under Alternative One, viewing locations associated with basalt 
outcrops, the Columbia River, and the ALE Reserve would be protected. Mining operations 
would be permitted within the viewshed of Gable Mountain, but with the exception of the 
200 Areas, only limited industrial development would be permitted within the viewshed. Visibility 
impacts could include emissions of fugitive dust from mining operations and construction sites, 
along with potential emissions of pollutants from industrial activities. 

Noise impacts under Alternative One could include blasting during quarry operation, 
increased noise in the vicinity of new industrial sites, and noise from increased motorized 
watercraft use on the Columbia River. Because areas designated for development are in close 
proximity to previously developed areas, new noise sources are not likely to affect previously 
quiet areas. Noise from blasting and from recreational activities along the Columbia River could 
affect some areas  that are  presently quiet, detracting from the recreation experience of 
recreationists and potentially disrupting wildlife. 

5.2.5.4 Alfernafive Two. Alternative Two would allow minimal new development on the Hanford 
Site, protecting existing viewing locations and viewsheds. New industrial development could 
occur in the City of Richland UGA, but would have minimal visibility and noise impacts to 
recreationists. 

5.2.5.5 Alfernafive Three. Alternative Three would allow quarrying operations on basalt 
outcrops and mining on the ALE Reserve, which could affect access to viewing locations. 
Viewing locations associated with the Columbia River would remain unaffected. The viewshed 
from the basalt outcrops and from points along the Columbia River could be altered by develop- 
ment of agriculture on the Wahluke Slope and mining and industrial development on other 
portions of the Hanford Site. Agricultural development of the Wahluke Slope would replace 
natural vegetation mosaics with ordered rectangular, linear, and circular patterns associated with 
irrigated cropland and orchards. 

Visibility impacts could include fugitive dust from mining and quarrying operations, 
seasonal .releases of particulates from farming activities, releases of fugitive dust from 
construction sites, and releases of pollutants from new industrial sites. 

Noise impacts associated with this alternative could include blasting in support of quarry 
operations, noise from agricultural machinery, industrial noise in developed areas, and increased 
noise associated with motorized watercraft on the Columbia River. The new noise sources could 
affect some areas  that are presently quiet, detracting from the recreation experience of 
recreationists and potentially disrupting wildlife. 

Commercial grazing by domestic animals could destroy wetland vegetation, create mud 
holes, create obnoxious odors, create noise, and be a source of weed and insect pests. Grazing 
could detract from the recreation experience of recreationists, including hikers, hunters, fishers, 
and wildlife watchers using areas designated for Low-Intensity Recreation, Conservation, and 
Preservation; and could disrupt wildlife. 

5.2.5.6 AIfernafive Four. Alternative Four would protect viewing locations a t  basalt outcrops, on 
the ALE Reserve, and along the Columbia River. Mining activities in the south-central portion of 
the Hanford Site could alter viewsheds associated with basalt outcrops. Impacts to visibility could 
include releases of fugitive dust from construction sites and pollutants from new industrial sites. 

Noise impacts under Alternative Four could include blasting during quarry operation, 
increased noise in the vicinity of new industrial sites, and noise from increased motorized 
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watercraft use on the Columbia River. The increased noise levels from these activities could 
detract from the recreation experience of recreationists and could disrupt wildlife. 

5.2.5.7 Mifigafion Measures. With the exception of the No-Action Alternative, the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures described in Chapter 6 would be used to screen 
development proposals for Hanford Site lands. Proposed projects would be planned to be 
consistent with the CLUP policies requiring protection of natural and cultural resources. This 
planning effort would include consideration of aesthetic resources. Potential mitigation measures 
for aesthetic resources include: 

Implementing dust control measures, such as spraying water or other dust 
suppressants, on construction, excavation, and quarry sites to reduce emissions of 
fugitive dust. 

Covering loads when hauling materials away from construction or excavation sites. 

Siting development or mining activities in areas with the least impact on the viewshed 
from basalt outcrops with their talus slopes, such as Gable Butte and Gable Mountain. 

Minimizing noise impacts to wildlife by restricting activities that generate noise to 
seasons when sensitive wildlife would be disrupted the least. 

Limiting grazing timing, grazing rotation, and grazing areas to protect aesthetic 
resources. 

5.3 Socioeconomic 

5.3. I Socioeconomic Impacts 

The study area used for the purpose of socioeconomics analysis includes Benton, 
Franklin, and Grant counties. 

5.3.1.1 No-Acfion Alternafive. Under the No-Action Alternative, a land-use plan would not be 
implemented, and facility planning and siting would continue on a project-by-project basis. 
Because a land-use plan would not guide development, the potential socioeconomic impacts of 
the No-Action Alternative cannot be readily predicted. The lack of a land-use plan that provides a 
framework for DOE and local governments to work cooperatively may discourage multiple use 
and transfer of Hanford lands. In the absence of a land-use plan, it is also unlikely that new 
recreational opportunities would be developed that would generate economic benefits. However, 
it can be assumed that this alternative would allow industrial development and R&D activities to 
occur. Industrial development under the No-Action Alternative is likely to generate more 
employment than Alternatives One or Two, but probably less employment than would the 
Preferred Alternative or Alternative Three. 

Under the No-Action Alternative, it is less likely facility siting would be coordinated to 
share utility corridors and conserve space. The lack of a land-use plan could result in inefficient 
use of existing infrastructure, with new infrastructure added on a project-by-project basis. In the 
absence of a land-use plan, prioritization of infrastructure maintenance and improvements would 
be more difficult and could result in higher costs to DOE and local governmental entities 
responsible for infrastructure. 

5.3.1.2 Preferred Alternafive. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would allow industrial 
development, R&D initiatives, limited mining, and increased recreational uses on Hanford Site 
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lands. A total of 15,335 ha (37,894 ac) would become available for industrial development, which 
would meet the estimated need forecasted by the Benton County Planning Department (1,639 ha 
[4,050 ac]), -and would provide an additional 13,696 ha (33,844 ac) to support possible future 
DOE missions. This amount of land would allow the siting of several manufacturing facilities, with 
a total employment of 1,000 or more. Lands under the Research and Development land-use 
designation would total approximately 4,912 ha (12,138 ac), which could support a t  least 
527,482 m2 (5.9 million ft2) of facility space  (including buildings, parking lots, and support 
facilities) and total employment of up to 100 employees. 

Future industrial development on Hanford Site lands would require additional support 
infrastructure, such as roads and utilities. The City of Richland, in its Comprehensive Plan (COR 
1997), anticipates industrial development in its UGA’, which includes Hanford’s 300 Area, and a 
portion of the Hanford Site north of the city limits. The Comprehensive Plan was prepared with 
the assumption that all industrial development within the 20-year planning period would be 
accommodated by land already available within the UGA. The Comprehensive Plan describes 
the city’s plans for addressing additional infrastructure needs anticipated in the UGA during the 
planning period. 

The City of Richland’s Comprehensive Plan (pp. 3-17, and 3-19 through 3-22) 
(COR 1997) indicates that growth exceeding the City’s projections could result in reduced levels 
of service in the city’s infrastructure, including the transportation system, waste water facilities, 
water supply, solid waste management, and electrical power supply. If industrial development 
under the  Preferred Alternative expanded beyond the UGA, the  development could exceed the  
City’s capacity to provide supporting infrastructure. Existing Hanford Site infrastructure could 
meet at least s o m e  of the increased demand. Improvements to the existing infrastructure may 
have to be financed through other governmental or public entities, such as Benton County or  the 
Port of Benton, to encourage industrial development on Hanford Site lands. 

The Preferred Alternative would make some of the Hanford Site available for mining under 
the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation. The Preferred Alternative would allow the 
development of the existing natural gas claim held by the Big Bend Alberta Mining Company and 
the filing of new claims for sand  and gravel and natural gas development. However, the 
Preservation land-use designation for the  a reas  of the ALE Reserve surrounding those claims 
would preclude construction of a n  access road to the claims, and could make future development 
economically unfeasible. Mineral development on other areas  of the Hanford Site would depend 
on the release of Hanford Site lands withdrawn from the public domain by DOE, the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), and the  BoR. The BoR-held lands on the Wahluke Slope are  not 
subject to mineral claims without the specific agreement of the BoR. The BoR does not 
anticipate giving permission for extraction of building materials such as sand and gravel from its 
lands on the Wahluke Slope. Because the restrictions placed on mineral development a t  the 
Hanford Site a re  likely to discourage investment in mining claims, future mineral development is 
unlikely to have impacts to the regional economy. 

The Preferred Alternative would preclude basalt quarrying from basalt outcrops and soil 
mining from the McGee Ranch. These locations have been identified as the most cost-effective 
and technically feasible sources of geologic materials for remediation (see Appendix D). The 
Conservation (Mining) land-use designation under the Preferred Alternative designates an  a rea  in 
the ALE Reserve as a n  alternative basalt source. Alternative soil mining sites a re  also available 
under the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation. Increased haul distances from quarries to 
remediation sites would increase remediation costs under the Preferred Alternative, as compared 
to the No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three. 

’ An urban growth area (UGA) is defined as an area designated by the county or city for the expansion of urban 
development and municipal jurisdiction. 

Environmental Consequences 5-48 Final HCP EIS I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

I O  
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

Low-Intensity Recreation associated with the Vernita Terrace, and High-Intensity 
Recreation use  associated with boat launches and the B Reactor Museum, along with limited 
recreational opportunities under the Conservation and Preservation land-use designations, could 
have impacts on the economy in the study area. Because current access to the Columbia River 
Corridor is effectively limited to the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area, increased access under 
the Preferred Alternative could greatly increase use for sport fishing, recreational boating, and 
other day uses. Assuming that increased access to the Columbia River Corridor would double 
the amount of day use  over levels at the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area, an additional $1.4 
million per year could be generated for the local economy in recreational tourism dollars. 
Increased recreational u se  could increase employment in retail sporting goods, boat dealers, 
recreational vehicle (RV) dealers, and hotels and motels in the study area. These service 
industry jobs typically benefit the economically disadvantaged worker by providing more job 
opportunities. 

5.3.1.3 AIfernafive One. Implementation of Alternative One would expand the existing Saddle 
Mountain NWR. According to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), wildlife 
viewing is big business in Washington State. More than a third of the state's population 
participates in wildlife viewing and those wildlife watchers spent nearly $1.7 billion on the pursuit 
in Washington in 1996. A report issued by the WDFW entitled, The Economic Benefits of 
Wildlife-Watching Activities in Washington, found that wildlife watchers spent $1.1 billion on 
equipment purchases; $509 million on trip-related expenses including food and lodging; $1 06 
million for land-use fees and rentals; and $59 million for items such as magazines, books, 
membership dues, and other items. Nationwide, Americans spent $29.2 billion on wildlife in 1996 
and if wildlife-watching were a company, nationally it would have ranked 23m among Fortune 500 
corporations. In Washington alone, wildlife-viewing activities in 1996 translated to nearly 8,000 
jobs, sales tax of $56.9 million, and destination tourism drawing about 270,000 out-of-state 
visitors who spent nearly 6 million visitor-days. How much income the expanded refuge would 
bring to the Hanford area is unknown at this time. 

Alternative One  would allow continued industrial development and limited recreational 
uses on Hanford Site lands. A total of 2,542ha (6,281 ac) would become available for industrial 
development, which would meet the estimated need forecasted by the Benton County Planning 
Department (I ,639 ha [4,050 ac]), and would provide an  additional area to support possible future 
DOE missions. This amount of land would allow the siting of several manufacturing facilities, with 
a total employment of 100 to 1,000. Research and Development land uses  would be limited to 
the 300 Area and 400 Area, which are already developed. The economic impact of Research 
and Development land use  under Alternative One would depend on possible future uses  for the 
300 and 400 Areas facilities. 

Alternative One  would allow efficient use of existing infrastructure located in the 300 Area 
and in the City of Richland UGA, but could require new infrastructure to develop the rectangular 
area located south of the Energy Northwest (formerly known as WPSS) site designated for 
industrial use. This area is an  "island" surrounded by lands designated Preservation, which could 
make extension of utilities to the area difficult. Construction of utility corridors through 
Preservation lands would require more project reviews and justification, resulting in increased 
costs and extended schedules. Because Alternative One would convert other areas  containing 
existing infrastructure to the Preservation land-use designation, the existing infrastructure would 
not be maintained and would lose its remaining. economic value. 

Alternative One  would expand an  existing Federal wildlife refuge. Because a wildlife 
refuge would be expected to maintain high ecological values, there are  various legal 
requirements attached by the Federal and state governments that could have socioeconomic 
impacts. A summary of possible socioeconomic impact drivers by resource area follows. 
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Air - For visibility protection, the Clean Air Act of 7977 specifies that Federal wildlife 
refuges over 10,000 acres can only be designated as Federal Class I or Federal Class 
I! air shed (CAA Section 162 and WAC 173-400). 

Land - Any Dangerous Waste Management Unit boundary must be sited at  least one- 
quarter mile from state or federally designated wildlife refuges (WAC 173-303-282); 
and, incinerator ash disposal facilities shall not be located in a state or federally 
designated wildlife refuge (WAC 173-306-350). 

Surface water - No degradation of existing sediment quality shall be allowed of 
waters constituting an outstanding national resource, such as water of a wildlife refuge 
(WAC 173-204-1 20). 

Groundwater - Degradation shall not be allowed of high quality ground waters 
constituting an outstanding national or state resource such as waters of a wildlife 
refuge (WAC 173- 200-030) 

Alternative One  would reduce the amount of land designated Industrial-Exclusive as 
compared to the No-Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives Three and 
Four. This could limit future development of lands under this designation for future DOE 
missions, and could have impacts on the future economic contribution of DOE activities. 
However, GIS data indicate that only 38 percent of lands under this designation are currently 
developed. Also, none of the reasonably foreseeable actions identified for the 200 Areas would 
require lands that would not be available under Alternative One, indicating that sufficient lands 
would remain available under the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation to support future 
development without adverse socioeconomic impacts. 

Alternative One  would allow the development of the existing natural gas  claim held by the 
Big Bend Alberta Mining Company, but would not allow the filing of new claims for sand and 
gravel and natural g a s  development. Mining on the Hanford Site would be limited to obtaining 
geologic materials to support remediation and maintaining existing sand and gravel quarries. 
These mining activities are unlikely to have economic impacts in the study area. 

Alternative One  would allow High-Intensity Recreational uses  at  the B Reactor and Vernita 
Bridge, where a new boat ramp would be constructed. Another unimproved boat ramp and other 
Low-Intensity Recreational uses would also be  allowed. Recreation under this alternative is likely 
to have the greatest economic impact directly from ecotourism as a result of the expansion of the 
existing Saddle Mountain NWR. 

5.3.7.4 Alfemafive Two. Implementation of Alternative Two would allow limited industrial 
development and limited recreational uses on Hanford Site lands. This alternative would have the 
least economic potential of the alternatives being considered. A total of 1,830 ha (4,522 ac) 
would become available for industrial development, which is 191 ha (472 ac) more than the 
estimated need forecasted by the Benton County Planning Department (I ,639 ha [4,050 ac]). 
However, much of this land (which includes the Energy Northwest [formerly WPPSS], FFTF, and 
lands adjacent to the city of Richland), is already developed. According to the GIS database,  
673 ha (1,662 ac) or 32 percent of the Industrial land-use designation under Alternative Two is 
already developed. Therefore, this alternative would not have sufficient vacant land to meet the 
estimated future need or provide for possible future DOE missions. 

The relatively small amount of vacant land designated for Industrial development under 
this alternative would probably limit new industrial employment to less than 100. Research and 
Development land uses  under this alternative would be limited to existing uses at LlGO 
(theoretical physics research), and the K Reactor Basins (aqua-culture). The number of 
employees that could be supported would depend on possible future uses  of these facilities. As 
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was described under Alternative One, Alternative Two would reduce the area available for 
development under the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation but is unlikely to have adverse 
socioeconomic impacts. 

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Two would allow commercial development of 
the existing natural g a s  claim on the ALE Reserve, but the Preservation land-use designation 
would limit access. This alternative would preclude the development of any other geologic 
resources on the Hanford Site. Geologic resources required to support remediation activities 
would have to be obtained from locations off the Hanford Site, which could increase remediation 
costs (see Appendix D). 

Alternative Two would allow High-Intensity Recreation associated with the B Reactor 
Museum, but would not increase recreational access to the river. Day use of the B Reactor area 
would generate some economic benefits, but they would be substantially less than those 
estimated for the recreational uses under the other alternatives. 

As in Alternative One, an additional economic benefit may be realized from the 
Preservation land-use designation, which could increase interest in the Hanford Site in the 
ecotourism market. Interest in ecotourism, which focuses on pristine habitats and rare species, is 
increasing. The preserved habitats and associated species a t  the Hanford Site could draw 
additional visitors to the Site, and generate additional revenues. However, access would be 
limited under Alternative Two and the Preservation areas would lack the additional legal 
protection of being a NWR. 

5.3.1.5 AIfernafive Three. Under Alternative Three, a total of 17,860 ha (44,133 ac) would 
become available for industrial development, which would meet the estimated need forecasted by 
the Benton County Planning Department (1,639 ha [4,050 ac]), and would provide an  additional 
16,221 ha (40,083 ac) to support possible future DOE missions. This amount of land would allow 
the siting of several manufacturing facilities, with a total employment of 1,000 or more. Industrial 
development on the Hanford Site could increase infrastructure demand, as described under the 
Preferred Alternative. 

. 

Lands under the Research and Development land-use designation would total 
approximately 8,177 ha (20,206 ac), of which approximately 20 percent would be occupied by 
infrastructure, such as roads and utility corridors. The remaining land base would support at  least 
878,000 m2 (9.7 million ft2) of facility space  and total employment of 100 to 300 employees. 

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Three would allow the efficient u se  of 
existing infrastructure on the Hanford Site, but could generate increased demand that could 
exceed the capacity of the City of Richland. Improvements to the existing infrastructure may 
have to b e  financed through other governmental or public entities, such as Benton County or the 
Port of Benton, to encourage industrial development on Hanford Site lands. 

Alternative Three would allow the development of the existing natural gas claim held by 
the Big Bend Alberta Mining Company, and the filing of new claims for sand and gravel and 
natural g a s  development. The Conservation (Mining) land-use designation on the ALE Reserve 
would allow access to develop the existing natural gas  claim, pending review and issuance of a 
special-use permit, as described in Chapter 6. Alternative Three is more likely to result in 
development of the existing natural g a s  claim than would the other alternatives being considered, 
and could encourage further development of natural gas  resources on and near the Hanford Site. 
Mineral development on other areas of the Hanford Site would depend on the release of Hanford 
Site lands withdrawn from the Public Domain, as described under the Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative Three would not preclude basalt quarrying, if permitted by DOE, from basalt 
outcrops such as Gable Mountain and Gable Butte, and soil mining from the McGee Ranch. 
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These locations have been identified as the most cost-effective and technically feasible sources 
of geologic materials for remediation (see Appendix D). Alternative Three could reduce 
remediation- costs compared to the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Two, and Four. 

Alternative Three would allow cultivated agriculture, industrial development, R&D 
initiatives, limited commercial grazing and mining, and High-Intensity Recreational uses  within 
designated a reas  of the Hanford Site. This alternative would have the highest potential for 
economic development of the alternatives being considered. Under this alternative, lands on the 
Wahluke Slope could be developed for growing irrigated crops, including small grains, potatoes, 
hay, fruits, and vegetables, as well as livestock production. The economic impact of agricultural 
development on former Hanford Site lands would depend on how much land is converted to 
farmland, how much is irrigated, and what crops a re  grown. Table 5-12 summarizes the potential 
economic impacts of agricultural development under several scenarios. Under these scenarios, 
the total market value of agricultural products in the three counties could increase from 1.7 to 
9.4 percent, corresponding to a range of $16 million to $88 million (using 1992 prices) in 
additional revenues. This potential increase does not take into account the affect of increasing 
production on the market for agricultural commodities. Alternative Three would allow livestock 
grazing on 6,476 ha (16,003 ac) of the Wahluke Slope, increasing the  total pasture land base in 
the three counties by 2.5 percent. This acreage could support approximately 1,059 AUM, with a 
value of approximately $12,700. 

High-Intensity Recreational development of the Vernita Terrace under Alternative Three 
may include a destination resort with golf course, a boat launch, Tribal fishing facilities, 
interpretive exhibits, and the B Reactor Museum. A destination resort and conference center 
featuring a 350-unit hotel, RV parking, and a golf course could employ 200 to 400 persons. By 
comparison, hotels and motels in the study area  employed approximately 900 persons with a total 
payroll of approximately $9.4 million in 1995. A large destination resort located a t  Vernita Terrace 
could generate a n  additional $2 million to $4 million in payroll, in addition to other revenues. 
However, these  possible benefits could have negative impacts on other hotels, motels, and 
resorts in the area. In addition, a destination resort development a t  Vernita Terrace could also 
require additional investment in infrastructure in the northwestern portion of the Hanford Site. 

If future recreational developments under Alternative Three do not include a destination 
resort, other developments could contribute to the economy. An RV park containing 100 spaces 
and operating at 80 percent capacity for 200 days  per year could generate approximately 
$1.3 million annually. A golf course serving 150 golfers per day and operating year-round could 
generate approximately $1.4 million annually. Increased access to the  Columbia River Corridor 
under this alternative could also generate revenues from sport fishing and other day uses  that 
would be similar to those estimated for the Preferred Alternative. 

. 

5.3.1.6 A/fernafive Four. Implementation of Alternative Four would allow continued industrial 
development, R&D initiatives, limited mining, and recreational uses  on former Hanford Site lands. 
Alternative Four would increase the land base available for industrial and Research and 
Development land uses  in Benton County. A total of 6,881 ha (17,003 ac) would become 
available for industrial development, which would meet the estimated need forecasted by the 
Benton County Planning Department (1,639 ha [4,050 ac]) and would provide a n  additional 
5,242 ha (12,953 ac) to support possible future DOE missions. This amount of land would allow 
the siting of several manufacturing facilities, with a total employment of 100 to 1,000. Lands 
under the Research and Development land-use designation would total 4,388 ha ( I  0,843 ac), 
which could support at least 522,000 m2 (5.8 million ff) of facility space and total employment of 
up to 100 employees. 
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Agricultural Economic Indicators for 

the Three-County Study Area 

Table 5-1 2. Potential Economic Impacts of Agricultural Development. 
Scenario 3: 

Specialty Crop 
Production with 

G w h g  in Red Zone 

Scenario 1 : Scenario 2: 

in Red Zonea Red Zone 
crop Mix with Grazing crop Mix Without 

Agricultural land 

Cropland 

I I I Percent Increase over Existing Conditions I 
~~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  

2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

2.1% 3.7% 2.1% 

Irrigated land 

Land in vegetable crops 

4.5% 8.0% 4.5% 

4.5% 8.0% 24% 

Land in fruit orchards I 4.5% I 8.0% I 24% I 
Pastureland 

Total market value of agricultural 
products 

Total market value of crops 

~ ~ ~ 7 

4.1% 0% 4.1% 

1.7% 3.0% 9.4% 

2.1% 3.7% 12% 

Total market value of livestock I 4.1 % I 0% I 4.1% I 
Total market value of specialty crops 4.5% 8.0% 24% 

As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Four would allow the efficient u se  of existing 
infrastructure on the Hanford Site, but could generate increased demand that could exceed the 
capacity of the City of Richland. Improvements to the existing infrastructure may have to be 
financed through other governmental or public entities, such as Benton County or the Port of 
Benton, to encourage industrial development on Hanford Site lands. 

Alternative Four would allow the development of the existing natural g a s  claim held by the 
Big Bend Alberta Mining Company, but would not allow the filing of new claims for sand and 
gravel and natural g a s  development. As with the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Four would 
limit access to the existing natural gas claim on the ALE Reserve. Mining elsewhere on the 
Hanford Site would be limited to obtaining geologic materials to support remediation. These 
mining activities a r e  unlikely to have economic impacts in the study area. 

Alternative Four would provide increased boating access to the Columbia River by adding 
two new access points to the river at  White Bluffs and Vernita Bridge. Recreation under this 
alternative is likely to have economic impacts such as increased revenues and employment, but 
these impacts would probably be  less than those described for the Preferred Alternative. 

5.4 Environmental Jus fice 

The following discussion addresses environmental justice as related to the land-use 
alternatives being considered for the Hanford Site. Minority and low-income populations in the 
vicinity of the Hanford Site a re  identified, followed by a discussion of the impacts that the 
alternatives might have on these populations. Analysis of environmental justice concerns was  
based on a qualitative assessment of the impacts reported in other sections of Chapter 5. The 
analysis was  performed to identify any disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental impacts on minority or low-income populations within the zone of potential impact, 
and for tribal members that are  beyond the 80 km (50 mi) radius from the 200 East Area but have 
reserved treaty rights on the Hanford Site. The evaluation considered potential impacts arising 

Final HCP EIS 5-53 Environmental Consequences 

I 

I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

under each of the major impact categories evaluated in this EIS, including socioeconomics, water 
resources, air resources, ecology, health and safety, and cultural resources. 

5.4.1 Demographic Analysis 
- 

Demographic information obtained from the US. Bureau of Census was  used to identify 
minority populations and low-income communities within an  80-km (50-mi) radius surrounding the 
200 East Area on the Hanford Site at the census block group level (Neitzel e t  ai. 1997). For the 
evaluation of environmental justice impacts, the area defined by this 80-km (50-mi) radius was 
considered the zone  of potential impact. 

A total population of approximately 384,000 people reside within an  80-km (50-mi) radius 
of the Hanford Site. The minority population within the area of impact consists of approximately 
95,000 people and represents approximately 25 percent of the population in the assessment  
area. The ethnic composition of the  minority population is primarily Hispanic (approximately 
80 percent) and American Indian (8 percent). Census block groups where the percentage of 
minority persons within the population exceeds 25 percent a re  primarily located to the southwest 
and northeast of the Hanford Site and within the City of Pasco, Washington (Neitzel e t  ai. 1997). 
However, several large census block groups (Le., areas  with low population density) with 
populations consisting of between 25 and 50 percent minority persons border the Hanford Site on 
the west, north, and east. 

The low-income population within the 80-km (50-mi) area of impact represents 
approximately 42 percent of households in the area of impact. Census block groups where the 
percentage of the  population below the poverty level exceeds 20 percent are  principally located to 
the southwest and north of the Hanford Site and within the City of Pasco, Washington 
(Neitzel e t  ai. 1997). 

5.4.2 American Indian Populations Near the Hanford Site 

Substantial American Indian populations a re  located within the 80-km (50-mi) assessment  
area. Census block groups within the assessment area and composed primarily of American 
Indian populations a re  primarily located on the Yakama Indian Reservation in Yakima County, 
Washington. However, other American Indian populations located outside of the assessment  
area also have a n  interest in the Hanford Site based on treaty rights (see Appendix A). Treaty 
reserved Tribal fishing rights have been recognized as effective within the Hanford Reach. The 
Tribes also have a n  interest in renewing traditional uses, such as gathering of foods and 
medicines, hunting, and pasturing horses and cattle on Hanford Site lands (Yakama Nation, June 
1 , 1998, DOE CCN 0591 13). 

Future opportunities of the tribal members to exercise reserved treaty rights a re  
dependent upon the health of the ecosystems. The Tribes assert  that a treaty right to hunt, fish, 
or gather plants is diminished (if not voided) if the fish, wildlife, or plants have vanished or a re  
contaminated to the extent that they threaten human health. These resources, particularly the 
resources with cultural and religious connotations, do not have equivalent value for the general 
population. 

5.4.3 Human Health Impacts 

Although adoption of a land-use plan for the Hanford Site would not have any direct 
impacts on human health, each of the alternatives could indirectly affect human health, 
depending on the land uses  that are  implemented. The contamination left at depth poses a 
potential hazard to development. 
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Even facilities associated with Low-Intensity Recreation may increase human health risk 
by increasing infiltration of natural precipitation above the expected parameters used in the 
CERCLA risk estimation. Where vegetation is suppressed and ground covers a re  used ( Le., 
campgrounds), infiltration of precipitation could occur a t  a higher rate driving contaminants toward 
groundwater, unless the increase in activities also increases soil compaction. Soil compaction 
caused by camping activities could actually reduce the rate of infiltration in s o m e  areas  by 
reducing the number and size of water infiltration pathways in the soil. 

The recently completed Screening Assessment and Requirements for a Comprehensive 
Assessment, Columbia River Comprehensive lmpact Assessment (CRCIA) (DOE 1998a) 
evaluated both chemical and radiological health risk potential for a variety of Hanford Site use  
scenarios. This assessment focused on the Columbia River and riparian zone  and included 
several Native American subsistence scenarios (e.g., subsistence resident, upland hunter, river- 
focused hunter and fisher, gatherer of plant materials, and Columbia River island users). These 
Native American scenarios were developed by a Native American representative on the CRCIA 
team specifically for the CRCIA effort‘. Environmental measurements used for the CRCIA 
analysis were based on data collected under DOES environmental monitoring program from 1990 
through 1996 and, as a consequence, would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the 
Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not assume cleanup. 

Even these current monitoring program data do not indicate that adverse health risks 
would be  associated with consumption of fish and game. The radiation dose received by a 
person who subsisted on wild game and fish would be higher than the 2.2 x IO5 mrem reported 
as the “Sportsman Dose” in the Hanford Site Annual Environmental Report by Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL). However, this incremental dose to natural background of 
approximately 300 mrem would be unlikely to be sufficiently high to cause  adverse health effects. 

In the CRCIA Native American scenarios, people were assumed to live along the 
Columbia River, to ea t  substantial quantities of food grown in the riparian zone, to ea t  fish and 
wildlife from the  river, and to drink s e e p  water. These people who live a subsistence lifestyle 
linked to a specific location would have a much larger potential exposure and, thus, estimated 
health risk than other people who are  more mobile and can trade for other food sources. Lifetime 
health risks greater than 1 x IO4 [I in 10,000] were found for many sections of the river for 
potential exposure to chromium, copper, strontium-90, uranium-238, lead, and tritium. However, 
the source of the nonradioactive heavy metals (particularly copper and lead) may be from historic 
mining operations upstream of Hanford (e.g., copper, silver, and gold mining in Idaho’s 
Clearwater River drainage). According to these analyses, potentially increased health risk is 
possible if people were to move onto the Hanford Site and derive a large percentage of their daily 
food intake from crops and animals grown or taken in the river‘s riparian zone. In most cases, 
this higher risk is limited in extent to a few regions of highest contamination. Although many 
cultural differences exist in the relative percentages of food types between the general population 
and Native American populations, the common pathways of food and water consumption would 
affect both groups. 

Land-use designations such as Preservation, Conservation, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
Industrial, and Research and Development a re  unlikely to contribute to increased health risk from 
residual contamination because the current CERCLA RODS are  written to either industrial or 
residential exposure times and pathways. However, increased human health risk could be 
associated with Agriculture and High-Intensity Recreation uses  if the  CLUP policies and 
implementing procedures a re  not implemented with the land use designations. 

These scenarios are  not the same as scenarios commonly used for determining health impacts a t  Hanford. 1 
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Adoption of a land-use plan for the Hanford Site could have direct impacts on human 
health depending on the land uses that are implemented because of the associated changes in 
types and dyrations of activities associated with a land-use designation (Table 5-13). For 
example, currently.the Hanford Site is used for Federal industrial activities. The Hanford Site has 
an average annual fatality rate of 2.8 per 100,000 workers. The national average annual fatality 
rate for private industry is 5.1 per 100,000 workers. The transfer jobs from the government to the 
private sector statistically doubles the fatality risk for the average worker. By race, white workers 
average annually 4.6 fatalities per 100,000 workers, black workers average annually 4.5 fatalities 
per 100,000 workers and hispanic workers average annually 5.3 fatalities per 100,000 workers 
(Table 5-1 3). 

5.4.4 No-Action Alternative 

Access restrictions would remain in effect under the No-Action Alternative and the 
potential for health risks would be comparable to existing risk. Use of the Columbia River for 
recreation would continue at levels comparable to current use. Minority or low-income individuals 
may be more prone to use this resource for subsistence than might members of the general 
population. Current uses of the Columbia River are not known to cause disproportionately high 
and adverse human health impacts in any population and no such impacts would be expected to 
occur as a result of the No-Action Alternative. 

Development of Hanford Site lands would not be restricted by land-use designations 
under the No-Action Alternative. Cultural resources of importance to American Indians located on 
the Hanford Site, including Gable Butte and Gable Mountain, could be developed under this 
alternative. The availability of these resources for development represents a potential 
environmental justice impact to American Indians. 

Prohibiting development of agriculture on the Wahluke Slope would also potentially impact 
low-income and minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by limiting the 
potential for new jobs in those areas. In general, lands on the Wahluke Slope are not presently 
available for agricultural development and many jobs associated with agricultural practices are 
not high wage opportunities. Consequently, the current management of the Wahluke Slope 
would be unlikely to result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or 
minority populations. 

5.4.5 Preferred Alfernative 

The Preferred Alternative would allow for increased access to Hanford Site lands and to 
the Columbia River for Tribal members by allowing a High-Intensity Recreation Tribal fishing 
camp at the White Bluffs boat launch on the Franklin County side (north) of the river and by 
allowing a High-Intensity Recreation Tribal fishing camp near B Reactor on the Grant County side 
(north) of the river. Private fishing, hunting and trapping activities have one of the highest fatal 
accident rates at 137.7 fatalities per 100,000 workers (Table 5-1 3). 

As described in CRClA (DOE 1998a), increased use and access to the Hanford Site 
would potentially increase exposure time to contaminated plants, air, soil, and water; and, 
therefore, could also potentially increase health risk. This access would also provide increased 
opportunity for subsistence consumption of fish taken from the Columbia River which could, in 
turn, increase 
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Table 5-13. Annual Occupational Fatality Rates for Selected Occupations (I 996). 

Number, percent, and rate of potential fatal occupational injuries by selected worker 
characteristics, industry, and occupation, 1996. 

(3 pages) 
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faiaiiiies. - Fatalities . .  

Emp'oyedt . per +OO,OOO 
. .  

. . Numb& I'Percent (thousands) worked 
: .Cha!stc&ristic 

Relative 
Sfandard erro? 

(percent) 
Automotive dealers and service stations 
Eating and drinking places 

' I  

98 I 2 I 2.165 1 4.5 1 2.4 
166 I 3 I 6,483 1 2.6 1 1.4 

Environmental Consequences  

Not reported 

Final HCP EIS 

- 1 1 1  - I - I 50 

GOVERNMENT i 591 I O  i 19,525 i 3.0 i .8 
Federal I 178 3 I 4,583 1 3.9 1 1.6 
State I 127 2 I 5,150 I 2.5 1 1.5 
Local I 284 I 5 I 9,791 I 2.9 I 1 .I 
Managerial and professional specialty occupations I 711 I 12 1 36,497 I 1.9 j .5 

Executive, administrative, and managerial occupations I 437 I 7 I 17,746 I 2.5 1 .8 
Managers, food serving and lodging establishments I 75 I 1 I 1,383 1 5.4 3.0 

Professional specialty I 274 I 4 1 18,752 I 1.5 I .8 

Technicians and related support occupations I 163 I 3 I 3,926 I 4.2 1 1.8 
Airplane pilots and navigators I 100 2 I 114 I 87.7 I 10.5 

Supervisors and proprietors, sales occupations 225 4 1 4,501 I 5.0 I 1.7 
Cashiers 94 I 2 I 2,856 I 3.3 I 2.1 

Administrative support occupations, including clerical I 95 I 2 1 18,353 I 0.5 .8 
Messengers 1 8 1  - 1 175 I 4.6 8.5 

Service occupations I 492 I 8 I 17,177 I 2.9 1 .8 
Protective service occupations I 248 I 4 I 2.187 I 11.3 2.4 

Fire fighting and fire prevention occupations4 I 37 I 1 I 270 1 13.7 6.8 

Guards 97 2 1 859 I 11.3 1 3.8 

Farm occupations 569 I 9 I 2,212 I 24.8 1 2.4 
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 90 I 1 I 875 I 10.3 1 3.8 

Forestry and logging occupations 134 I 2 I 108 1 124.1 I 10.8 
Timber cutting and logging occupations 118 I 2 I 75 1 157.3 1 13.0 

Fishers, hunters, and trappers 72 I 1 I 49 I 146.9 16.0 
Fishers' 72 I 1 I 47 I 153.2 16.4 

Mechanics and repairers I 282 I 5 I 4,521 I 6.2 1 1.6 
Automobile mechanics and apprentices 3 5 1  1 I 889 I 3.9 I 3.8 

Construction trades 592 I 10 I 5,108 1 11.6 I 1.5 
Carpenters and apprentices 87 1 1 I 1,220 1 7.1 I 3.2 
Electricians and apprentices 98 2 1  763 I 12.8 I 4.1 
Electrical power installers and repairers 38 1 I 126 I 30.2 I 10.0 
Painters, construction and maintenance 45 1 1  504 8.9 5.0 
Plumbers, pipefitters, steamfitters, and apprentices 32 1 1  555 I 5.8 4.8 
Roofers 61 1 I 197 31 .O 8.0 
Structural metal workers 52 1 I 61 85.2 14.4 

Extractive occupations 8 7 1  1 I 130 66.9 I 9.8 
Drillers, oil wells I 22 - 22 1 100.0 1 23.9 
Mining machine operators 28 - I 39 71.8 I 18.0 

Technical, sales, and administrative support occupations I 761 1 12 I 37,683 I 2.0 1 .5 

Sales occupations 503 8 I 15,404 I 3.3 I .9 

Police and detectives 114 2 I 1,057 I 10.8 3.4 

Farming, forestry, and fishing occupations 883 14 I 3,566 1 24.2 I 1.9 

Precision production, craft, and repair occupations 1,072 I 18 1 13,587 I 7.9 .9 

Heavy equipment mechanics 38 1 1 1 156 I 24.4 I 9.0 

Operators, fabricators, and laborers 2,006 33 18.197 11.0 1 .8 

Welders and cutters 62 1 605 10.2 I 4.6 

5-58 

Machine operators, assemblers, and inspectors 218 4 7,874 2.8 1.2 
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Table 5-1 3. Annual Occupational Fatality Rates for Selected Occupations (1996). 
(3 pages) 

I 
Number, percent, and rate of potential fatal occupational injuries by selected worker 

characteristics, industry, and occupation, 1996. 

from the Current Population Survey (CPS 1996). The resident military figure, derived from resident and civilian population 
data from the Bureau of the Census, was added to the CPS employment total. 
The rate represents the number of fatal occupational injuries per 100,000 employed workers and was calculated as follows: 
(NNV) x 100,000, where N =the number of fatal work injuries, and W = the number of employed workers, as described in the 
previous footnote. There were 27 fatally injured workers under the age of 16 years that were not included in the rate 
calculations to maintain consistency with the CPS employment. 
The relative standard errors of the CPS employment estimates can be used to approximate confidence ranges for the fatality 
rates. For example, a confidence range for the roofers rate can be approximated as follows: 31.0 x -08 x 1.6 = 4.0, where 
31 .O = the rate, .08 = the relative standard error (8.0 percent), and 1.6 = the factor for a 90 percent confidence level. The 
confidence range for this rate is 27.0 to 35.0 (31 .O plus or minus 4.0). 

Includes captains and other officers. 
' Includes supervisors. 

NOTE: The rates are experimental measures using CPS employment. Selected rate categories had 20 or more reported 
work injury fatalities in 1996 and 20,000 or more employed workers. Dashes indicate data not available or less than 
.5 percent. Totals for major categories may include subcategories not shown separately. Figures may not add to 
totals because of rounding. 
US. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Census of Fatal Occupational Injuries, 1996. SOURCE: 

the potential for adverse health effects from fish that have resided in contaminated water. As a 
percentage of their population, minority or low-income individuals may be more prone to adopt a 
subsistence lifestyle than might members of the general population and therefore any health 
impact would be disproportionate to the minority population. Avid sportsmen among the general 
population also could have an  increased risk of health effects from increased exposure but would 
represent a smaller percentage of their population. Environmental measurements used for the 
CRClA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, 
would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not 
assume cleanup. Therefore, although the CRCIA analyses used an  increased access to and use 
of the Hanford Site as a basis for estimating health effects, the increased access due to this 
alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse health effects in 
minority or low-income populations because of the institutional protections provided by the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures. 

The Preferred Alternative would designate Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, and other areas  
of cultural value to American Indians for Preservation. This designation would eliminate the 
potential for disproportionately high and adverse impacts due to development of culturally 
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significant areas. The Preferred Alternative would allow development within the viewscape of 
these  high promontories. Alteration of these viewscapes would represent a potential 
environmental justice impact to American Indians. 

The Preferred Alternative would allow economic development of Hanford Site lands. 
Low-income populations in the vicinity of the Hanford Site would benefit from increased economic 
activity and growth in community services that could occur as a result of development. However, 
economic development could increase the demand for housing and tend to decrease the 
availability of low-income housing. In spite of these conflicting impacts, low-income populations 
in communities that a re  influenced by development a t  the Hanford Site would probably benefit 
from the development. Low-income communities located to the north and west of the Hanford 
Site historically have not been strongly influenced by Hanford Site activities and the affects of 
future development would probably be neutral in these communities. 

Prohibiting development of agriculture on the Wahluke Slope would also potentially impact 

. 
low-income and minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by limiting the  
potential for new jobs in those areas. In general, lands on the Wahluke Slope a re  not presently 
available for agricultural development and many jobs associated with agricultural practices a re  
not high wage opportunities and have a higher average annual fatality rate of 31.3 fatalities per 
100,000 workers (Table 5-13). Additionally, increased access to the  Columbia River would allow 
more fishing which has a high average annual fatality rate of 153 fatalities annually per 100,000 

adverse socioeconomic impacts to low-income or minority populations. 

I 
I 

workers. The Preferred Alternative would be unlikely to result in disproportionately high and I 

5.4.6 Alternative One 

With the expansion of the existing Saddle Mountain NWR, more restrictions could be 
placed on the consumptive use of natural resources. These restrictions placed to preserve the 
natural resources could impact the exercise of treaty reserved rights that by their nature (e.g., 
hunting, fishing, pasturing of livestock etc.) consume the natural resources. Private fishing, 
hunting and trapping activities have one of the highest fatal accident rates at  137.7 fatalities per 
100,000 workers (Table 5-1 3). 

Alternative One  would allow increased access to Hanford Site lands and to the Columbia 
River. As  described in CRCIA (DOE 1998a), increased use  and access to the Hanford Site would 
potentially increase exposure time to contaminated plants, air, soil, and water; and, therefore, 
could also potentially increase health risk. This access would also provide increased opportunity 
for subsistence consumption of fish taken from the Columbia River which could, in turn, increase 
t h e  potential for adverse health effects from fish that have resided in contaminated water. As  a 
percentage of their population, minority or low-income individuals may be more prone to adopt a 
subsistence lifestyle than might members of the general population and, therefore, any health 
impact would be disproportionate to the minority population. Avid sportsmen among the general 
population also could have a n  increased risk of health effects from increased exposure but would 
represent a smaller percentage of their population. Environmental measurements used for the 
CRClA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, 
would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not 
assume cleanup. Therefore, although the CRCIA analyses used an  increased access to and use 
of the Hanford Site as a basis for estimating health effects, the increased access d u e  to this 
alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse health effects in 
minority or low-income populations because of the institutional protections provided by the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures. 

Alternative One  would limit development primarily to previously disturbed areas  and to 
a reas  of low habitat quality (BRMaP Levels I and 11). This limitation to development could 
constrain economic development in the vicinity of the Site, which would potentially affect low- 
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income individuals and communities to a greater degree than it would potentially affect the 
general population. These impacts could include declining community services or increased 
taxes which-could place an  greater burden on low-income households and communities than on 
the population in general. This burden represents a potential disproportionately high 
socioeconomic impact; however, most low-income communities within the analysis area a r e  not 
greatly influenced by development activities at the Site. 

Prohibiting development of agriculture on the Wahluke Slope would also potentially impact 
low-income and minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by limiting the  
potential for new jobs in those areas. In general, lands on the Wahluke Slope a r e  not presently 
available for agricultural development and many jobs associated with agricultural practices a re  
not high wage opportunities. Consequently, Alternative One  would be unlikely to result in 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or minority populations. 

5.4.7 Alternative Two 

Alternative Two would designate the majority of the Hanford Site for Preservation, and 
would allow development in previously developed areas  and in an  area immediately north of the 
city of Richland. The major difference between Alternative Two and Alternative O n e  is that 
Alternative Two would lack the Federal designation of wildlife refuge and therefore those natural 
resources would not be considered “taken” because they had Federal protection greater than 
normally found on Public Domain lands. Alternative Two would ensure that tribal treaty rights 
could be enjoyed under the limits of the Preservation designation. Alternative Two would protect 
cultural resources from Mining, and utilization of geologic resources on the Hanford Site would 
not be allowed under this alternative. Economic development of Hanford Site land and resources 
would be held to a minimum under this alternative. 

Alternative Two would allow increased access to Hanford Site lands and to the Columbia 
River. As described in CRCIA (DOE 1998), increased use  and access to the Hanford Site would 
potentially increase exposure time to contaminated plants, air, soil, and water; and, therefore, 
could also potentially increase health risk. This access would also provide increased opportunity 
for subsistence consumption of fish taken from the Columbia River which could, in turn, increase 
the potential for adverse health effects from fish that have resided in contaminated water. As  a 
percentage of their population, minority or low-income individuals may be more prone to adopt a 
subsistence lifestyle than might members of the general population and, therefore, any health 
impact would be disproportionate to the minority population. Avid sportsmen among the  general 
population also could have an  increased risk of health effects from increased exposure but would 
represent a smaller percentage of their population. Environmental measurements used for the 
CRCIA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, 
would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not 
assume cleanup. Therefore, although the CRCIA analyses used a n  increased access to and use 
of the Hanford Site as a basis for estimating health effects, the increased access due  to this 
alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse health effects in 
minority or low-income populations because of the institutional protections provided by the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures. 

. 

Alternative Two would also minimize access to the Hanford Site through the Preservation 
designation. This limited access would minimize the potential for environmental justice impacts to 
American Indians that could occur as a result of potential damage to cultural and  biological 
resources under other alternatives. 

Limitations to economic development under this alternative would potentially impact low- 
income populations in the vicinity of the Hanford Site. These impacts could include declining 
community services or  increased taxes, which could in turn place a n  greater burden on low- 
income households and communities than on the population in general. This burden represents 
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a potential disproportionately high socioeconomic impact; however, most low-income 
communities within the analysis area a re  not greatly influenced by development activities at  the 
Site. 

Prohibiting development of agriculture on the Wahluke Slope would also potentially impact 
low-income and minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by limiting the 
potential for new jobs in those areas. In general, lands on the Wahluke Slope a re  not presently 
available for agricultural development and many jobs associated with agricultural practices a re  
not high wage opportunities. Consequently, the Preservation designation for the Wahluke Slope 
would be unlikely to result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or  
minority populations. 

5.4.8 Alternative Three 

Alternative Three would allow increased access to Hanford Site lands and to the Columbia 
River. As  described in CRCIA (DOE 1998), increased use and access to the Hanford Site would 
potentially increase exposure time to contaminated plants, air, soil, and water; and, therefore, 
could also potentially increase health risk. This access would also provide increased opportunity 
for subsistence consumption of fish taken from the Columbia River which could, in turn, increase 
the potential for adverse health effects from fish that have resided in contaminated water. As a 
percentage of their population, minority or low-income individuals may be more prone to adopt a 
subsistence lifestyle than might members of the general population and, therefore, any health 
impact would be disproportionate to the minority population. Avid sportsmen among the general 
population also could have a n  increased risk of health effects from increased exposure but would 
represent a smaller percentage of their population. Environmental measurements used for the 
CRCIA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, 
would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not 
assume cleanup. Therefore, although the CRCIA analyses used an  increased access to and use 
of the Hanford Site as a basis for estimating health effects, the increased access due  to this 
alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse health effects in 
minority or low-income populations because of the institutional protections provided by the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures. Independent of risk due  to residual contamination, private 
fishing, hunting and trapping activities have o n e  of the highest fatal accident rates a t  137.7 
fatalities per 100,000 workers (Table 5-1 3). 

Activities associated with Alternative Three, such as agriculture, could result in damage  to 
cultural and biological resources of value to American Indian Tribes. Furthermore, if permitted by 
DOE, Gable Butte and Gable Mountain could be available for development of quarries and mining 
activities could be undertaken within the viewsheds of these high promontories. Disturbance of 
the promontories or their viewsheds would be a disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental impact to American Indians. 

Alternative Three would allow for the maximum potential for economic development of 
Hanford Site lands. Low-income populations in the vicinity of the Hanford Site would benefit from 
increased economic activity and growth in community services that could occur as a result of 
development. However, economic development could increase the demand for housing and tend 
to decrease the availability of low-income housing. In spite of these conflicting impacts, low- 
income populations in communities that a re  influenced by development at the Hanford Site would 
probably benefit from the development. 

Allowing agriculture on the Wahluke Slope would potentially provide a benefit to low- 
income and minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by providing the potential 
for new jobs in those areas. Many jobs associated with current agricultural practices a re  not high 
wage opportunities and relatively dangerous with a n  average annual fatality rate of 31.3 fatalities 
per 100,000 workers (Table 5-1 3), but increases in economic opportunities could be expected to 
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benefit local communities, including low-income and minority populations by increasing access to 
health care and educational opportunities. Infrastructure costs would increase in proportion to 
the numberpf low-wage jobs created and filled from outside the area. Disproportionately high 
and adverse-socioeconomic impacts to low-income or minority populations would be unlikely 
under Alternative Three. 

5.4.9 Alternative Four 

Alternative Four would allow for increased access to Hanford Site lands and to the 
Columbia River for Tribal members by allowing a High-Intensity Recreation Tribal fishing camp at 
the White Bluffs boat launch on the Benton County side (south) of the river. 

As described in CRCIA (DOE 1998), increased use and access to the Hanford Site would 
potentially increase exposure time to contaminated plants, air, soil, and water; and, therefore, 
could also potentially increase health risk. This access would also provide increased opportunity 
for subsistence consumption of fish taken from the Columbia River which could, in turn, increase 
the potential for adverse health effects from fish that have resided in contaminated water. As a 
percentage of their population, minority or low-income individuals may be more prone to adopt a 
subsistence lifestyle than might members of the general population and, therefore, any health 
impact would be disproportionate to the minority population. Avid sportsmen among the general 
population also could have an increased risk of health effects from increased exposure but would 
represent a smaller percentage of their population. Environmental measurements used for the 
CRCIA analysis were based on data collected from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, 
would not necessarily reflect the future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not 
assume cleanup. Therefore, although the CRCIA analyses used an increased access to and use 
of the Hanford Site as a basis for estimating health effects, the increased access due to this 
alternative is not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse health effects in 
minority or low-income populations because of the institutional protections provided by the CLUP 
policies and implementing procedures. Independent of risk due to residual contamination, private 
fishing, hunting and trapping activities have one of the highest fatal accident rates at 137.7 
fatalities per 100,000 workers (Table 5-1 3). 

Alternative Four would designate most of the Hanford Site for Preservation and this 
designation would serve to protect cultural and biological resources of importance to American 
Indian Tribes. Alternative Four would also designate presently undisturbed lands to the north 
within the viewshed of Gable Butte and Gable Mountain for Preservation, leaving only the center 
portion of the Hanford Site with potential to cause disproportionate adverse impacts to American 
Indians. 

Alternative Four would designate most of the Hanford Site for Preservation but would 
allow for Mining, Research and Development, and Industrial uses. Sufficient area is available to 
accommodate anticipated future development. Low-income populations in the vicinity of the 
Hanford Site would benefit from increased economic activity and growth in community services 
that could occur as a result of development. However, economic development could increase the 
demand for housing and tend to decrease the availability of low-income housing. In spite of 
these conflicting impacts, low-income populations in communities that are influenced by 
development at the Hanford Site would probably benefit from the development. Low-income 
communities located to the north and west of the Hanford Site historically have not been strongly 
influenced by Hanford Site activities and the effects of future development would probably be 
neutral in these communities. 

Designating the Wahluke Slope for Preservation would potentially impact low-income and 
minority populations located to the north of the Hanford Site by limiting the potential for new jobs 
in those areas. In general, lands on the Wahluke Slope are not presently available for agricultural 
development and many jobs associated with agricultural practices are relatively dangerous and 
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not high wage opportunities. Consequently, the Preservation designation for the Wahluke Slope 
would be unlikely to result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or 
minority pop_ulations. 

5.5 Human Health Risk 

The alternatives being considered in this EIS were developed with the  assumption that 
human health risk associated with contamination at  the Hanford Site will continue to be 
addressed through the RCRA and CERCLA processes. These processes a re  expected to reduce 
human health risk to acceptable levels through remedial actions and administrative controls, such 
as deed restrictions, which a re  imposed by CERCLA Records of Decision (RODS). The DOE has 
also assumed that future land uses  would not be allowed until remediation has reduced human 
health risk to levels acceptable for the intended land use. 

Even though ongoing remedial actions a t  the Hanford Site are  expected to reduce human 
health risks to acceptable levels, health risk from residual contamination could affect future land 
users  at the Hanford Site. Continued migration of contaminant plumes in groundwater could 
increase future risk levels in down-gradient areas  that had previously been remediated to 
acceptable risk levels. The Draft HRA-EIS (DOE 1996) addressed human health risk to future 
populations by evaluating four exposure scenarios: residential, agricultural, industrial, and 
recreational. The risk assessment evaluated the No-Action unrestricted-use alternative, which 
involved cleanup to annual risk levels less than 1 in 1,000,000 (IO4), two restricted-use 
alternatives, and the exclusive-use alternative, which involved reducing annual risk levels to less 
than 1 in 10,000 (IO4). 

The Hanford Site has an  average annual accident fatality rate that has ranged from 4.9 
(1 994) to 2.8 (I 997) per 100,000 workers. The national average annual accident fatality rate for 
private industry in 1996 was 5.1 per 100,000 workers (Table 5-13) and Hanford was  4.3 per 
100,000 workers. The transfer jobs from the government to the private sector statistically 
doubles the  annual accident fatality risk for the average worker in 1997. Some  comparisons can 
be made regarding occupational health risks among the land-use designations using statistics 
from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 5-1 3). The data in Table 5-1 3 indicate that the 
riskiest occupation is logging with an  annual fatality rate of 157.3 per 100,000 workers (equivalent 
to a 1 O9 risk). Industrial activities associated with Industrial, Industrial Exclusive, and Research 
and Development have fatal accident annual rates that vary from administrative support 
operations at 0.5 fatalities per 100,000 workers to, 4.1 fatalities per 100,000 workers for food 
manufacturing workers, to 20.8 fatalities per 100,000 workers for trucking and warehousing 
workers. The land-use designations of Preservation, Conservation (Mining), Conservation 
(Mining and Grazing), Low-Intensity Recreation, High-Intensity Recreation have a different s e t  of 
occupational hazards associated with recreational activities. Fishing, hunting and trapping a re  
very risky occupations (second to logging) with an  annual fatality rate of 137.7 fatalities per 
100,000 workers. For sand and gravel mining operations, excavating and loading machine 
operators annually have 28.3 fatalities per 100,000 workers. The Agriculture land-use 
designation would expose workers to occupational fatality annual rates of 31.3 fatalities per 
100,000 workers for crop production, 12.2 fatalities per 100,000 workers for livestock production 
and 14.3 fatalities per 100,000 workers for agricultural services (Table 5-1 3). 

Increased recreational opportunities associated with the Preferred Alternative and 
Alternatives One, Three, and Four could increase accident risks associated with outdoor 
recreation activities. These would include risks from boating and swimming accidents, hunting 
and target shooting accidents, and bicycling accidents. Alternative Three would introduce the 
relatively risky occupation of agriculture onto the  Hanford Site. The DOE Preferred Alternative 
and Alternative Three would best support the selection of some  of the occupationally safer uses  
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of the Hanford Site such as manufacturing, managerial and administrative support functions. 

5.6 Cumulative lmpacts 

This section summarizes potential cumulative impacts associated with Hanford Site land- 
use designations for each alternative identified in Chapter 3. Cumulative impacts result 

. , . 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 actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time (40 CFR 1508.7)- 

Reasonably foreseeable actions are identified and the relationship between these actions and 
the proposed land-use designations is discussed. The description of potential cumulative 
impacts couples impacts of each alternative with impacts from past and existing operations at  
the Hanford Site and impacts that may be associated with anticipated future actions. 
Section 5.6.1 discusses potential cumulative impacts to land use  associated with present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions; Section 5.6.2 discusses potential cumulative impacts to trustee 
resources; and Sections 5.6.3 and 5.6.4 discuss potential cumulative socioeconomic impacts 
and cumulative human health risk, respectively. 

5.6.1 Cumulative lmpacts to Land Use 

The alternatives analyzed in this document would establish acceptable uses  for Hanford 
Site lands for at  least the next 50 years. The alternative identified and selected for 
implementation in the ROD would allocate lands for use under the defined land-use 
designations. Other present and reasonably foreseeable actions a t  the Hanford Site that 
involve siting new facilities or using Site resources also would, in effect, allocate lands for 
certain uses. Those present and reasonably foreseeable actions that involve land uses that are  
compatible with the proposed land-use designations under all the alternatives would not have 
cumulative impacts for land use; these actions are  listed in Table 5-14 and described further in 
Appendix E. However, those present and reasonably foreseeable actions that do not conform 
with the proposed land-use designations would change the land-use allocations and, in this 
sense,  could be considered to have potential cumulative impacts. Those present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions involving nonconforming uses  a re  listed in Table 5-1 5. 

The five actions listed in Table 5-15 could involve land uses  that conflict with land-use 
designations under some alternatives. The USRNS is initiating a Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan (CCP) for the ALE Reserve. Assuming that the USFWS management plan would call for 
maintaining the ALE Reserve in its present, Preservation and Conservation type of 
management, the management plan would not conflict with any of the proposed land-use 
designations. If the USRNS plan only addresses preservation, then the proposed mining 
alternative on ALE, in lieu of the McGee Ranch mining area, would be in conflict with 
alternatives, Preferred, Four and Three. 

A similar situation exists with the alternative selected in the ROD for the Hanford Reach 
(NPS 1996), which calls for designating the Wahluke Slope as an  overlay wildlife refuge and I 
designating the Columbia River Corridor on the Hanford Site (i.e., the Hanford Reach) as a Wild 
and Scenic Recreational River. These designations could result in the management of the 
Wahluke Slope 
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iNild and Scenic River Designation for Hanford Reach 
Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Production Reactors 
Deactivation of the N Reactor 
Safe Interim Storage of Hanford Tank Wastes 
rank Waste Remediation System 
Plutonium Finishing Plant Stabilization 
Decommissioning of Building 232-2 and Building 233-S 
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility Expansion 

Table 5-14. Present or Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions Compatible with 
Land-Use Designations under AI1 Alternatives. 

Hanford Reach Preservation 
200 Areas (disposal) Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas (disposal) Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

I Land Use 
Present or Reasonably Foreseeable 

Future Action I Location 

~~ 

Spent Nuclear Fuel Management (current and 
projected) 
200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility 
Operation of 200 Areas LLW Burial Grounds 
Operation of US. Ecology Commercial LLW Burial 
Ground 
Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, Enhanced Radioactive 
and Mixed Waste Storage Facility, and Central Waste 
Support Complex 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

Disposition of Sodium Test Loops 

Fast Flux Test Facility 
Disposal of S3G and DIG Prototype Reactor Plants 
Hanford Solid Waste EIS 

Tank 241-C-106 Sluicing and Waste Removal I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive 1 

200 Areas, 300 Area Industrial-Exclusive, 
Industrial. R&D 

400 Area Industrial, R&D I 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

SDecial Case Waste Storaae Facilitv I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive I 

Offsiie Thermal Treatment of Low-Level Mixed Waste 

200 Area Emergency Facilities Campus 

DisDosal of Decommissioned Naval Reactor Plants I 200 Areas I Industrial-Exclusive I . 

200 Areas, Industrial-Exclusive, 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
City of Richland Industrial, R&D 

I 300 Area Industrial, Research & I 1 Development (R&D) 
Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory 

Management of Hanford Site Non-Defense Production 
Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Relocation and Storage of Sealed Isotopic Heat Sources 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 
~~ ~ 

Trench 33and 36 Widening in 218-W-5 LLW Burial 
Ground 
Idaho High Level Waste and  Facility Disposition 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOEIS-0287) 
Implementation of Final Waste Management 
Proarammatic EIS (DOWEIS-0200) RODS 

300 Area Steam ReDlacement I 300 Area I Industrial. R&D I 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

200 Areas Industrial-Exclusive 

Lead Test Assembly Irradiation and Analysis 1 200 Areas, 300 Area Industrial-Exclusive, I Industrial, R&D 

Expansion of the Energy Northwest (formerly known as 
WPPSS) area industrial facilities (natural gas  fired 
electric generator turbine or aluminum smelter) 

600 Area Industrial, R&D 
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a 

Alternative 
One 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

J 
Preservation 

Table 5-15. Pre 

Alternative 
Two 

J 
Preservation 

Present or Reasonably 
Foreseeable Future Action 

Development of a Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan for the ALE 
Reserve by the USFWS 
(Preservation) 
Designation of the Wahluke Slope as 
a National Wildlife Refuge 
(Preservation) 
Operation of the Laser 
Interferometer Gravitational Wave 
Observatory 
(Research and Development) 
InerVDemolition Waste Landfill 
(Pit 9) (Industrial) 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

~~ 

B-Reactor Museum 
(High-Intensity Recreation) 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

;ent or Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions with 
Nonconforming Land Uses. 

Nonconforming Land-Use Designations 
J = nonconforming 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

NO- 
Action 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

J 
Preservation 

J 
Preservation 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Preferred 
Alternative 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

J 
Conservation 

(Mining) 

Alternative I Alt;;;ive I 
Three 

7-l Agriculture 

and the Columbia River Corridor as Preservation, Conservation or Agriculture depending on 
the USFWS's CCP and intent for establishing the refuge. The management of the Wahluke 
Slope as an  overlay wildlife refuge could conflict with the Agriculture land-use designation under 
Alternative Three unless a purpose of establishing the refuge as defined in the USFWS's CCP 
included sharecropping for wildlife. The need to link agriculture to furthering the purposes of 
wildlife is the reason agriculture appears as a conflict in Table 5-75. Of the 181 NWRs with 
farming programs in 1989,612 km' (233 mi') of the129 refuges were farmed by permittees who 
retained a share of the crop in return for costs incurred to farm the land. On the remaining 
refuges, Service personnel conducted farming operations with government equipment. 

The remaining nonconforming uses  listed in Table 5-1 5 involve present or upcoming 
actions that would conflict with land-use designations. The operation of LlGO would be 
considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use under Alternative One  and Alternative Four, 
which could require that the LlGO site be restored to the designated use  a t  the end of the 
facility's life. Operation of LlGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations because of the 
facility's sensitivity to vibrations. The InerVDemolition Waste Landfill proposed for Pit 9 involves 
using an  existing gravel pit located north of the 300 Area for disposal of inert and demolition 
wastes from the 300 Area. This would be classified as an  Industrial land use, and would be 
considered a pre-existing, nonconforming use under Alternative One, Alternative Two, and 
Alternative Four. The proposed salvage and demolition of the 300 Area Steam Plant calls for 
obtaining fill from Pit 9 for filling voids and constructing the final cover.' The use of Pit 9 for 
quarrying materials would be a pre-existing, nonconforming use under Alternative One, 
Alternative Two, and Alternative Four. The B-Reactor Museum would be in conflict with the 
Preservation designation of Alternative Four. Management and mitigation of these 
nonconforming land uses  would be accomplished through the CLUP policies and implementing 
procedures as explained in Chapter 6. 

5.6.2 Cumulafive Impacfs by Trusfee Resource 

5.6.2.1 Geologic Resources. Geologic resources on the Hanford Site include unique features 
that have been preserved while similar features in the region have been damaged or destroyed 
by development. Mining of geologic materials would be allowed under all alternatives being 
considered, except Alternative Two, and could damage or destroy unique geologic features, 
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such as Missoula Floods features and sand dunes. Mining under the No-Action Alternative and 
Alternative Three, if permitted by DOE, could also impact basalt outcrops, such  as Umtanum 
Ridge, Gablje Mountain, and Gable Butte. Because these features are rare and susceptible to 
development elsewhere in the region, damage or destruction of these features on the Hanford 
Site would increase their aesthetic and ecological value offsite, and decrease their availability 
for scientific study. 

Alternative Three would allow development of cultivated agriculture on the Wahluke 
Slope. Increasing irrigated lands in the vicinity of the White Bluffs would cumulatively increase 
groundwater recharge in the area and also could result in additional slumping of the White 
Bluffs. Additional slumping of the White Bluffs would further reduce their aesthetic, historic, and 
ecological value; would cumulatively increase sedimentation of the Columbia River; and could 
accelerate riverbank and island erosion. The No-Action Alternative would also allow the 
WDWs current management practice of growing crops for wildlife management purposes on 
the Wahluke Slope as long as the practice is compatible with the USFS’s CCP. 

5.6.22 Wafer Resources. Water resources on the Hanford Site, including groundwater and 
surface water, have been impacted by past waste disposal practices at Hanford. Remediation 
strategies for cleaning up past contamination are designed for current and predicted future 
hydrologic conditions. Additional development on the Hanford Site could alter hydrologic 
conditions, disrupt CERCLA ROD conditions, and increase impacts to water quality from 
contamination. 

Industrial development would be allowed under all alternatives being considered and 
would increase groundwater consumption and alter groundwater hydrology. Changes to 
groundwater hydrology as a result of aquifer drawdown and discharges to the soil column could 
alter the rate of the movement of contaminants toward the Columbia River or in any other 
direction. Groundwater recharge from industrial waste water discharges and collection and 
infiltration of runoff in quarries could mobilize contaminants in the vadose zone and 
cumulatively increase contaminant levels in groundwater. 

The Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Three, and Four would increase 
recreational use of the Columbia River over existing levels, which would cumulatively increase 
levels of oil, gas,  and engine exhaust discharged to the river; and increase riverbank and island 
erosion from boat wakes. Unregulated non-point sources associated with industrial 
development and mining could add to pollutants discharged to the river from upstream sources, 
resulting in further water quality degradation. Mining and grazing along the Columbia River 
Corridor, which would b e  allowed under the No-Action Alternative, would increase 
sedimentation in the river, with possible cumulative impacts on spawning areas  in the Columbia 
River. 

5.6.2.3 Biological Resources. Because the Hanford Site contains much of remaining 
undisturbed Columbia Basin shrub-steppe habitat, proposed developments of undisturbed 
areas  would result in cumulative impacts to rare plants and animals, unique plant communities, 
and terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the Hanford Site contains the last 
unimpounded, nontidal segment of the Columbia River, and further development along the 
Reach could result in cumulative losses to species and habitats associated with the Hanford 
Reach. In s o m e  cases (e.g., Upper Columbia River spring run chinook salmon (Endangered 
listed -3/99), Middle Columbia River steelhead (Threatened listed -3/99) and Upper Columbia 
River steelhead [Endangered listed -8/97]), further losses of habitat could endanger remaining 
populations. 

The Industrial, Research and Development, and Industrial-Exclusive land-use 
designations would allow industrial development to displace native plant communities and 
wildlife habitats where the habitats still exist. In addition, ongoing remediation activities, such 
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as the decommissioning of surplus production reactors, would result in further habitat losses. 
Many of the actions listed in Table 5-14 for the 200 Areas would involve small losses of habitat, 
but expansion of the Environmental Restoration and Disposal Facility (ERDF) and other future 
actions in the 200 Areas could involve larger losses, with potential cumulative impacts to shrub- 
steppe habitat. Alternatives One  and Two would limit potential cumulative impacts in the 
200 Areas by reducing the size of the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation. 

The Conservation land-use designations could result in cumulative impacts by allowing 
commercial livestock grazing and mining. Cumulative impacts from grazing are  most likely 
under the No-Action Alternative, which would allow grazing over the  largest area and could 
result in further losses of regional biodiversity. 

Although basalt and sand and gravel quarries a re  unlikely to have cumulative impacts 
because they would disturb relatively small areas, large-scale soil mining to support remediation 
could result in large habitat losses. If permitted by DOE, the potential for cumulative effects 
from mining are  greatest under the No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three, which would 
allow development of quarry sites a t  the McGee Ranch. Losses of shrub-steppe habitat in this 
area could eliminate the remaining segments of the wildlife movement corridor between the 
Hanford Site and the Yakima Training Center; which a re  among the last remaining large tracts 
of shrub-steppe habitat in the region. Mining in the McGee Ranch area would add to habitat 
fragmentation that has previously taken place in the region as a result of agricultural, 
residential , and industrial development; and could further reduce regional biodiversity. 

Increased recreational use associated with the Wild and Scenic River designation and 
High- or Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designations under the Preferred Alternative and 
Alternatives One, Three, and Four could result in cumulative impacts to wildlife and habitats 
that a r e  not currently accessible by the public under the No-Action Alternative. Recreation 
designations would increase impacts from boating as well as foot traffic on sensitive plant 
communities and habitats. 

The potential for cumulative impacts to biological resources may best be evaluated by 
determining the amount of BRMaP Level 111 and IV resources that could be affected. The 
BRMaP Level 111 and IV designations identify the resources that could be most adversely 
affected by further habitat losses. Alternative Three has the greatest potential to impact Level 
Ill and IV resources, primarily because it would allow conversion of native plant communities on 
the Wahluke Slope to cultivated agriculture. The Preferred Alternative and the No-Action 
Alternative would have less potential for impacts to BRMaP Level 111 and IV resources, but a r e  
more likely to impact those resources than Alternatives One, Two, or Four. Alternative Two is 
least likely to have cumulative effects on biological resources, based on the amounts of BRMaP 
Level 111 and IV resources that could be impacted by development. 

5.6.24 Cu/tura/ Resources. Regionally, agricultural, industrial, and residential development 
have damaged or destroyed cultural resources. In addition, construction of dams along the 
Columbia River has inundated many cultural resources and sites of significance to American 
Indian Tribes. Cultural resources on the Hanford Site have been preserved by access 
restrictions for the past 55 years. Preservation of the Hanford Reach as the last free-flowing 
stretch of Columbia River would also preserve cultural resources associated with the river. 
Loss of these  sites through development of Hanford Site lands could lead to potentially 
significant impacts on the  remaining cultural resources in the region. 

The biological resources on the Hanford Site a re  also important to American Indian 
Tribes for traditional subsistence uses. In addition, the Hanford Site includes religious sites 
important to American Indians. American Indian Tribes with ties to the Hanford Site have long 
advocated the protection of these resources in their efforts to maintain their cultures and 
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traditional life ways. Further losses of these resources could impact American Indian cultures 
associated with the Hanford Site. 

Potential cumulative impacts to cultural resources are  most likely to occur along the 
Columbia River, where cultural resources and traditional American Indian uses  a re  
concentrated. The No-Action Alternative has the greatest potential to affect these resources by 
allowing mining, grazing, or industrial development in the Columbia River Corridor. The 
Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Three, and Four would increase recreational access 
to the corridor, which could result in impacts to cultural resources from unauthorized artifact 
collection, vandalism, and losses to riverbank and island erosion from boat wakes. 

Industrial development under any of the alternatives has the potential to disturb 
archaeological and historic sites. Alternatives One  and Two a re  least likely to result in 
cumulative impacts because these alternatives would minimize the amount of land designated 
for Industrial, Research and Development, and Industrial-Exclusive land uses. Ongoing 
remediation activities and some  of the proposed projects listed in Table 5-1 5 could also have 
cumulative effects on cultural resources. 

Other potential cumulative impacts to American Indian cultures could occur under the 
No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three which, if permitted by DOE, would allow quarrying 
on basalt outcrops that a re  important religious and cultural sites. Alternative Two would 
designate most of the Hanford Site for Preservation to protect cultural resources and would be 
least likely to have cumulative impacts. 

5.6.2.5 Aesfhefic Resources. The large, undeveloped portions of the  Hanford Site and 
features such as the basalt outcrops, Rattlesnake Mountain, the White Bluffs, and the Columbia 
River Corridor have aesthetic values that a re  unique to the region. Industrial development 
associated with past Hanford operations has altered some viewsheds. Future development of 
Hanford Site lands could further alter viewsheds and reduce the aesthetic value by increasing 
airborne particulate, odors, or other pollutants. 

The potential for cumulative impacts to viewsheds would be greatest under the No- 
Action Alternative, which would allow development of Hanford Site lands on a project-by-project 
basis. This alternative is more likely to result in the siting and construction of industrial 
developments in previously undisturbed viewsheds. Alternative Three could also have 
cumulative impacts to viewsheds by allowing, if permitted by DOE, quarrying on basalt 
outcrops, the conversion of native plant communities on the Wahluke Slope to crop land and 
orchards, and development of High-Intensity Recreational facilities adjacent to the Columbia 
River Corridor. Future industrial development under the Industrial-Exclusive land-use 
designation, along with proposed and planned actions listed in Table 5-1 4, would have 
cumulative effects on viewsheds that would be similar under the alternatives being considered. 

Alternative Three also has the greatest potential for cumulative impacts on visibility 
associated with air quality. The conversion of much of the Wahluke Slope to agriculture would 
create a significant new source of fugitive dust from cultivated fields. Industrial development 
under this alternative as well as all other alternatives being considered could also result in new 
sources of industrial pollutants, which could further diminish visibility. 

Future development could also increase ambient noise levels, which would detract from 
the recreational experience associated with the Columbia River Corridor and other natural 
areas  on the Hanford Site. Cumulative increases in noise a re  most likely occur under the  No- 
Action Alternative, which could allow industrial development along the Columbia River. Mining 
along the river corridor, which could occur under the No-Action Alternative, could also increase 
noise impacts. Increases in High-Intensity Recreational land-use activities such as Alternative 
Three’s proposed destination resort and RV camps or the Preferred Alternative’s and 
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Alternative Four's proposed Tribal fishing camps, could also increase the noise along the river 
and distract from the aesthetic experience. 

5.6.3 Cumulative Socioeconomic lmpacfs 

The economy of the area has in the past been strongly influenced by Hanford Site 
activities. Changes in the Site mission and reductions in Site activities have had negative 
impacts in the past. Recently, the area economy has become more diversified and less 
dependent on the Hanford Site. Future development of Hanford Site lands under multiple uses 
could accelerate the transition to a diversified economy. On the other hand, economic growth 
associated with future uses of the Hanford Site could cumulatively increase demand for 
infrastructure and services. 

Alternative Three has the greatest potential to have cumulative impacts, both positive 
and negative, on socioeconomic conditions. On the positive side, Alternative Three would 
provide the most opportunities to develop alternate uses of Hanford Site lands, maximizing the 
economic return. Alternative Three could have negative impacts on socioeconomic conditions 
by increasing the demand for services, including schools, law enforcement, and health and 
human services. Alternative Two has the least potential to have cumulative socioeconomic 
impacts because it would minimize future Hanford Site development. 

As was discussed in Section 5.3.1, future industrial development on Hanford Site lands 
could place increased demand on infrastructure beyond the City of Richland's capacity. This 
potentially cumulative impact could occur under the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 
Three and Four because they have Industrial land-use designations larger than the City of 
Richland UGA. However, the impact would be the most under the No-Action Alternative, 
because no land-use plan would be available to assist government entities in anticipating and 
addressing increased demand. 

5.6.4 Cumulative Human Health Risk 

Risks due to exposure to residual contamination remaining after completion of CERCLA 
activities would be dependent on the level of access to any particular area where residual 
contamination remained. New wastes could be imported for disposal as specified in the RODS 

May 1997). Health risks from the new wastes would be principally to workers and could include 
physical hazards and latent cancer fatalities from waste management activities over the 20-year 
period of waste movements analyzed. Collective worker health risk estimates for the potential 

I 

I 
I 
I 

for the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental lmpact Statement (DOUEIS-0200, I 

new wastes are one fatality for Low-Level Mixed Waste, three fatalities for High-Level Waste, 
and up to four fatalities for Low-Level Waste, depending on whether Hanford is selected as a 
Low-Level Waste disposal site. Less than one latent cancer fatality is estimated among the 

shipments entering or leaving the site. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
offsite population. These proposed waste management activities could greatly increase waste I 

Consequently, the cumulative health risk to humans would be expected to be greatest 
under Alternative Three because it would provide greater access to more areas and would 
provide more opportunities for development of Hanford Site lands than would the other 
alternatives. Conversely, Alternative Two would have the least potential for cumulative human 
health risks, because it would provide the least access to Hanford Site lands. 

Significant occupational risk to workers could occur under some industrial uses, under 
both the Industrial-Exclusive and Industrial land-use designations. Agriculture is also 
traditionally a high risk occupation (Table 5-1 3). Cumulative occupational risk would likely be 
the greatest under Alternative Three because of the large area designated for Agriculture and 
the higher level of use associated with the entire Hanford Site. Conversely, occupational risk 
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would be lowest for Alternative Two because industrial risk would be limited to workers in the 
200 Areas (similar under all alternatives) and Alternative Two designates the smallest area for 
Industrial development. 

5.7 Other NEPA Considerations 

NEPA is used by the Executive Branch through Executive Orders to further the 
administration’s goals in several policy areas. NEPA integration requires the presentation of 
many diverse subject areas to ensure that the Federal decision maker is fully informed. 

5.7.1 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The potential unavoidable adverse impacts associated with implementation of future 
land uses  on the Hanford Site are  described in the following section. Unavoidable adverse 
impacts a re  impacts that would occur after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. 
Although these impacts would not occur as a result of adoption of any particular land-use plan, 
unavoidable adverse impacts would occur as a result of development of undisturbed land for 
other uses. The greatest potential for unavoidable adverse impacts is associated with more 
intensive land uses  and the areal extent of those uses in each alternative. These impacts 
would be associated with the degree of disturbance of sensitive habitats and loss of cultural 
resources. 

Land-use designations with the greatest potential for unavoidable adverse impacts are 
Agriculture, Industrial, Industrial-Exclusive, and High-Intensity Recreation. Designations with 
less potential for unavoidable impacts (but that would likely include some unavoidable adverse 
effects on resources) include Research and Development, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing), and Conservation (Mining). Unavoidable adverse impacts 
would be minimal or nonexistent under the Preservation designation. 

The Hanford Site has an  abundance of significant cultural resources and conversion of 
land from the relatively undisturbed condition could result in the loss of significant resources. 
These resources a re  considered irreplaceable. The extent of damage to these resources would 
depend on the extent of the land area converted to intensive uses and the distribution of the 
resources relative to the location of the disturbance. Some resource locations are more 
significant than others, and each location must be assessed individually. Mitigation measures, 
such as data collection, would be implemented but unavoidable adverse impacts associated 
with destruction of the actual location of resources would occur as a result of some land-use 
designations. 

The Hanford Site also represents one of the last remaining large tracts of the shrub- 
steppe habitat that previously covered extensive areas in eastern Washington State. Intensive 
use of these lands could result in the loss of significant amounts of this habitat and could 
potentially lead to listing (as threatened or endangered) species that are  dependent upon this 
habitat. Although lands converted to other uses  potentially could revert to the original state, this 
reversion is unlikely to occur because the land would remain in the developed condition and 
reversion would require many years. 

Physical impacts on terrestrial resources and sensitive habitats (e.g. aquatic habitat, 
wetlands, shrub-steppe habitat) would be unavoidable under some land-use designations. 
Permanent loss of habitat for some species of concern could occur and could result in 
population declines. Habitat loss within the 200 Areas would likely be unavoidable, but these 
losses a r e  anticipated to be similar under all alternatives. The magnitude of potential physical 
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impacts across other areas on the Hanford Site depends upon the land-use designations 
associated with particular alternatives. 

TheAgriculture land-use designation has the greatest potential for unavoidable adverse 
impacts. Destruction of cultural resource sites, both on the land converted to this use (and, 
potentially, as a result of increased slumping of the white Bluffs if uncontrolled irrigated 
agriculture occurs on the Wahluke Slope), would be unavoidable under this designation. 
Shrub-steppe habitat in areas converted to agricultural use would be lost. Depending on the 
area of land converted to agriculture, mitigation of habitat loss would not be feasible. 

Industrial, Research and Development, and High-Intensity Recreation land-use 
designations could result in unavoidable adverse impacts to cultural resources and sensitive 
habitats. The degree of impact would depend on the extent of development. Siting of specific 
industrial facilities could be modified to minimize impacts. Nevertheless, if large portions of 
areas designated for Industrial use are ultimately used, cultural and biological resources within 
the areas would be lost. Similarly, development of High-Intensity Recreational facilities (e.g., 
golf courses) or R&D facilities could involve loss of or damage to resources. 

Other potential unavoidable adverse impacts would be associated with grazing of 
livestock (resulting in damage to habitats that are sensitive to grazing or physical damage of 
cultural resources), inadvertent or deliberate damage to cultural resources due to increased 
exposure of resources to humans, and localized damage to resources due to mining activities. 

Implementation of Alternative Three would involve the greatest potential for unavoidable 
adverse impacts. These impacts would be associated with loss of cultural and biological 
resources due to conversion of extensive areas on the Wahluke Slope to agriculture and with 
the area designated for Industrial use, and Research and Development. Alternative Three also 
includes the greatest extent of land designated for Recreational uses. 

The Preferred Alternative also could potentially lead to unavoidable adverse impacts 
associated with lands designated for Industrial Use, Research and Development, and 
Conservation (Mining). Although impacts associated with other land-use designations could 
potentially be mitigated, Industrial and Research and Development uses would likely lead to 

I 
I 

unavoidable adverse impacts to some cultural and biological resources. 

Implementation of Alternative Two would have the least potential for unavoidable 
adverse impacts. This alternative designates virtually the entire Hanford Site for Preservation. 
Areas designated for other uses occur largely in previously disturbed areas. Unavoidable 
adverse impacts under this alternative would be minimal and would be associated with 
Industrial-Exclusive use of the 200 Areas (similar under all alternatives) and with Industrial use 
in the UGA north of the City of Richland, which is smaller than the area designated for Industrial 
use under all other alternatives. 

Alternatives One and Four represent intermediate conditions between Alternative Two 
and the Preferred Alternative. Potential unavoidable adverse impacts under the No-Action 
Alternative could involve development of any portion of the Hanford Site in the future, with the 
exception that this alternative assumes that management on the Wahluke Slope and ALE 
Reserve would continue to be similar to current management. 

5.7.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

The identification of irreversible and irretrievable (I&I) commitments of resources 
associated with actions proposed by Federal agencies is required by NEPA. On land-use 
projects, I&I commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources and the effects 
that consumption of those resources could have on future generations. For example, 
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irreversible effects occur as a result of use  or destruction of a resource (Le., energy and 
minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time, while irretrievable resource 
commitments involve the loss in value of an  affected resource that cannot be  restored (Le., 
extinction of a species or disturbance of a cultural site). 

The  Final HCP EIS does not I&I commit resources to any specific project of the Hanford 
Site, but does I&I commit natural resources to the land-use designations as allocated by 
Table 3-1. After incorporating by reference the previous 1975 ERDA 1538 irreversible and 
irretrievable (I&I) commitments and other documented commitments into this EIS (see Section 
1 .3), future individual project land-use requirements would be I&I  committed through the 
appropriate NEPA and C E R C W R C W N E P A  integrated processes, as described in Chapter 6. 
Table 3-3 summarizes the commitment of Hanford Site lands, by land-use designation, for each 
alternative. 

5.7.3 Conflicfs with Land-Use Plans of Ofher Federal, Regional, Sfafe, Local, and Tribal 
Agencies 

The Draft HRA-EIS CLUP (DOE 1996) identified one vision for the future use of Hanford 
Site lands. Numerous comments were received by DOE from other agencies, Tribal 
governments, and stakeholders indicating that a land-use plan for the Hanford Site needed to 
be  developed. These  comments indicated that alternative land-use plans needed to be  
analyzed and compared to the plan presented in the Draft HRA-EIS CLUP, and that DOE 
needed to identify a Preferred Alternative for future land use a t  the Hanford Site. As a result of 
these comments and concerns regarding different visions for the future of Hanford Site lands, 
DOE initiated a process of coordination and consultation with other Federal, state, and local 
government agencies, and Tribal governments to develop and analyze potential impacts 
associated with alternative land-use scenarios for the Hanford Site. The DOE revised the 
August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS to reflect these concerns and is presenting the impact analysis in 
this Final HCP EIS. 

Existing plans of other Federal, state, and local agencies, and Tribes have been 
incorporated as alternatives in the Final HCP EIS if those agencies or Tribes elected to provide 
DOE with a land-use map depicting a vision for the future of Hanford Site lands. The DOE 
cannot speculate with regard to land-use patterns that might be  preferred by agencies or Tribes 
that did not provide a specific vision for the future of land use  a t  the Hanford Site. Therefore, 
DOE knows of no existing land-use plans in conflict with the alternatives presented in this Final 
HCP EIS. 

The DOE recognizes the interest of the BoR and the BLM in lands withdrawn from them 
at the Hanford Site, and acknowledges the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission's agreement to 
return lands no longer needed for safeguards and security purposes in the Wahluke Slope to 
the BoR for development as part of the Columbia Basin Project. The DOE also recognizes, as 
a co-preparing agency, the alternative selected in the ROD for the Hanford Reach EIS (NPS 
1994). This alternative would designate the land within the Wahluke Slope as a NWR. The 
DOE and BLM have discussed consolidation of BLM lands within a specific area of the Hanford 
Site (Figure 4-3), or exchanging Hanford Public Domain lands for lands elsewhere with natural 
resources values. The BLM may consider selling land to private entities to allow Industrial, 
Research and Development, or High-Intensity Recreation uses  to occur on BLM's scattered 
tracts of land if the  economic return would fund appropriate environmental mitigation elsewhere. 
Public comment such as the anti-grazing response received on this EIS will help determine the 
path forward. 

The BLM completes approximately 65 land exchanges per year, acquiring nearly 
60,703 ha (150,000 ac) valued over $60,000,000. Current law restricts exchanges to lands 
located within the s a m e  state. In general, the lands must be of equal value, although limited 
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cash equalization adjustments are allowed. Certain low value exchanges may proceed on the 
basis of "approximately equal" value. 

of 1976, (FLPMA), as amended, and the federal Land Exchange facilifafion Acf of 1988 
(FLEFA). The BLM's final rulemaking implementing FLEFA was published jointly with the 
U.S. Forest Service in 1993. A final Land Exchange Handbook was completed in 1997 
replacing a draft that was in use for over two years. 

The-exchange of land is authorized under the federal Land Policy and Management Acf 

Land exchange has been identified as a high priority within the DO1 as well as BLM. 
Exchanges provide the opportunity for BLM to acquire lands with high recreational, wildlife 
habitat, scenic, and cultural resource values. They are also used to consolidate BLM lands into 
more manageable units and to meet community expansion needs. 

Recent accomplishments in this program include the following: 

Lake Tahoe, Zephyr Cove, Nevada - The Federal government acquired 14 ha 
(35 ac) along Lake Tahoe. The property has nearly 1.6 km (1 mi) of sandy beach, 
spectacular scenic views, and an opportunity to protect sensitive plant and animal 
species. The BLM traded approximately 546 ha (1,350 ac) of lands in the Las 
Vegas Valley for the property. The lands acquired will be managed by the US. 
Forest Service. 

Lake Fork of the Gunnison River, Colorado -- The BLM acquired 1,376 ha 
(3,400 ac) of Smock Ranch (formerly Gateview Ranch) along the Lake Fork of the 
Gunnison River. The BLM plans to acquire approximately 809 ha (2,000 ac) of the 
adjacent Thomas Ranch in a second phase. The exchange provides valuable 
fisheries and recreational resources, and reduces the BLM's management costs by 
placing 33 small isolated parcels into private ownership. 

Santa Ana Pueblo, New Mexico - Approximately 6,070 ha (15,000 ac) of Federal 
and state lands were transferred to the Santa Ana Pueblo, resolving a 20-year 
commitment to eliminate the "checkerboard" land ownership pattern within the 
Pueblo's boundary. The BLM will receive state lands located in wilderness study 
areas and other special management areas throughout the state. 

Clearwater - Phase 11, Washington - The BLM acquired 364 ha (900 ac) of land 
including 3.2 km (2 mi) of river frontage adjacent to the Grande Ronde National Wild 
and Scenic River. The lands have important values for fish and wildlife as well as 
high recreational value for fishing, hunting, white water boating, hiking, and 
sightseeing. 

5.7.4 Relafionship Befween Near-Term Use and Long-Term Producfivify 
of fhe Environment 

For the purposes of this Final HCP EIS, near-term use is defined to encompass the 
50-year planning period associated with this EIS. Long-term productivity is defined to 
encompass the period following this planning window. 

The DOE anticipates that considerable activity related to ongoing remedial actions will 
occur at the Hanford Site for the near-term. This activity would likely influence allowable land 
uses in the near-term. New near-term uses would be consistent with land-use designations 
adopted in the ROD for this Final HCP EIS, and remedial activities would be anticipated to 
support those uses and designations. 
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Although the land-use alternatives analyzed in this Final HCP EIS represent vaned I 
viewpoints of the best use  of Hanford Site lands within the near-term, the objective of these 
plans is establishment of a framework for balancing overlapping long-term needs to meet the 
requirements of DOE missions, community development, recreational opportunities, and 
resource preservation. Long-term productivity can be enhanced through this process because 
conflicting viewpoints regarding the best use  of Hanford Site land can be objectively analyzed, 
and the uses  to satisfy the various real and perceived needs can be incorporated into long-term 
planning. Through this planning process, long-term productivity of Hanford Site lands can be 
enhanced by establishing areas  that would be devoted in the short- and long-term for uses  
ranging from intensive development to preservation. 
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6.0 Implementation of the Comlorehensive Land-Use Plan 

This-chapter provides an overview of the polices and implementing procedures that 
would be used by DOE, the cooperating agencies and the consulting Tribal governments to 
implement the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP) following the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact 
Statement (HCP EIS). 

The DOE is expected to use this land-use plan in its decision-making process to 
establish what is the "highest and best use"' of the land (41 CFR 101-47, "Federal Property 
Management Regulations"). The final selection of a land-use map, land-use policies and 
implementing procedures, would create the working CLUP when they are adopted through the 
ROD for this EIS. 

Once adopted, the CLUP would provide the framework within which future use  of the 
Hanford Site's lands and resources occurs. In developing the CLUP DOE will have considered 
the visions, goals, and objectives articulated by participants in the land-use planning process. 
This framework consists of four basic elements: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

A final Hanford CLUP Land-Use Map, depicting land uses for the Site (see 
Chapter 3). The ROD for this EIS would select one of the alternative land-use maps 
presented in Chapter 3 or would select a land-use map such as the new Preferred 
Alternative that combines features of several alternatives. 

Hanford CLUP Land-Use Definitions, describing the purpose, intent, and principal 
use(s) of each of the land-use designations on the adopted CLUP map (see 
Chapter 3, Table 3-1 , and Section 6.1 below). 

Hanford CLUP Po/icies, directing land-use actions. These policies will help to 
ensure that individual actions of successive managers collectively advance the 
adopted CLUP map, goals, and objectives over time (see policies in Section 6.3). 

Han ford CL UP lmplemen fing Procedures, including : 

Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving Use Requests for 
consistency with the CLUP 

A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) consisting of representatives from DOE, 
the cooperating agencies and the affected Tribal governments 

Actions which, after plan adoption, shall be undertaken-to align and coordinate 
existing and new "area" and "resource" management plans for the Site (e.g., The 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the FitznedEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve [ALE Reserve]; fire; cultural and historical resources; and species 
management), with the policies and designations of the CLUP. 

Section 101-47.4909 of the Federal Propedy Management Regulations defines the "highest and best use" 
as that use to which a property can be put that produces the highest monetary return from the property, 
promotes its maximum value, or serves a public or institutional purpose. The "highest and best use" 
determination must be based upon the property's economic potential, qualitative values inherent in the 
property, and utilization factors affecting land use such as zoning, physical characteristics, other private and 
public uses in the vicinity, neighboring improvements, utility services, access, roads, location, and 
environmental and historical considerations. 

1 
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An area allocated for low-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities, such as improved recreationa 
trails, primitive boat launching facilities, and permitted campgrounds. Includes related activities 
consistent with Low-Intensity Recreation. 
An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural 
resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and topsoil for 
governmental purposes only) and grazing could occur as a special use (i.e., a permit would be 
required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource 
conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining and Grazing), consistent with the 

i protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 

For all proposals and projects, the above procedures and actions would be integrated 
with existing DOE land-use review procedures (e.g., biological, cultural, and the National 
Environmenfal Policy Act of 7969 [NEPA]), while DOE maintains control of the land. The DOE 
has the final-determination and approval of all land-use decisions taking place on the Hanford 
Site land under DOE authority. 

Conservation 
(Mining) 

Preservation 

‘ I  

An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural 
resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt, and topsoil for 
governmental purposes only) could occur as a special use (i.e., a permit would be required) within 
appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource conservation. Includes 
activities related to Conservation (Mining), consistent with the protection of archeological, cultural, 
ecological, and natural resources. 
An area managed for the preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. No 
new consumptive uses (Le., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources) would be allowed within 
this area. Limited public access would be consistent with resource preservation. Includes activities 
related to Preservation uses. 

6.4 Definifions and Descriptions of Land-Use Map Designafions 

The land-use designations of each land-use map depict the categories of land use that 
would occur within specific geographic locations of the Site. Ideally, the designated use is 
suitable, based on a broad range of factors including natural and biological resources; existing 
uses; infrastructure; proximity to other development; economic objectives; and historical, 
prehistorical, and aesthetic resources and values. 

The definitions of the various land-use designations are provided in Table 6-1. These 
land-use designations and their definitions were developed by the cooperating agencies and 
are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3 of this Final HCP EIS. 

Table 6-1. Hanford Site Land-Use Desianations. 

Designation Land-Use I Definition 

Industrial- 
Exclusive 

Industrial 

Agricultural 

Research and 
Development 

High-Intensity 
Recreation 

An area suitable and desirable for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous, dangerous, 
radioactive, and nonradioactive wastes. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial-Exclusive 
uses. 

~~~ ~~ 

An =a suitable and desirable for activities, such as reactor operations, rail, barge transport facilities, 
mining, manufacturing, food processing, assembly, warehouse, and distribution operations. Includes 
related activities consistent with Industrial uses. 
An area designated for the tilling of soil, raising of crops and livestock, and horticulture for commercial 
purposes along with all those activities normally and routinely involved in horticulture and the 
production of crops and livestock. Includes related activities consistent with Agricultural uses. 
An area designated for conducting basic or applied research that requires the use of a large-scale or 
isolated facility or smaller scale time-limited research conducted in the field or in facilities that consum€ 
limited resources. Includes scientific, engineering, technology development, technology transfer, and 
technology deployment activities to meet regional and national needs. Includes related activities 
consistent with Research and Development. 
An area allocated for high-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities (commercial and 
governmental), such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, boat launching facilities, Tribal fishing 
facilities, destination resorts, cultural centers, and museums. Includes related activities consistent with 
Hiah-lntensitv Recreation. 

Low-Intensity 
Recreation 

Conservation 
(Mining and 
Grazing) 
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6.2 Definifions for Terms Relating fo Plan lmplementafion 

The‘following three definitions - Allowable Use, Special Use, and Amendments - relate 
the land-use policies to the land-use maps: 

Allowable Use -- Any reservation of land for a physical development or land-use 
activity that is consistent with the land-use designation and policies of the land-use 
map and CLUP, or a specifically identified part of an  approved area management 
plan (AMP), except for “Amendments” or uses that are  identified as “Special Use.” 
Any new remediation project or support activity that is categorically excluded under 
DOE’s NEPA regulations (IO CFR 1021) is an allowable use, except projects 
proposed in the Preservation designation. 

Special Use - Activities requiring further review and approval prior to being allowed. 
The following are  special uses. 

1. Any physical development or land-use activity in the Preservation designation 

2. Any physical development or land-use activity in the Conservation designation 
that is not categorically excluded under DOE’s NEPA regulations (IO CFR 1021) 

3. AMPs outside of the 200, 300, and 400 Areas 

4. Any proposed new development that is inconsistent with the land-use 
designation of the adopted local counties’ or cities’ comprehensive plans for the 
Hanford Site 

5. Mining or grazing activities within areas designated for Conservation 

6. Any proposed new project that is located within an area that has a deed or 
covenant restriction as a result of the remediation process (e.g., institutional 
con t ro I s) 

7. Additions to or enlargements of pre-existing, nonconforming uses  

8. Any proposed new project that establishes an exclusive use zone (EUZ) over 
lands not currently under an EUZ (see Section 4.1 1.4). 

Amendmenfs - Amendments a re  required for the following: 

1. Any change to the map land-use designation of an  area 

2. Any change to CLUP policy 

3. Any change in the use of land or an existing facility to a use  that is inconsistent 
with the land-use designation. 

Additionally, definitions are used to define the terms of the land-use policies. These 
definitions include the following: 

Area management plans (AMPs) - Management plans for specific geographic 
areas, which may include specific resource management plans, mitigation 
strategies, and various uses and facilities. An AMP shall be consistent with the 
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CLUP's land-use designations and policies. 

Use Requesf - A Use Request is a proposal to use land or a facility for an activity 

preparations, leasing, granting right-of-ways, or any other land-use related activities. 
different from what is currently occurring. Use Requests can include site I 

Policy - Policies are  statements of intent which direct decisions toward the 
accomplishment of adopted goals and objectives. Policies are  applied on a 
continuous basis and applied consistently over time. 

Pre-exisfing, Nonconforming Use - Any existing lawfully established use that is 
neither allowed nor conditionally permitted within a land-use designation, but exists 
therein, having been established prior to the CLUP land-use designation. 

Resource management plan (RMP) - A RMP contains adopted management 
standards and strategies for a specific resource. Generally, resources subject to 
RMPs are not confined to geographically discrete areas and they are not static 
(i.e., their characteristics and conditions often vary in time and/or location across the 
Site). Examples of resources which have RMPs are biological resources (Draft 
Biological Resources Management Plan [BRMaP] [DOE-RL 1996~1)~ cultural 

and the Bald Eagle Management Plan (DOE-RL 1994b). The provisions of each 
RMP apply wherever its subject resource occurs on the Site, except for areas 
specifically exempted within the RMP itself. 

resources (Draft Cultural Resources Management Plan [CRMP] [DOE-RL 1999]), I 

Several RMPs may apply within an AMP. A single RMP may extend across several 
AMPs. Where an  RMP exists within an AMP, the provisions of both must be 
integrated toward achieving their common objectives, consistent with land-use 
designations within which they occur. 

RL Manager-- The RL Manager is the Manager of DOE'S Richland Operations 
Office (RL). 

RL Site Management Board (SMB) - The SMB is chaired by the Site Deputy 
Manager and comprises selected members of RL senior management staff. 

Real Esfate Officer (REO) - The REO, from the RL Site Services Division (SSD), is 
the single point of contact for reviewing, processing, and coordinating land-use 
activities on the Hanford Site. 

I 

Shall - For the purpose of Chapter 6 of this EIS, "shall" refers to activities that 
would be mandatory if adopted by the ROD. 

Should- For the purpose of Chapter 6 of this EIS, "should" refers to activities that 
would be discretionary if adopted by the ROD. 

Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) - The SPAB is an advisory board to land- 
use matters on the Hanford Site. The SPAB consists of representatives from 
cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and affected Tribal governments. The 

recommendations to DOE. 

I 
SPAB reviews Use Requests that are not "allowable uses" and makes I 
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6.3 Hanford CLUP Policies 

The Hanford CLUP policies connect all the CLUP elements. It is expected that the ROD 
for this EIS'would s e t  forth the following policies: 

Establish land-use mitigation procedures 

Establish hierarchies, priorities, and standards relating to land use, resource use, 
and values 

Integrate competing land and resource goals and objectives 

Provide reference points for addressing unanticipated circumstances and making 
actual Amendments to the CLUP when necessary 

Identify which RMPs or AMPs shall be considered for development or revision as 
part of the CLUP implementation. 

Land-use and resource-related decisions, actions, and programs should neither conflict 
with, nor be inconsistent with the adopted CLUP map and policies. Actions related to policies 
should be feasible and practical, and policies should be consistently applied on a continuous 
basis. 

The Hanford CLUP policies are described below. They are  a synthesis of stated values 
and objectives from DOE, Future Site Uses Working Group, Hanford Advisory Board, August 
1996 Draft HRA-EIS, April 1999 Revised Draft HRA-EIS written comments, public hearings and 
public meetings, cooperating agencies, consulting Tribal governments, and those associated 
with municipal and county land-use planning principles. 

6.3.1 Overall Policy 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Hanford Site: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Protect the Columbia River and associated natural and cultural resources and water 
quality. 

Wherever possible, locate new development, including cleanup and remediation- 
related projects, in previously disturbed areas. 

Protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources of the Site for the 
enjoyment, education, study, and use of future generations. 

Honor treaties with American Indian Tribes as they relate to land uses  and resource 
uses. 

Reduce exclusive use zone (EUZ) areas to maximize the amount of land available 
for alternate uses while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous 
operations (see Section 4.1 I .4). 

Allow access for other uses (e.g., recreation) outside of active waste management 
areas, consistent with the land-use designation. 

Ensure that a public involvement process is used for amending the CLUP and land- 
use  designations to respond to changing conditions. 
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8. As feasible and practical, remove pre-existing, nonconforming uses. 

9. Facilitate cleanup and Waste Management. 

6.3.2 Protection of Environmental Resources 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. Implement DOE’s Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE P 430.1), which is to protect 
and sustain native species and their habitats on the Site. The Conservation and 
Preservation land-use designations are the primary land-use controls to accomplish 
this policy. Within the Conservation and Preservation designations, land uses shall 
be consistent with the purpose of the designation and significant impacts shall be 
mitigated. Implementation mechanisms such as the BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c), the 
Draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy Plan (BRMiS) (DOE-RL 
1996), the Hanford Site Ground- Wafer Protection Management Plan (DOE-RL 
1995a) and cultural management plans augment these designations for 
development review and approval Site-wide. Developments for public access and 
recreation should be according to adopted AMPs depicting management of use, and 
siting of support facilities. 

2. Within land-use designations other than Conservation and Preservation, mitigate 
significant unavoidable (residual) impacts at locations by enhancing habitats within 
the Conservation or Preservation designations. To accomplish this, undertake the 
following actions: 

a. Modify the BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) and BRMiS (DOE-RL 1996) to be consistent 
with this policy and with implementing procedures. 

b. Review habitat management plans to redirect their mitigation actions and 
strategies, where necessary and possible, to the established Conservation and 
Preservation areas. 

c. Consider provisions for the protection of “vulnerable aggregations,” as defined by 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, for non-game species wherever 
they occur on the Site. 

3. Require that projects have reasonable setbacks from the Preservation and 
Conservation features of importance. 

a. Within all land-use designations, require that land not be cleared until a specific 
project has been approved consistent with DOE’s NEPA regulations (1 0 CFR 
1021). 

6.3.3 Protection of Cultural Resources 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. Implement DOE’s Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE P 430.1), which is to protect 
and sustain cultural resources on the Site. The Conservation and Preservation land- 
use designations are the primary land-use controls to accomplish this policy. The 
CRMP addresses those actions where land-use controls are not the appropriate 
mitigation (i.e., if a cultural resource is found in an Industrial designation, provisions 
of the CRMP would be applied to mitigate impacts to the resource). Within the 
Conservation and Preservation designations, land uses shall be consistent with the 
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purpose of the designation and significant impacts mitigated. Implementation 
mechanisms such as the CRMP (DOE-RL 1999), and habitat management plans 
augment these designations for Site-wide reviewing and approving proposed 
development. Developments for public access and recreation should be according 
to adopted AMPs depicting management of use, and siting of support facilities. 

2. Proposed developments within all areas should be reviewed consistent with the 
BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) and the CRMP (DOE-RL 1999), and reflected in the 
applicable AMP. 

6.3.4 Siting New Development 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

1. Locate and approve new developments in areas consistent with the adopted Hanford 
CLUP. 

2. Locate proposed projects, as feasible and practical, in those areas of the Hanford 
Site where the adopted CLUP and the local cities’ and counties’ land-use maps are 
consistent. 

3. Within all land-use designations, previously disturbed areas (as identified by the 
BRMaP and CRMP) should be developed first, followed by the acreage with the 
least sensitive biological and cultural resources. Within the Hanford Site’s plan of 
any proposed new development, the acreage with the most sensitive biological and 
cultural resources should be worked into natural open space for landscaping, 
buffers, natural drainage areas, etc. 

4. Focus on using existing infrastructure and developed areas for new projects within a 
land-use designation. 

a. Locate new development in close proximity to existing infrastructure unless a 
project requires an isolated site away from incompatible uses. 

b. Concentrate development on or adjacent to existing infrastructure. Where 
extensions of infrastructure are necessary, minimize the extension of 
infrastructure into undeveloped areas. 

c. Site, plan, and design development to avoid significant impacts on resources. 
Mitigate unavoidable impacts through design to minimize impacts and mitigation 
costs associated with biological, cultural, air and groundwater resources. 

6.3.5 Utility and Transportation Corridors 

The CLUP policy would accomplish the following for the Site: 

I . With to-be-identified exception(s), existing utility and transportation corridor right-of- 
ways are the preferred routes for expanded capacity and new infrastructure. 

2. Existing utility corridors that are in actual service, clearly delineated, and of defined 
width, are not considered “nonconforming” uses in any land-use designation. 

3. Utility corridors and systems without the characteristics of number 2 (above) are 
considered to be nonconforming uses and shall be identified in the applicable RMP 
or AMP. 
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4 Avoid the establishment of new utility corridors within the Conservation and 
Preservation designations unless the use of an existing corridor@) is infeasible or 
impractical. 

5. Avoid the location of new above-ground utility corridors and systems in the 
immediate viewshed of an American Indian sacred site. Prioritize for removal, as 
funding is available, existing nonconforming utility corridors and systems in such 
areas. 

. .  

6.3.6 Economic Development 

CLUP policy would promote the following for the Site: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Multiple land uses for both the private and public sector. 

Protection and maintenance of existing functional infrastructure and utilities for use 
in economic development and Site transition. 

Future Federal missions and programs, consistent with the provisions of the CLUP. 

Protection of natural, historic, and cultural resources to assure continued biodiversity 
and cultural values as essential elements of a recreation and tourism economy. 

Reduction or elimination of existing conditions which are impediments to the 
realization of the land-use designations (e.g., scattered withdrawn Public Domain 
land, contamination, and nonconforming and abandoned developments). 

6.4 Organizafional Sfrucfure and Procedure for Review and Approval of 
Use Requests 

The existing organizational structure within RL would implement the Hanford CLUP, 
augmented with a SPAB consisting of representatives from the cooperating agencies and 
affected Tribal governments. The organizational structure for implementation of the Hanford 
CLUP is shown in Figure 6-1. 

The REO receives notice (e.g., NEPA checklist, SEPA checklist, CERCLA RI/FS review 
request, CERCLA review request, RCRA permit request, etc.) from a proposed project or 
activity and initiates, with the NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO), a coordinated project review 
(Figure 6-2). As an initial step in the review process, the REO determines whether the project 
is an “Allowable Use,” “Special Use,” or “Amendment” to the CLUP. For projects that require 
Special Use Permits or Plan Amendments, the REO obtains comments and recommendations 
from the SPAB on the suitability of the proposed “Use” with respect to the existing CLUP map, 
land-use policies and implementing procedures. For CLUP Amendments, review includes a 
final RL Site Management Board (SMB) affirmation, or the SMB can refer a proposed Plan 
Amendment back to the REO for further review. Figure 6-2 depicts the route of review for 
proposed projects. 
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'The proposed land or f a a l i  use. and location are reviewed for consistency with the Plan Map and Poliaes. 

5 AMP = area management plan 
6 
7 cx = categorical exclusion 
8 EA = environmental assessment 
9 FONSI = finding of no significant impact 

10 EIS = environmental impact statement 
11 NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act of 7969 
12 RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 7976 
13 ROD = Record of Decision 
14 SEPA = State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 
15 
16 

CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilify Act of 1980 
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6.4. I Relationship Between the Site Planning Advisory Board and Real Estate Officer 

The SPAB has been recommended by the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments as an  essential function, and by DOE as a desirable function, for the successful 
implementation of the CLUP. The  SPAB would directly interface with the REO to advise DOE 
on land use and resource management issues. The SPAB would consist of representatives 
from the cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and affected Tribal governments. I 

The SPAB would support the REO by reviewing and providing advice for "area" and 
"resource" management plans, providing policy advice to RL in areas involving coordination of 
land and resource management, and advising during consideration of nonconforming proposals 
within the boundaries of the Hanford Site. The SPAB advice shall be provided in a timely 
manner to support the decision process. 

6.5 Use Requesfs for Non-Federal Projecfs 

Proponents and entities of non-Federal projects shall follow the approval process for Use 
Requests onsite (Section 6.4). The county, city or private entity would be invited to cooperate 
early in the Use Request and in the NEPA review process (Figure 6-2). Use Requests for 
non-Federal projects involving new construction shall be required to comply with applicable 
local county and/or city review and permitting requirements such as compliance with the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), health district requirements, shoreline permits, and local air 
authority standards. 

6.6 Plan lrnplemenfafion Requiremenfs 

After the HCP EIS ROD is approved, the actions presented in this section would be I 
undertaken to ensure that the plan is implemented. The objectives of these actions a re  as 
follows: 

To streamline and integrate procedures for project review, including ensuring 
project consistency with the plan, pre-planning for large areas, siting new 
developments, providing and using infrastructure and utilities, managing resources, 
notifying the public, and conducting environmental review. . 

To make decisions on the use of lands and resources on the Site within the frame- 
work of existing DOE legal and administrative procedures, with an  implementation 
process that parallels, and efficiently coordinates with local land-use regulatory 
processes, and provides similar accountability and tracking. 

To make adjustments in existing DOE administrative structures as necessary to 
efficiently implement the CLUP. 

Achieving these objectives is essential to accomplishing DOE missions and working with 
Federal agencies, Tribes, and local cities and counties to jointly accomplish planning goals, 
economic transition, institutional controls, long-term Site stewardship, and multiple u ses  of the 
Site. 

I 

6.6.1 DOE Equivalent to a Municipal or County Planning Approach 

Given the mutual objectives of RL and local governments to coordinate on privatization 
and transition, the management of uses of real estate at  the Hanford Site would be done with 

Final HCP EIS 6-1 1 CLUP Implementation I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

procedures that a re  similar to, or compatible with, the administration of land use  in the adjacent 
municipality or counties. Currently, there a re  similarities which are  amenable to closer 
alignment. Table 6-2 shows the similarities between geographic segmentation (e.g., a city in 
the county is similar to an  area on the Hanford Site). Table 6-3 shows the similarities between 
local land-use regulatory procedures and implementation processes on the Hanford Site which, 
if aligned and coordinated, would improve management of resources. 

Table 6-2. Administration Parallels of RL and Local Jurisdictions. 
Municipal and County-Land Use 

Region 
County 
City 

DOE Equivalent 
Region 
Hanford Site 

I 
~~~ 

Area ( Le., 100,200, 300, and 400) 

I Neighborhood or Industrial Park I = I Complex (e.g., ORP) I I  
I Site. Lot. and Parcel I = I Site, Lot, and Parcel I 
I Facilitv. Utilitv, and Infrastructure I = I Facility, Utility, and Infrastructure I 

Table 6-3. Example of Local Government Processes and RL Counterparts. 
Existing Municipal or County Process 

4dministrator: Planninq Department Director 
1 Reviews for consistency with Comprehensive‘ Plan 

Coordinates land-use review (e.g., Planning 
Commission, Board of Adjustment, and Board of 
County Commissioners) 
Administrativeldiscretionary approval 
Initiates State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 

4dministrator: Planning Department Director 

1 Administers SEPA 

Comprehensive Plan 
e Map 
9 Policies 

Requlatonr Review . Protocols for coordination of Department and 
agency review 

Official Controls 

Zoning ordinances 
Subdivision ordinances 
Critical Resources Protection Ordinances 
Shoreline management plan 
SEPA 
Uniform Building Codes 
Approval of building permits 
Occupancy permits by Building Department 

Other controls 

CLUP Implementation 6-1 2 

DOE Counterpart 

4dministrator: Real Estate Officer (REO) 

Reviews for consistency with CLUP 
Coordinates review of Use Requests for real 
estate (e.g., Site Planning Advisory Board, Site 
Management Board, and Site Manager) 
Not applicable 

Initiates NEPA 
NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO) 

Administers NEPA 

CLup 

* Map 
Policies 

CLUP RL lmplementina Procedures 
Protocols for coordination of program and agency 
review 

Implementation Controls 

Design standards 
Location and development requirements 
Resource management plans 
Area management plans 
NEPA 
Uniform Building Codes 
Approval of Use Requests 
Occupancy permit by Fire Marshal 

Other controls 
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7 
8 
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I O  
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

43 

44 
45 
46 
47 
48 

~~ 

Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan 

Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan 

Hanford Bald Eagle Management Plan 

6.6.2 CLUP Implemenfafion Procedures and Implemenfafion Controls 

J J 

J J 

J J 

The CLUP implementation procedures and implementation controls should be made 
consistent and integrated with the CLUP, so that project activities are consistent with and carry 
out the CLUP over time. This would be instituted through a RL Implementing Directive for the 
CLUP, which would provide the mandatory requirements and procedures for RL and its 
contractors to follow. Integrated implementation procedures would be accomplished within 
24 months of theissuance of the HCP EIS ROD, funding permitting, under the coordination of 
the RL Assistant Manager responsible for the%itekervices Division. * *I 3 .  

Fire Management Plan 

Noxious Weed Management Plan 

Table 6-4 shows the implementing controls (RMPs and AMPs) required for 
implementation of the CLUP. These controls are tools to ensure that land-use actions are 
consistent with the CLUP. Prior to the adoption of the controls, each RMP and AMP would be 
reviewed for consistency and alignment with the CLUP, in accordance with the list of tasks that 
follows Table 6-4. Task One through Task Seven would be performed sequentially. 
Completion of these tasks would integrate the various RMPs, AMPs, and project-review 
activities currently in use on the Site with the CLUP implementation procedures. 

J J 

J J 

Table 6-4. Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPs). 

Chinook Salmon - Upper Columbia River Spring run 
Hanford Management Plan 

Steelhead - Middle Columbia River run 
Hanford Management Plan 

Steelhead Upper Columbia River run 
Hanford Management Plan 

Aesthetic and Visual Resources Management Plan 

Resource Management Plans (RMPs) 

J 

J 

J 

J 

Current Current Revision 1 Pz::d 1 Draft 1 Final I Planned 

Facility and Infrastructure Assessment and Strategy 

Mineral Resources Management Plan (Le., soils, sand, 
gravel, and basalt) 

Hanford Site Watershed Management Plan 

J 

J 

J 

Hanford Site Ground-Water Protection Management Plan 

Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration Project Summary 

Hanford Institutional Control Plan (Le., long-term 

Description 

stewardship plan) 

J 

J 

J 

To Be Current 
Prepared Draft Area Management Plans (AMPs) 

J 

Current Revision 
Final PI ann e d 

ALE Reserve Comprehensive Conservation Plan 

Wahluke Slope Comprehensive Conservation Plan 

Columbia River Corridor Area Management Plan 

J J 

d 

J 

I I I 
~~ 

South 600 Area Management Plan (includes 300 Area) I J I 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Identify all similar documents, policies, and procedures. 

-Review documents and associated policies and implementing procedures for 
consistency with the CLUP map and policies and implementing procedures. 

Identify changes necessary to align documents and associated policies and 
implementing procedures with the provisions of the CLUP. 

Prepare recommendations to amend existing documents and associated policies 
and implementing procedures so they are  consistent with and carry out the  CLUP. 

Prepare new RMPs and AMPs. 

Submit CLUP Amendments and new RMPs and AMPs to the REO for review as 
Special Use Requests so these changes may be  integrated with the CLUP 
implementation procedures as standards for project review (see Figures 6-1 and 
6-2). 

Integrate the prescribed and coordinated process for applying the provisions of the 
documents into the RL Implementing Directive for the CLUP (Table 6-4). 

6.6.3 Mission-Related Program and Contractor Integration 

The CLUP map and policies would be integrated with and addressed a t  the threshold 
decision points of all authorizations, operational plans (e.g., the current Hanford Strategic Plan), 
and actions considered in RCRA, CERCLA, NEPA and SEPA reviews. This includes contracts 
and budget proposals that directly or indirectly affect land use  on the Site. 

6.6.4 Establishment of Site Planning Advisory Board 

The establishment and seating of the SPAB (see Figures 6-1 and 6-2) shall be 
accomplished within two months from the issuance of the HCP EIS ROD. Prescribed SPAB 
charter and guidelines would need to be  developed by this board and DOE. 

6.6.5 Amendments to the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 

The CLUP is a living document designed to hold a chosen course over a n  extended 
period of development and management of resources, yet the plan is flexible enough to 
accommodate a wide spectrum of both anticipated and unforeseen mission conditions. A 
fundamentally good plan can do this for a relatively short period of time (five years), during 
which monitoring, data gathering, and analysis for t h e  purposes of "fine tuning" and improving 
the plan by Amendment should be  an  ongoing program. It is recommended that a 
reassessment of the CLUP should occur every 5 years, in the form of a NEPA Supplemental 
Analysis per 10 CFR 1021. 
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7.0 Consulfations Laws. and Reauiremenfs 

This-chapter summarizes the major laws, regulations, Executive Orders, and U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) regulations, orders, and agreements that might apply to Hanford 
Site land uses. The Federal, Tribal, state, and local agencies that were consulted by DOE 
during the preparation of the HRA-EIS are also identified. 

7. I Federal Laws 

Relevant laws of the United States that might apply to the implementation of the land- 
use alternatives at the Hanford Site are discussed in the sections that follow. 

7.1.1 Treaties of  the United States with American Indian Tribes of the Hanford Region 

In May and June of 1855, at Wai-i-lat-pu (near present-day Walla Walla, Washington), 
leaders of various Columbia Plateau American Indian Tribes and Bands negotiated treaties with 
representatives of the United States. The negotiations resulted in 3 treaties, one with the 14 
Tribes and bands of what would become the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama 
Nation, one with the 3 Tribes that would become the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation (CTUIR), and one with the Nez Perce Tribe. The treaties were ratified by the US. 
Senate in 1859. The negotiated treaties are as follows: 

Treaty with the Walla Walla, Cayuse, etc. (June 9, 1855; 12 Stat. 945) 

Treaty with the Yakarna (June 9, 1855; 12 Stat. 951) 

Treaty with the Nez Perce (June 1 I ,  1855; 12 Stat. 957). 

The terms of all three treaties are essentially the same. Each of the three Tribal 
organizations agreed to cede large blocks of land to the United States. The Tribes retained 
certain lands for their exclusive use (the three reservations) and also retained the rights to 
continue traditional activities outside the reservations. These reserved rights include the right to 
fish (and erect fish-curing facilities) at usual and accustomed places. These rights also include 
rights to hunt, gather foods and medicines, and pasture livestock on open and unclaimed lands. 

The act of treaty-making between the United States and an Indian Tribe has many legal 
consequences for both entities. The United States recognizes the existence of the Tribe as a 
sovereign and initiates a government-to-government relationship with the Tribe. At the same 
time, the Tribe loses some aspects of its sovereignty, such as the right to negotiate 
(independently of the United States) with other foreign powers. In return, the United States and 
the Tribe enter into a trust relationship, whereby the United States assumes the responsibility to 
preserve the rights and resources of the Tribe from incursions by private entities, states, or the 
Federal government itself. One aspect of this trust duty is the need to consult with the Tribes 
concerning decisions made by the Federal government that could affect Tribal rights or 
resources. In addition to these general legal consequences of treaty-making, the individual 
treaty itself defines particular new roles and responsibilities of the two governments, within the 
terms of the new legal relationship created by the treaty. 

Every Federal agency that makes decisions potentially affecting the rights or resources 
of federally recognized American Indian Tribes shares in the trust responsibility duties of the 
Federal government. This trust responsibility includes the duty to consult with those Tribes 
concerning the potential impacts of agency decisions. As a result, DOE regularly consults with 
the CTUIR, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, and the Nez Perce 
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Tribe concerning decisions being made by DOE on the Hanford Site that might affect TribaJ 
rights or resources. Land-use planning decisions are within the realm of such decisions. DOE 
invited all affected Tribes to participate in the drafting of the HRA-EIS. The U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) will continue to consult with these Tribes during the 
further development and implementation of this environmental impact statement (EIS). Copies 
of the Treaties are presented in Appendix A. 

7.1.2 International Treaties of the Unifed States 

7.1.2.1 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. The Migratow Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as 
amended, is intended to protect birds that have common migration patterns between the United 
States and Canada, Mexico, Japan, and Russia. The law regulates the harvest of migratory 
birds by specifying factors such as the mode of harvest, hunting seasons, and bag limits. This 
Act stipulates that, except as permitted by regulations, it is unlawful at any time, by any means, 
or in any manner to “kill . . . any migratory bird.“ The DOE is required to consult with the US. 
Fish and Wldlife Service (USFWS) regarding impacts to migratory birds and to evaluate ways 
to avoid or minimize impacts in accordance with the USFWS migration policy. 

7.1.2.2 Pacific Salmon Treaty Acf of 1985. The Pacific Salmon Treaty Act of 1985 ratified a 
treaty between the United States and Canada concerning Pacific salmon. The law is intended 
to protect and maintain Pacific salmon fisheries by regulating the fishing season. The law 
establishes panels with jurisdiction over certain areas. Associated regulations close the panel 
area to sockeye and pink salmon fishing unless opened by panel regulations or by in season 
orders of the Secretary of Commerce that give the effect to panel orders. 

7.1.3 Federal Natural Resource Management, Pollution Control, and Cultural Resource 
Laws 

7.1.3.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The National Environmental Policy Act 
of 7969 (NEPA), as amended, establishes a national policy that encourages awareness of the 
environmental consequences of human activities and promotes consideration of those 
environmental consequences during the planning and implementing stages of a project. Under 
NEPA, Federal agencies are required to prepare detailed statements to address the 
environmental effects of proposed major Federal actions that might significantly affect the 
quality of the human environment. The HRA-EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA 
requirements and policies, and presents reasonable alternatives and the potential 
environmental consequences of those alternatives. 

7.1.3.2 Clean Air Act of 1970. The Clean Air Act of 1970 (CM), as amended, is intended to 
“protect and enhance the quality of the Nation’s air resources so as to promote the public health 
and welfare and the productive capacity of its population.” Section 11 8 of the CAA requires 
each Federal agency, with jurisdiction over properties or facilities engaged in any activity that 
might result in the discharge of air pollutants, to comply with all Federal, state, interstate, and 
local requirements with regard to the control and abatement of air pollution. 

Under Section 109 of the CAA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
required to establish national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) that protect public health 
from known or anticipated adverse effects of a regulated pollutant. Section 11 1 of the CAA 
requires establishment of national performance standards for new or modified stationary 
sources of atmospheric pollutants. Specific emission increases must be evaluated in order to 
prevent significant deterioration of air quality. Hazardous air pollutants, including radionuclides, 
are regulated separately. Emissions of air pollutants are regulated by the EPA in 40 
CFR 50-99. Radionuclide emissions and hazardous air pollutants are regulated under the 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants Program (40 CFR 61 and 
40 CFR 63). 
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7.1.3.3 Safe Drinking Wafer Act of 1974. The primary objective of the Safe Drinking Wafer 
Act of 7974 (SDWA), as amended, is to protect the quality of the public water supply and 
sources of drinking water. In the State of Washington, the EPA has the authority to implement 
regulationsto establish standards applicable to public water systems. These regulations further 
establish the maximum contaminant levels, including maximum levels of radioactivity, that are 
allowed in public drinking water systems. The EPA has promulgated the SDWA requirements 
in 40 CFR 140-149. Current regulations (40 CFR 141) specify that the average annual 
concentration of beta particle and photon radioactivity from man-made radionuclides in drinking 
water shall not produce an annual dose equivalent to the total body or any internal organ 
greater than 4 mrem/yr. Revisions to the limits regulating radionuclides have been proposed by 
the EPA. 

Other programs established by the SDWA include the Sole Source Aquifer Program, the 
Wellhead Protection Program, and the Underground Injection Control Program. 

7.1.3.4 Clean Wafer Act of 1977. The Clean Water Act of 1977 (CWA), as amended, was 
enacted to “restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s 
water.” The CWA prohibits “discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts” to navigable waters 
of the United States. Section 31 3 of the CWA requires all branches of the Federal government 
with jurisdiction over properties or facilities engaged in any activity that might result in a 
discharge or runoff of pollutants to surface waters, to comply with Federal, state, interstate, and 
local requirements. 

In addition to setting water quality standards for waterways, the CWA provides 
guidelines and limitations for effluent discharges from point sources and gives authority for the 
EPA to implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permitting 
Program. The NPDES Program is administered by the Water Management Division of the EPA 
(40 CFR 122). 

In 1987, the CWA was amended and EPA was required to establish regulations for 
issuing permits for stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. Stormwater 
discharges are permitted through the NPDES Program, and general permit requirements are 
published in 40 CFR 122. 

7.1.3.5 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976. Treatment, storage, and/or 
disposal of hazardous and nonhazardous waste is regulated under the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act of 7965, which was amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
(RCRA), and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendmenfs of 1984. Any state that seeks to 
administer and enforce a hazardous waste program pursuant to RCRA may apply for EPA 
authorization of the state program. The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
has been delegated the authority for implementing the Federal RCRA program in the State of 
Washington. The EPA regulations implementing RCRA define hazardous wastes and specify 
the transportation, handling, and waste management requirements of these wastes 
(40 CFR 260-280). 

The Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992 (FFCA) amends RCRA and waives 
sovereign immunity for fines and penalties for RCRA violations at Federal facilities. A provision 
of the FFCA postpones fines and penalties for three years for mixed waste storage prohibition 
violations at DOE sites and requires DOE to prepare plans for developing the required 
treatment capacity for mixed waste stored or generated at each facility. Each plan must be 
approved by the host state or the EPA, after consultation with other affected states, and a 
consent order requiring compliance with the plan must be issued by the regulator. The FFCA 
also states that DOE will not be subject to fines and penalties for land disposal restriction 
storage prohibition violations for mixed waste as long as DOE is in compliance with an 
approved plan and consent order and meets all other applicable regulations. 
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7.1.3.6 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA) provides a statutory framework for the remediation of waste sites containing 
hazardous substances and, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986 (SARA), an emergency response program in the event a release (or threat of a 
release) of a hazardous substance to the environment occurs. Using a hazard ranking system, 
Federal and private contaminated sites are ranked and may be included on the National 
Priorities List. CERCLA requires Federal facilities with contaminated sites to undertake 
investigations, remediation, and natural resource restoration, as necessary. 

7.1.3.7 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Acf of 1986. Under Subtitle A 
of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986, also known as the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA Title Ill), Federal facilities are 
required to provide information regarding the inventories of chemicals used or stored at a site 
and releases from that site to the State Emergency Response Commission and the Local 
Emergency Planning Committee. This requirement ensures that emergency plans are sufficient 
to respond to unplanned releases of hazardous substances. Implementation of provisions in 
the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 began voluntarily in 1987; 
inventory and emissions reporting began in 1988 based on 1987 activities and information. The 
requirements of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 are 
promulgated by the EPA in 40 CFR 350-372. The DOE requires compliance with SARA 
Title 111. 

7.1.3.8 Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976. The Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 
(TSCA) provides the EPA with the authority to require testing of chemical substances (both new 
and old) entering the environment and, where necessary, to regulate those chemicals. The law 
complements and expands other toxic substance laws such as Section 1 12 of the CAA and 
Section 307 of the CWA. The TSCA was enacted because there were no Federal regulations 
requiring evaluation of potential environmental or health effects from the thousands of 
chemicals being developed and released to the public or commerce annually. The TSCA also 
regulates the treatment, storage, and disposal of certain toxic substances (e.g., polychlorinated 
biphenyls, chlorofluorocarbons, asbestos, dioxins, certain metal-working fluids, and hexavalent 
chromium) . 

7.1.3.9 Pollution Prevention Act of 1990. The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 establishes a 
national policy for waste management and pollution control. This Act focuses first on source 
reduction, followed sequentially by environmentally safe recycling and treatment and, as a last 
resort, disposal or other release into the environment. The DOE has committed to participation 
in Section 31 3 of SARA, the EPA 33/50 Pollution Prevention Program. The goal for facilities 
involved in Section 313 compliance is a 33 percent reduction in releases of 17 priority 
chemicals by 1997 (based on a 1993 baseline). On August 3, 1993, Executive Order 12856 
was issued. This Executive Order expands the 33/50 Pollution Prevention Program and 
requires DOE to reduce total releases of all toxic chemicals by 50 percent by December 31, 
1999. Each DOE site is, therefore, establishing site-specific goals to reduce generation of all 
waste types. 

7.1.3.10 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended, requires nomination for placement of sites with significant national 
historic value on the National Register of Historic Places (NPS 1988). Permits and certifications 
are not required under this Act; however, consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation is required if a Federal undertaking might impact a historic property resource. 
This consultation generally results in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that includes 
stipulations to minimize adverse impacts to the historic resource. Coordination with the State 
Historic Preservation Office is undertaken to ensure that potentially significant sites are properly 
identified and appropriate mitigation measures are implemented. 
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7.1.3. I1 Archaeological Resources Protection Act of  1979. The Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979, as amended, requires a permit for any excavation or removal of 
archaeological resources from Federal or Indian lands. Excavations must be undertaken for 
the purpose- of furthering archaeological knowledge in the public interest, and resources 
removed are to remain the property of the United States. Consent must be obtained from the 
Indian Tribe or the Federal agency having authority over the land on which a resource is located 
before issuance of a permit; the permit must contain terms and conditions requested by the 
Tribe or Federal agency. 

7.1.3.12 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. The Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 4990 directs the Secretary of the Interior to 
guide Federal agencies in the repatriation of Federal archaeological collections and collections 
affiliated culturally to American Indian Tribes, which are currently held by museums receiving 
Federal funding. This Act established statutory provisions for the treatment of inadvertent 
discoveries of American Indians' remains and cultural objects. Specifically, when discoveries 
are made during ground disturbing activities, the following must take place: (1) activity in the 
area of the discovery must cease immediately, (2) reasonable efforts must be made to protect 
the items discovered, (3) notice of discovery must be given to the agency head (DOE) and the 
appropriate Tribes, and (4) a period of 30 days must be set aside following notification for 
negotiations regarding the appropriate disposition of these items. 

. 

7.1.3.13 American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. The American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act of 1978 reaffirms American Indians' religious freedom under the First Amendment 
and sets United States policy to protect and preserve the inherent and constitutional right of 
American Indian Tribes to believe, express, and exercise traditional religions. This Act also 
requires that Federal agencies avoid interfering with access to sacred locations and traditional 
resources that are integral to the practice of religion. 

7.1.3.14 Endangered Species Act of 1973. The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended, is intended to prevent further decline of endangered and threatened species and to 
restore those species and their habitats. This Act is jointly administered by the Departments of 
Commerce and Interior. Section 7 of this Act requires agencies to consult with the USFWS or 
the National Marine Fisheries Service. This consultation determines whether endangered and 
threatened species or critical habitats are known to be in the vicinity of a proposed action, and 
whether an action will adversely affect listed species or designated critical habitats. 

7.1.3.15 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1972. The Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act of 1972, as amended, makes it unlawful to take, pursue, molest, or disturb bald 
and golden eagles, their nests, or their eggs anywhere in the United States. A permit must be 
obtained from the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) to relocate a nest that interferes with 
resource development or recovery operations. 

7.1.3.16 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as 
amended, protects selected national rivers possessing outstanding scenic, recreational, 
geological, fish and wildlife, historical, cultural, or other similar values. These rivers are to be 
preserved in a free-flowing condition to protect water quality and for other vital national 
conservation purposes. This Act also instituted a National Wild and Scenic Rivers system, 
designated the initial rivers within the system, and developed standards for the addition of new 
rivers in the future. 

7.1.3.17 Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as 
amended, authorizes Federal agencies to develop a geologic repository for the permanent 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. This Act specifies the process 
for selecting a repository site and constructing, operating, closing, and decommissioning the 
repository, and also establishes programmatic guidance for these activities. 
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7.1.3.18 Atomic Energy Act of 1954. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (AEA), as amended, 
authorizes DOE to establish standards to protect health or minimize dangers to life or property 
with respect to activities under DOE jurisdiction. The DOE has used a series of departmental 
orders to establish a n  extensive system of standards and requirements to ensure safe 
operation of DOE facilities. 

The AEA and related statutes give EPA the responsibility and authority for developing 
applicable environmental standards for protection of the general environment from radioactive 
materials. The EPA has promulgated several regulations under this authority, 

7.1.3.19 Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970. The Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970, as amended, establishes standards to enhance safe and healthy working 
conditions in places of employment throughout t h e  United States. The Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 is administered and enforced by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), a U S .  Department of Labor agency. Although the OSHA and the EPA 
both have a mandate to limit exposures to toxic substances, the jurisdiction of the OSHA is 
limited to safety and health conditions in the workplace. In general, each employer is required 
to furnish a place of employment free of recognized hazards likely to cause death or serious 
physical harm to all employees. The OSHA regulations establish specific standards telling 
employers what must be done to achieve a safe and healthy working environment. Employees 
have a duty to comply with these standards and with all rules, regulations, and orders issued by 
OSHA. 

The DOE places emphasis on compliance with OSHA regulations a t  DOE facilities. 
Through DOE orders, DOE prescribes that contractors shall meet OSHA standards applicable 
to work at government-owned, contractor-operated facilities. The DOE maintains and makes 
available the various records of minor illnesses, injuries, and work-related deaths, as required 
by OSHA regulations. 

7.1.3.20 Comprehensive Conservation Sfudy of fhe Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River, Public Law 100-605. Public Law 100-605, passed by Congress on November 4, 1988, 
authorizes a comprehensive study of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River to identify the 
outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its immediate environment (including fish and 
wildlife, geologic, scenic, recreational, natural, historical, and cultural values), and to examine 
alternatives for their preservation. The Secretary of the Interior has affirmed the addition of the 
Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and is waiting for Congressional 
action to implement the decision. 

The Secretary of the  Interior is charged with reviewing proposed actions within the study 
corridor to determine if there will be a direct and adverse effect on the values for which the 
Hanford Reach is under study and, if so, to provide recommendations for mitigation. In 1996, 
Public Law 104-333, Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996, was enacted. 
Section 404 of this Act amended Public Law 100-605 to extend the Secretary’s environmental 
review responsibility indefinitely and permanently prohibited any damming, dredging, or 
navigation project within the Hanford Reach. 

7.1.3.21 Mining Law of 1872, as amended. The Mining Law of 1872, as amended, permits 
prospecting and mining on the unappropriated public domain for hardrock minerals (the 
Hanford Site is not considered unappropriated public domain). Congress declared that it is the 
continuing policy of the Federal government to foster and encourage private enterprise in (1) 
the development of economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals, metals and 
mineral reclamation industries; (2) the economic development of domestic mineral resources, 
reserves, and reclamation of metals and minerals; (3) mining, mineral, and metallurgical 
research, including the use  and recycling of scrap to promote the efficient use of natural and 
reclaimable resources; and (4) the study and development of methods for the  disposal, control, 

Consultations, Laws, and Requirements 7-6 Final HCP EIS I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

and reclamation of mineral waste products and the reclamation of mined land, to lessen the 
adverse impact of mineral extraction and processing on the physical environment. 

7.1.3.22 Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974. The Archaeological and 
Historic Preservation Act of 7974, as amended, protects sites that have historic and prehistoric 
importance. 

7.1-3.23 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980. The Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Act of 7980, as amended, encourages all Federal entities (in cooperation with the public) to 
protect and conserve the nation's fish and wildlife. 

.. ,-, :."i" i,;,.<: , y r s .  
, I .  
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7.1.3.24 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
of 7934, as amended, promotes more effectual planning and cooperation between Federal, 
state, public, and private agencies for the conservation and rehabilitation of the nation's fish and 
wildlife and authorizes the DO1 to provide assistance. 

7.1.3.25 National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (as amended by the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, Public Law 105-57). The 
Nafional Widlife Refuge System Administrafion Act of 7966, as amended, provides guidelines 
and directives for the administration and management of all lands within the system, including 
"wildlife refuges, areas for the protection and conservation of fish and wildlife that are 
threatened with extinction, wildlife ranges, game ranges, wildlife management areas, or 
waterfowl production areas." The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit by regulations 
the use of any area within the system provided "such uses are compatible with the major 
purposes for which such areas were established." 

7.1.3.26 Noise Control Act of 1972. The Noise Control Act of 7972, as amended, directs all 
Federal agencies to carry out, to the fullest extent within agency authority, programs within 
agency jurisdiction in a manner that furthers a national policy of promoting an environment free 
from noise that jeopardizes health and welfare. 

7.1.3.27 American Antiquities Preservation Act of 1906. The American Antiquities 
Preservafion Act of 7906, as amended, protects historic and prehistoric ruins, monuments, and 
antiquities, including paleontological resources, on federally controlled lands. 

7.1.3.28 Federal lnsecficide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 1972. The Federal 
insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act of 7972, as amended, governs the storage, use, 
and disposal of pesticides through product labeling, registration, and user certification. 

7.1.3.29 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 7976, as amended, governs the use of Federal lands which may be 
overseen by several agencies and establishes the procedure for applying to the U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) for land withdrawals and right-of-ways. 

7.1.3.30 Federal Water Pollufion Control Act Amendments of 1972. The Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 7972 is the predecessor Federal statute to the Clean 
Water Act of 7977. 

7.1.3.31 Historic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 1965. The Historic Sites, 
Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 7965 sets national policy to preserve historic sites, buildings, 
and antiquities for the inspiration and benefrt of the people of the United States. 

7.1.3.32 Materials Act of 1947. The Materials Act of 7947 provides for the management of 
minerals, timber, and other construction resource materials on public lands. 
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7.1.3.33 Federal Urban Land-Use Acf of 1949. The Federal Urban Land-Use Act of 1949 
was enacted to promote harmonious intergovernmental relations. The Act also encourages 
sound plann-ing, zoning, and land-use practices by prescribing uniform policies and 
implementing procedures in order that land transactions entered into for the General Services 
Administration or on behalf of other Federal agencies be consistent with zoning and land-use 
practices and be made in accordance with planning and development objectives of local 
governments and local planning agencies concerned. 

7.1.3.34 Nafional Defense Aufhorizafion Acf, Public Law 104-201. Section 3153 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act requires DOE to develop a future-use plan for defense 
nuclear facilities, including the Hanford Site. The future-use plans required under this section 
must address a planning period of at least the next 50 years. The DOE prepared an overview 
report, Planning for the Future, An Overview of Future Use Plans at Department of Energy 
Sites, which provided a summary of the future land-use planning processes at the Hanford Site, 
the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, the Rocky Flats Environmental 
Technology Site, and the Savannah River Site. This overview report was delivered to Congress 
on October 7, 1998. In addition, DOE submitted the current future-use plans for three of the 
above four sites, excluding Hanford. Hanford's CLUP will be delivered to members of Congress 
with the distribution of this Final HCP EIS. 

. 

7.2 State Laws 

State and local statutes also apply to activities at the Hanford Site when Federal law 
delegates enforcement or implementation authority to state or local agencies. In general, state 
laws do not apply to the Federal government based on the National Supremacy Clause that 
reads, "This constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be made in pursuance 
thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the United States, 
shall be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, any 
thing in the constitution or laws of any state to the contrary notwithstanding" (Article 4, U.S. 
Constitution). 

7.2.1 State Environmenfal Policy Act of 1971 

The Washington State legislature enacted the State Environmental Policy Act of 1971 
(SEPA). The statute was amended in 1983, and new implementing regulations (the SEPA 
rules) were adopted and codified by Ecology in 1984 as Washington Administrafive Code 
(WAC) 197-1 1. The purpose and policy sections of the statute are extremely broad, including 
recognition by the legislature that "each person has a fundamental and inalienable right to a 
healthful environment. . . ." SEPA contains a substantive mandate that "policies, regulations, 
and laws of the State of Washington shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with 
the policies set forth in [SEPA]." 

SEPA applies to all branches of state government, including state agencies, municipal 
and public corporations, and counties. It requires each agency to develop procedures 
implementing and supplementing SEPA requirements and rules. Although the SEPA does not 
apply directly to Federal actions, the term "government action" with respect to state agencies is 
defined to include the issuance of licenses, permits, and approvals. Thus, as in NEPA, 
proposals (Federal, state, or private) are evaluated, and may be conditioned or denied through 
the permit process, based on environmental considerations. SEPA does not create an 
independent permit requirement, but overlays all existing agency permitting activities. 

7.2.2 Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1976 
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The Federal RCRA program allows state enforcement if the state program is consistent 
with the Federal program and is at  least as stringent. Through the Hazardous Waste 
Management Act of 1976, Ecology has enacted hazardous waste regulations that are  
consistent with and as stringent as (or more stringent than) the Federal program. Washington 
has been delegated authority to implement RCRA and Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 programs. Regulated parties must comply with the requirements of both 
the Federal program, pursuant to regulations in 40 CFR 260-280, and the state program, 
pursuant to the requirements of the Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1976 and 
WAC 173-303, "Dangerous Waste Regulations." 

7.2.3 Model Toxics Confrol Acf of 7989 

The State of Washington has adopted a statutory "Superfund scheme for identifying 
and responding to releases of hazardous substances. Known as the Model Toxics Control Act 
of 1989 (MTCA), the State of Washington law supplements CERCLA. Under this Act, Ecology 
must investigate and prioritize hazardous waste release sites, provide technical assistance to 
"potentially liable parties" desiring to perform cleanups, se t  cleanup standards for hazardous 
substances, undertake cleanups where appropriate, require and assist in or perform cleanups, 
provide opportunities for public involvement, establish a scientific advisory board, and regularly 
report to the legislature. The statute empowers Ecology to gain access to property, enter into 
settlements (either through administrative orders or consent decrees), file actions of issue 
orders to compel cleanups, and impose civil penalties and seek recovery of state cleanup costs. 

7.2.4 Wafer Pollufion Confrol Acf of 1945 

The Wafer Pollution Control of 1945, as amended, establishes a permit system to 
license and control the discharge of pollutants into waters of the state. Under the permit 
system, dischargers must reduce releases to a level determined to be technologically and 
economically achievable, regardless of the condition of the receiving water. Dischargers also 
must maintain or improve the condition of the receiving water. The state has a general policy 
prohibiting degradation of existing water quality, and a variety of approaches are  used to 
address the problem of toxic pollutants. Permits are  required for both point-source and 
nonpoint-source discharges. 

7.2.5 Growth Managemenf Acf of 7989 

Most planning by local governments falls under the State of Washington Growth 
Management Act (GMA), which established a state-wide planning framework and created roles 
and responsibilities for planning at the local, regional, and state levels. The GMA required the 
largest and fastest growing counties (counties with more than 50,000 people or with a 
population growth of more than 20 percent in the past I O  years) and cities within those counties 
to develop new comprehensive plans. Counties not required to plan may elect to do so. 
Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties, along with the City of Richland, have elected to plan 
under the GMA requirements. Jurisdictions under GMA must prepare comprehensive plans 
that project growth for a minimum of 20 years. 

7.2.6 Air Qualify Regulations 

Most of the provisions of the Washington Clean Air Act of 1991 (WCAA) mirror the 
requirements of the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Federal CAAA). The 
Federal CAAA establishes a minimum or "floor" for Washington air quality programs. The 
WCAA authorizes Ecology and local air pollution control authorities to implement programs 
consistent with the Federal CAAA. For example, the WCAA authorizes a n  operating permit 
program, enhanced civil penalties, new administrative enforcement provisions, motor vehicle 
inspections, and provisions addressing ozone and acid rain. 
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Washington State  also has a n  extensive set of regulations governing toxic air pollutants 
(TAPs) (WAC 173-460). These regulations are  similar to the programs for regulating 
hazardous air pollutants (HAP) required by the Federal CAAA. In contrast to the Federal CAAA 
HAPs program, which applies to new and existing emission sources, the TAP rules apply only 
to new sources of TAPs, including any modification of a n  existing source where the modification 
will increase TAP emissions. Furthermore, Ecology refers to a list of more than 450 individual 
chemicals that a re  deemed to be TAPs. The list overlaps with the Federal CAAA list of HAPs, 
but is considerably longer. The TAP rules are implemented under the New Source Review 
Program, and the regulatory standard for TAPs is “best available control technology.” 

The Washington State Department of Health regulations, ”Radiation Protection-Air 
Emissions” (WAC 246-247), contain standards and permit requirements for the emission of 
radionuclides to the atmosphere from DOE facilities based on Ecology standards, “Ambient Air 
Quality Standards and Emission Limits for Radionuclides” (WAC 173-480). 

The local air authority, Benton County Clean Air Authority, enforces regulations 
pertaining to detrimental effects, fugitive dust, incineration products, odor, opacity, asbestos, 
and sulfur oxide emissions. The Benton County Clean Air Authority also has been delegated 
authority to enforce the EPA asbestos regulations. 

7.2.7 The Shoreline Management Act of 1977 

The Shoreline Management Act of 1971 (RCW 90.58) uses  authority passed to the state 
by the Federal Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. 401-413; Section 407, referred to as 
the Refuse Act). Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits the unauthorized 
obstruction or alteration of any navigable waters of the United States. Examples of activities 
requiring a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit (33 CFR 322) include constructing a structure 
in or over any waters of the United States, excavation or deposit of material in such waters, and 
various types of work performed in such waters, including fi l l  and stream channelization. The 
state is considered the owner of all navigatible waterways within its boundaries. 

The state has passed regulatory responsibility for the Shoreline Management Act of 
7971 to the affected county. Counties in Washington State regulate the shoreline (Le., from the 
high-water mark to the low-water mark) through each county’s Shoreline Management Master 
Plan and a shoreline permit system consistent with Ecology guidelines (WAC 173-16). 

7.3 Executive Orders 

This section identifies Presidential Executive Orders that clarify issues of national policy 
and provide guidelines relevant to Hanford Site land-use planning. 

7.3.7 Executive Order 71593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment 

Executive Order 1 1593 requires Federal agencies to direct their policies, plans, and 
programs in a way that preserves, restores, and maintains federally owned sites, structures, 
and objects of historical or archaeological significance. 

‘ I  
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Executive Order 11 988 directs Federal agencies to establish procedures to ensure that 
the potential effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are  considered for actions 
undertaken in a floodplain. The Order further directs that floodplain impacts a re  to be avoided 
to the extent practicable. 

7.3.3 Execufive Order 17990, Profection of Wetlands 

Governmental agencies are directed by Executive Order 11990 to avoid, to the extent 
practicable, any short- and long-term adverse impacts on wetlands wherever there is a 
practicable alternative. The DOE has issued regulations for compliance with this Order and 
Executive Order 1 1988 (1 0 CFR 1022). 

7.3.4 Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards 

Executive Order 12088 was  issued on October 13, 1978. This Order directs Federal 
agencies to comply with applicable administrative and procedural pollution control standards 
established by, but not limited to, the CWA, the CAA, the SDWA, TSCA, and RCRA. This 
Order was  amended by Executive Order 12580, issued on January 23, 1987. 

7.3.5 Executive Order 12372, Infergovernmental Review of Federal Programs 

Executive Order 12372 applies to state review of NEPA documents and to the 
coordination of state and Federal NEPA processes. The goal of this Executive Order is to 
foster a n  intergovernmental partnership and a strengthened coordination and consultation 
process. 

7.3.6 Executive Order 1241 I, Government Work Space Management Reforms 

Executive Order 1241 1 requires the heads of all Federal executive agencies to establish 
programs to reduce the amount of work space,  used or held, to that amount which is essential 
for known agency missions; to produce and maintain a total inventory of work space and related 
furnishings and declare excess to the Administrator of General Services all such holdings that 
are not necessary to satisfy existing or known and verified planned programs; and to ensure 
that the amount of office space used by each employee of the agency, or others using agency- 
controlled space, is held to the minimum necessary to accomplish the task that must be 
performed. 

7.3.7 Execufive Order 12512, Federal Real Propem Management 

Executive Order 1251 2 authorizes the Administrator of General Services to provide 
government-wide policy oversight and guidance for Federal real property management. This 
Executive Order requires all executive departments and agencies to establish internal policies 
and systems of accountability that ensure effective use of real property in support of mission- 
related activities, consistent with Federal policies regarding the acquisition, management, and 
disposal of such assets. All such agencies shall also develop annual real property 
management improvement plans that include clear and concise goals and objectives related to 
all aspects of real property management; and identify sales, work space management, 
productivity, and excess property targets. 

7.3.8 Executive Order 12580, Superfund Implementation 

Executive Order 12580 delegates to the heads of executive departments and agencies 
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the responsibility (1) for undertaking remedial actions for releases, or threatened releases, that 
are  not on the National Priorities List; and (2) for removal actions where the release is from a 
facility unde_r the jurisdiction or control of executive departments and agencies. 

7.3.9 Executive Order 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws 
and Pollution Prevention Requirements 

Executive Order 12856 directs Federal agencies to reduce and report toxic chemicals 
entering any waste stream; improve emergency planning, response, and accident notification; 
and encourage clean technologies and testing of innovative prevention technologies. The 
Executive Order also provides that Federal agencies are persons for purposes of the 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 7986 (SARA Title Ill), which obliges 
agencies to meet the requirements of that Act. 

7.3. I O  Execufive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review 

Executive Order 12866 requires Federal agencies to promulgate only regulations that 
are  required by law, necessary to interpret the law, or necessary by compelling public need. 
Agencies are further required to assess costs and benefits associated with available regulatory 
alternatives in deciding how, and whether, to regulate. This Executive Order also outlines 
principles that agencies are to follow in the regulatory process, including avoidance of 
regulations that a r e  inconsistent, incompatible, or duplicative with other regulations and tailoring 
regulations to impose the least burden on society. The Order also addresses the regulatory 
planning and review process, including coordination of regulations and maximizing consultation 
and resolution of conflicts at  an  early stage in the process. Agencies are also directed to review 
existing regulations to determine if those regulations should be modified of eliminated. 
Procedures for centralized review of regulations and resolution of conflicts a re  also identified in 
this Executive Order. This Order revokes Executive Orders 12291 and 12498. 

7.3. I I Executive Order 12875, Enhancing the Intergovernmental Partnership 

Executive Order 12875 addresses the imposition of unfunded mandates upon State, 
local and Tribal governments by Federal agencies. The Order directs agencies to avoid 
promulgating regulations that create an unfunded mandate that is not required by statute unless 
funding is available to pay costs incurred by State, local, or Tribal governments, and to develop 
an effective process for representatives of these governments to provide meaningful and timely 
input into the development of regulatory proposals that contain significant unfunded mandates. 
The Order further directs agencies to increase flexibility for State and local waivers. Executive 
Order 12875 supplements, but does not supercede, Executive Order 12866. 

7.3.12 Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations 

Executive Order 12898 directs all Federal agencies, to the greatest extent practicable 
and permitted by law, to achieve environmental justice by identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of agency 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the 
United States and its territories and possessions. The Executive Order creates an  Interagency 
Working Group on Environmental Justice and directs each Federal agency, to the extent 
permitted by existing law, to develop strategies to identify and address environmental justice 
concerns. The Order further directs each Federal agency, to the extent permitted by existing 
law, to collect, maintain, analyze, and make available information on the race, national origin, 
income level, and other readily accessible and appropriate information for areas  surrounding 
facilities or sites expected to have a substantial environmental, human health, or economic 
effect on the surrounding populations. This action is required when these facilities or sites 
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become the subject of a substantial Federal environmental administrative or judicial action. The 
accompanying Presidential letter to heads of agencies identifies documents prepared under 
NEPA as thg vehicle for complying with the Order. 

7.3.13 Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites 

Executive Order 13007 directs Federal agencies to take measures to protect and 
preserve American Indian Tribes' religious practices. Federal agencies shall, to the extent 
practicable and permitted by law, and when consistent with essential agency functions, 
accommodate access to and ceremonial uses of sacred sites by American Indian Tribes' 
religious practitioners. Further, the Executive Order states that Federal agencies will comply 
with presidential direction to maintain government-to-government relations with Tribal 
governments. 

7.3.14 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks 

Because a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer 
disproportionately from environmental health and safety risks, Executive Order 13045 directs 
each Federal agency to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and 
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. Each Federal agency will, to the extent 
permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency mission, ensure that its 
policies, programs, activities, and standards address potential disproportionate risks to children. 

7.3.15 Executive Order, Invasive Species 

Issued on February 1 1 , 1999, Executive Order 131 12, lnvasive Species, is intended to 
prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize the 
economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause. The Executive 
Order establishes an  Invasive Species Council, whose members include the Secretaries of 
numerous Federal agencies (not including DOE), and a stakeholders' Advisory Committee to 
provide information and advice to the Council. Within 18 months after issuance of this 
Executive Order, the Council is to have prepared and issued a National Invasive Species 
Management Plan detailing and recommending performance-oriented goals and objectives and 
specific measures of success for Federal agencies concerned about invasive species. The 
Management Plan, which will be  updated biennially, is to be developed through a public process 
and in consultation with Federal agencies and stakeholders. 

7.4 Presidential and Executive Branch Policies 

President Clinton issued a memorandum to the heads of execirtive departments and 
agencies regarding government-to-government relations with Tribal governments on April 29, 
1994. This memorandum directed executive departments and agencies to implement activities 
that affect Tribal rights in a "knowledgeable, sensitive manner respectful of tribal sovereignty." 
The memorandum outlined principles for executive departments and agencies to follow in their 
interactions with Tribal governments and clarify the responsibility of the Federal government to 
operate within a government-to-government relationship with federally recognized American 
Indian Tribes. 

The U.S. Department of Justice recently reaffirmed a long-standing policy regarding the 
relationship between the Federal government and American Indian Tribes (61 FR 29424). The 
policy states that the United States recognizes the sovereign status of Indian Tribes as 
"domestic dependent nations" from its earliest days. The Constitution recognizes Indian 
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sovereignty by classifying Indian treaties among the “supreme Law of the Land,” and 
establishes Indian affairs as a unique area of Federal concern. 

T h e b O E  American Indian policy commits DOE to working with Tribal governments on a 
government-to-government basis, recognizes the Federal trust relationship with Tribes and 
Tribal members’ treaty rights, and commits the department to consultation with Tribes regarding 
agency activities that could potentially affect the Tribes. 

I 

7.5 U.S. Deparfmenf of Energy Regulafions, Orders, and Ofher 
Agreemenfs and Requirements 

This section identifies DOE regulations implementing statutory environmental, health, 
and safety protection responsibilities and requirements that must be met by operating 
contractors. 

The DOE is responsible for establishing a comprehensive health, safety, and 
environmental program for its facilities, as authorized by the Atomic Energy Act of 7954 (AEA). 
The regulatory mechanisms used by DOE to manage its facilities a r e  the promulgation of 
regulations and issuance of DOE orders. 

DOE regulations a re  found in Title I O  of the CFR. These regulations address such 
areas  as energy conservation, administrative requirements and procedures, nuclear safety, and 
classified information. For purposes of this EIS, relevant regulations include the following: 

10 CFR 820, “Procedural Rules for U.S. Department of Energy Nuclear Activities” 

10 CFR 830.120, “Quality Assurance Requirements” 

10 CFR 834, “Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment” 

10 CFR 835, “Occupational Radiation Protection” 

10 CFR 1021 , “Nafional Environmental Policy Acf Implementing Procedures” 

10 CFR 1022, “Compliance with FloodplainNVetlands Environmental Review 
Requirements.” 

The DOE orders generally set forth policies and identify the  need for programs and 
internal procedures to implement those policies. 

The DOE, represented by the Bonneville Power Administration, entered into the Vernifa 
Bar Sefflemenf Agreement with several Public Utility Districts, the  National Marine Fisheries 
Service, the States of Washington and Oregon, the Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation, 
the CTUIR, and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation in June  1988. The 
Agreement established the  obligation of the parties to protect mid Columbia summer/fall 
Chinook Salmon run at Vernita Bar by requiring maintenance of a sufficient amount of water 
flowing over Vernita Bar (protection-level flow) to provide protection to salmon redds. The 
Agreement was  approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission as a condition of 
license for the Priest Rapids Dam. Flows a re  to be  maintained through the spawning period, 
pre-hatch period, post-hatch period, and emergence period, from approximately December 15 
through May 31 each year. The Agreement limits river flow in the fall to 1,960 cubic meters per 
second (70,000 cubic feet per second), with post-spawning flows determined annually based on 
field surveys that identify when, where, and to what extent spawning has occurred (NPS 1994). 
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Parties to the agreement may request reopening of the agreement and the imposition by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission of different, additional, or modified fall Chinook salmon 
protection measures a t  Vernita Bar. 

. -  

The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 provides guidance to Federal 
agencies for cooperation with state and local agencies in the evaluation, review, and 
coordination of Federal and federally assisted programs and projects. 

7.6 Consulfafions 

The NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require 
consultation with Federal, Tribal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction or special expertise 
regarding any environmental impact. Agencies involved include those with authority to issue 
applicable permits, licenses, and other regulatory approvals; as well as those agencies 
responsible for protecting significant resources (e.g., endangered species, critical habitats, or 
historic resources). Federal and state agencies and Tribal governments have been, and will 
continue to be, consulted during the development of the Final HCP EIS. Representatives of 
Federal, Tribal; state, and local agencies were involved in scoping for the HRA-EIS through 
involvement in the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group and will be consulted in the 
preparation of the Final HCP EIS. Copies of letters from DOE inviting the participation of 
cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments a re  presented in Appendix B. Copies 
of response letters received by DOE are  also included. 

7.6. I Consultation with Other Federal Agencies 

In accordance with CEQ guidance encouraging lead agencies to consult with other 
agencies during the NEPA process, DOE invited other Federal agencies to participate in 
scoping and development of the Final HCP EIS. The DO1 (USFWS and the National Park 
Service [NPS]) and the EPA were represented on the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group 
and assisted in developing the group's report (FSUWG 1992), which was  adopted as a scoping 
comment for the HRA-EIS. The emphasis of the HRA-EIS on future land use led to the 
development of a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site, which was  issued as 
Appendix M to the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. Other Federal agencies were invited to 
participate in a series of meetings geared to identify values associated with Hanford Site 
resources. The DO1 (USFWS, BLM, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs [BIA]), EPA, and 
Department of Commerce (National Marine Fisheries Service) were invited to participate in 
these meetings. Subsequent to identification of values, DOE developed a comprehensive land- 
use plan that incorporated values identified by the participants in the meetings. 

The DOE received numerous comments on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS that 
emphasized the need for more extensive agency participation in land-use planning a t  the 
Hanford Site and the need to consider alternatives to the single plan presented in the 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. The DOI, in particular, requested formal involvement in the 
land-use planning process for the Hanford Site. As a result of these comments, DOE cut the 
scope of the HRA-EIS to emphasize future land use a t  the Hanford Site and formally invited 
other Federal agencies to cooperate in preparation of the downsized Revised Draft and the 
Final HCP EIS. 

The DOE also initiated a series of meetings through which alternative land-use plans 
were developed and analyzed. Representatives of the DO1 (USFVVS, BLM, and Bureau of 
Reclamation [BoR]) have participated in these meetings and have assisted in the development 
of the Final HCP EIS. 

In addition to consultation on the land-use planning process, DOE has formally 
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requested updated lists of endangered species from the USFWS and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. The DOE has also requested that the BoR provide information regarding the 
availability of water for potential development of irrigated agriculture on the Wahluke Slope. 
The DOE atso consulted with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly known as 
the Soil Conservation Service) regarding "prime and unique farmlands" on the Hanford Site 
(Jason Associates 1996). 

7.6.2 Consultation with Affected Tribal Governments 

The policy of the Federal government for relations with Tribal governments is clearly 
stated. The Department of Justice recently reaffirmed a long-standing policy regarding the 
relationship between the Federal government and American Indian Tribes (61 FR 29424). The 
policy emphasizes the Federal trust responsibility in government-to-government relations with 
Indian Tribes. Furthermore, the policy of the present Presidential Administration recognizes the 
sovereignty of Tribal governments, supports the Tribal Governments' rights of self-government 
and self-determination, and to commit to government-to-government relationships with Tribal 
governments. The official policy also emphasizes the responsibility of Federal agencies to 
remove impediments to working directly with Tribal governments on activities that effect the 
trust property and/or governmental rights of the Tribes. The DOE American Indian policy 
commits DOE to working with American Indian Tribal governments on a government-to- 
government basis, recognizes that some Tribes have treaty-protected interests in resources 
outside reservation boundaries, recognizes the Federal trust relationship to American Indian 
Tribes imposes duties on DOE, commits to consult with American Indian Tribal governments 
concerning DOE activities that potentially affect Tribes, and commits to remove impediments to 
working directly and effectively with Tribal governments in accordance with the Presidential 
policy. Consultations with Tribal governments have been, and will continue to be, carried out in 
accordance with these policies. 

The DOE invited Tribal Governments to participate in the scoping of the August 1996 
Draft HRA-EIS through the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group, in development of the 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan through the meeting held by DOE to identify values associated 
with Hanford Site resources, and in development of the Final HCP EIS as consulting Tribal 
governments. Representatives of the CTUIR, Yakama Nation, and Nez Perce Tribe were 
participants on the Working Group. The Wanapum Band, CTUIR, Yakama Nation, and Nez 
Perce Tribe all participated in meetings on comprehensive land-use planning prior to issuance 
of the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. Nevertheless, Tribal governments expressed concern that 
the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS presented only one alternative for land use at the Hanford Site 
and indicated a desire to have a greater role in the planning process. As a result of these 
concerns, and the concerns of other entities regarding land-use planning at the Hanford Site, 
DOE invited the affected Tribes to participate in the land-use planning process. 
Representatives of the CTUIR, Nez Perce Tribe, and Yakama Nation have been consulted with 
in the process. The CTUIR and Nez Perce Tribe representatives have provided alternatives for 
analysis in the Final HCP EIS. 

7.6.3 Consultation with State and Local Governments 

The DOE has invited state and local government agencies to participate in all phases of 
the Final HCP EIS. State and local governments were invited, through their participation in the 
Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group, to participate in the scoping of the August 1996 Draft 
HRA-EIS. They participated in the development of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan through 
a meeting held by DOE to identify values associated with Hanford Site resources, and, as 
cooperating agencies, they helped develop the Final HCP EIS. Representatives from the states 
of Washington and Oregon; Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; and the Port of Benton 
participated on the Working Group. Representatives from Ecology and the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife; Benton, Adams, Franklin, and Grant County Commissioners' 
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offices; Benton County and City of Richland Planning Departments; and the Port of Benton 
were invited to participate in meetings on comprehensive land-use planning prior to 
development of the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. Upon issuance of the August 1996 Draft 
HRA-EIS, these government entities expressed concern that the Comprehensive Land-Use 
Plan presented only one alternative for land use at the Hanford Site. Several local agencies 
expressed a n  interest in working with DOE in the planning process. As a result of these 
concerns, and concerns of other entities regarding land-use planning at the Hanford Site, DOE 

Representatives of these entities have either participated in the planning process or been 
invited state and local governments to cooperate in development of this Final HCP EIS. 

consulted during the process of developing this Final HCP EIS. 

I 

I 

Final HCP EIS 7-1 7 Consultations, Laws, and Requirements I 

n. -_ ___ , .  ---*- , . , . I , . . . . .... . .. . ~ . . ... . 



This page intentionally left blank. 

Consultations, Laws, and Requirements ' 7-1 8 Final HCP EIS I 



2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

- 18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

8.0 List of Prenarers 

8. I Envjronmenfal lmpacf Sfafemenf Preparers 

US. Deparfmenf of Enerqv, Richland Operafions Office 

Thomas W. Ferns, NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
M.S., 1985, Land Rehabilitation, Montana State University 
B.S., 1980, Interdisciplinary Science, Southern Oregon State College 
B.S., 1980, Biology, Southern Oregon State College 
Years of Experience: 15 

Jason Associates Corporafion 

William J. Berry, Senior Scientist 
Jason Associates Corporation 
Ph.D., 1988, Entomology, Iowa State University 
M.S., 1983, Biology, University of Notre Dame 
B.S., 1981 , Biology, University of Notre Dame 
Years of Experience: 12 

Elizabeth Bush Williams, Public Involvement 
Jason Associates Corporation 
B.S., 1979, Home EconomicdJournalism Option, University of Idaho 
Years of Experience: 9 

Christine Chamberlain, Technical Writer 
Jason Associates Corporation 
B.A., 1974, History of Art, Skidmore College 
Years of Experience: 18 

Donald Thomas England, Scientific Specialist 
Jason Associates Corporation 
B.S., 1985, Biology/Chemistry, Radford University 
Years of Experience: 11 

Michelle R. Peterson, Technical Editor 
Jason Associates Corporation 
B.A., 1994, Psychology/Communication, Washington State University 
A.A., 1992, Communications, Columbia Basin Community College 
Years of Experience: 7 

Regan S. Weeks, Senior Scientist 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 
B.S. 1986, Environmental Studies, Huxley College, Western 
Washington University 
Years of Experience: 9 
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Portaae Environmental, Inc. 

- Michael J. Spry, Senior Environmental Specialist 
. Portage Environmental, Inc. 

M.S., 1986, Land Rehabilitation, Montana State University 
B.S., 1983, Environmental Studies 
Years of Experience: 12 

Bechtel Hanford, lnc. 

Rudy Prosser, Hanford Geographic Information System Database Administrator 
Bechtel Hanford, Inc. 
M.A., 1994, Geography, San  Diego State University 
B.A., 1982, Philosophy, University of California, S a n  Diego 
Years of Experience: 12 

DvnCorr, Tri-Cities Services, Inc. 

H. Boyd Hathaway, Senior Land Use Planner 
DynCorp Tri-Cities Services, Inc. 
B.A., 1979, Urban and Regional Planning, Eastern Washington University 
Years of Experience: 16 

8.2 Cooperating Agencies 

Bureau of Land Manasement 

Joel “Jake” Jakabosky, Environmental Specialist 
Bureau of Land Management, Division of Sciences 
B.S., 1970, Range Management, Oregon State University 
B.S., 1969, Wildlife Science, Oregon State University 
Years of Experience: 27 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Jim Blanchard, Special Projects Officer 
Bureau of Reclamation, Ephrata District 
B.S., 1973, Natural History, Evergreen State College 
Years of Experience: 23 

Cifv of  Richland 

Dennis Rhodes, Comprehensive Planning Manager 
City of Richland, Comprehensive Planning Division 
B.S., 1986, Environmental Planning, Humboldt State  University 
Years of Experience: 10 

Benton County 

Darin K. Arrasmith, Associate Planner 
Benton County Planning Department 
B.A., 1991 , Urban and Regional Planning, Eastern Washington University 
Years of Experience: 7 
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Phil Mees, Senior Long Range Planner 
Benton County Planning Department 

- Years of Experience: 22 . -  

Franklin Countv 

Richard German, Director of Planning and Development 
Franklin County Planning Department 
B.A., 1966, Geography, Eastern Washington State College 
Years of Experience: 30 

Grant Counfv 

Larry Angel, Planning Director 
Grant County Planning Department 
B.A., 1972, History, Washington State University 
Years of Experience: 17 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Dave Goeke, Project Leader 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Columbia National Wildlife Refuge 
Complex 
B.S., 1964, Wildlife Management, Western Illinois University 
Years of Experience: 30 

8.3 Consulting Tribal Governments 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

Christopher L. Burford, Policy Analyst 
CTUIR Special Sciences and Resources Program 
J.D., 1992, University of Oregon School of Law 
B.A., 1986, History, Western Kentucky University 
Years of Experience: 5 

Nez Perce Departmenf of Environmental Restorafion and Waste Manaqemenf 

Stan Sobcyzk, Environmental Specialist 
Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management 
Ph.D., 1994, Geology, Washington State University 
M.S., 1977, Geophysics, University of Utah 
B.S., 1975, Geology/Mathematics, University of Southern California 
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JASON ASSOCIATES CORPORATION 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF THE 

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFFICE 
HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the U.S. Department of Energy (IO CFR 1021), 
require contractors who will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 
The term “financial interest or other interest in the outcome of the project” for purposes of this 
disclosure is defined in the March 23,1981, guidance “Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,” 46 Federal Register (FR) 
18026-1 8038, at Questions 17a and b. 

“Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project” includes “any financial benefit 
such as a promise of future construction or design work on the project, as well as indirect 
benefits the consultant is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the 
firm’s other clients,” 46 FR 18026-1 8038 at 18031. 

In accordance with these requirements, Jason Associates Corporation hereby certifies 
that it has no financial or other interests in the outcome of the project. 

Certified by: 

- -  
S ig nBf u re 

Elizabeth Bush Williams, Project Manaqer 
Name and Title 

September 1999 
Date 
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Amendix A - Treaties 
The US GenWeb Archives provide genealogical and historical data to the 
general public without fee or charge of any kind. It is intended that 
this material not be used in a commercial manner. 

Submitted by Kevin Fraley from public records Jan. 21, 1997. 
Both above notices must remain when copied or downloaded. 

swimref@cmc.net 

BIacMeef Treafy of Fort Benton, 1855 

Articles of agreement and convention made and concluded at  the council-ground on the Upper 
Missouri, near the mouth of the Judith River, in the Territory of Nebraska, this seventeenth day 
of October, in the year one thousand eight hundred and fifty-five, by and between A. Cumming 
and Isaac I. Stevens, commissioners duly appointed and authorized, on the part of the United 
States, and the undersigned chiefs, headmen, and delegates of the following nations and tribes 
of Indians, who occupy, for the purposes of hunting, the territory on the Upper Missouri and 
Yellowstone Rivers, and who have permanent homes as follows: East of the Rocky Mountains, 
the Blackfoot Nation, consisting of the Piegan, Blood, Blackfoot, and Gros Ventres tribes of 
Indians. West of the Rocky Mountains, the Flathead Nation, consisting of the Flathead, Upper 
Pend ‘Oreille, and Kootenay tribes of Indians, and the Nez Perce tribe of Indians, the said 
chiefs, headmen and delegates, in behalf of and acting for said nations and tribes, and being 
duly authorized thereto by them. 

ARTICLE 1. Peace, friendship and amity shall hereafter exist between the United States and 
the aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, and the same  shall be 
perpetual. 

ARTICLE 2. The aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, do hereby jointly 
and severally covenant that peaceful relations shall likewise be maintained among themselves 
in future; and that they will abstain from all hostilities whatsoever against each other, and 
cultivate mutual good-will and friendship. And the nations and tribes aforesaid do furthermore 
jointly and severally convenant, that peaceful relations shall be maintained with and that they 
will abstain from all hostilities whatsoever, excepting in self-defense, against the 
following-named nations and tribes of Indians, to wit: the Crows, Assineboins, Crees, Snakes, 
Blackfeet, S a n s  Arcs, and Auncepa-pas bands of Sioux, and all other neighboring nations and 
tribes of Indians. 

ARTICLE 3. The Blackfoot Nation consent and agree that all that portion of the country 
recognized and defined by the treaty of Laramie as Blackfoot territory, lying within lines drawn 
from the Hell Gate or Medicine Rock Passes in the main range of the Rocky Mountains, in an  
easterly direction to the nearest source of the Muscle Shell River, thence to the mouth of 
Twenty-five Yard Creek, thence up the Yellowstone River to its northern source, and thence 
along the main range of the Rocky Mountains, in a northerly direction, to the point of beginning, 
shall be a common hunting-ground for ninety-nine years, where all the nations, tribes and 
bands of Indians, parties to this treaty, may enjoy equal and uninterrupted privileges of hunting, 
fishing and gathering fruit, grazing animals, curing meat and dressing robes. They further 
agree that they will not establish villages, or in any other way exercise exclusive rights within ten 
miles of the northem line of the common hunting-ground, and that the parties to this treaty may 
hunt on said northern boundary line and within ten miles thereof. 

Provided, That the western Indians, parties to this treaty, may hunt on the trail leading down the 
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Muscle Shell to the Yellowstone; the Muscle Shell River being the boundary separating the 
Blackfoot from the Crow territory. 

And provided, That no nation, band, or tribe of Indians, parties to this treaty, nor any other 
Indians, shall be permitted to establish permanent settlements, or in any other way exercise, 
during the period above mentioned, exclusive rights or privileges within the limits of t h e  
above-described hunting-ground. 

And provided further, That the rights of the western Indians to a whole or a part of the common 
hunting-ground, derived from occupancy and possession, shall not be affected by this article, 
except so far as said rights may be determined by the treaty of Laramie. 

ARTICLE 4. The parties to this treaty agree and consent, that the tract of country lying within 
lines drawn from the Hell Gate  or Medicine Rock Passes, in a n  easterly direction, to the nearest 
source of the Muscle Shell River, thence down said river to its mouth, thence down the channel 
of the Missouri River to the mouth of Milk River, thence due  north to the forty-ninth parallel, 
thence due  west on said parallel to the main range of the Rocky Mountains, and thence 
southerly along said range to the place of beginning, shall be the territory of the Blackfoot 
Nation, over which said nation shall exercise exclusive control, excepting as may be otherwise 
provided in this treaty. Subject, however, to the provisions of the  third article of this treaty, 
giving the right to hunt, and prohibiting the establishment of permanent villages and the 
exercise of any exclusive rights within ten miles of the northern line of the common 
hunting-ground, drawn from the nearest source of the Muscle Shell River to the Medicine Rock 
Passes, for the period of ninety-nine years. 

Provided also, That the Assiniboins shall have the right of hunting, in common with the 
Blackfeet, in the country lying between the aforesaid eastern boundary line, running from the 
mouth of Milk River to the forty-ninth parallel, and a line drawn from the  left bank of the Missouri 
River, opposite the Round Butte north, to the forty-ninth parallel. 

ARTICLE 5. The parties to this treaty, residing west of the main range of the Rocky Mountains, 
agree and consent that they will not enter the common hunting ground, nor any part of the  
Blackfoot territory, or return home, by any pass  in the main range of the Rocky Mountains to the 
north of the Hell Gate  or Medicine Rock Passes. And they further agree that they will not hunt 
or  otherwise disturb the game, when visiting the Blackfoot territory for trade or social 
intercourse. 

ARTICLE 6. The aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, agree and 
consent to remain within their own respective countries, except when going to or from, or whilst 
hunting upon, the "common hunting ground," or when visiting each other for the purpose of 
trade or social intercourse. 

ARTICLE 7. The aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians agree that citizens of the United States  
may live in and pass unmolested through the countries respectively occupied and claimed by 
them. And the United States  is hereby bound to protect said Indians against depredations and 
other unlawful acts which white men residing in or passing through their country may commit. 

ARTICLE 8. For the purpose of establishing traveling thoroughfares through their country, and 
the better to enable the President to execute the provisions of this treaty, the aforesaid nations 
and tribes do hereby consent and agree, that the United States may, within the countries 
respectively occupied and claimed by them, construct roads of every description; establish lines 
of telegraph and military posts; use materials of every description found in the Indian country; 
build houses for agencies, missions, schools, farms, shops, mills, stations, and for any other 
purpose for which they may be required, and permanently occupy as much land as may be 
necessary for the various purposes above enumerated, including the use  of wood for fuel and 
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land for grazing, and that the navigation of all lakes and streams shall be forever free to citizens 
of the United States. 

ARTICLE 9. In consideration of the foregoing agreements, stipulations, and cessions, and on 
condition of their faithful observance, the United States agree to expend, annually, for the 
Piegan, Blood, Blackfoot, and Gros Ventres tribes of Indians, constituting the Blackfoot Nation, 
in addition to the goods and provisions distributed at the time of signing the treaty, twenty 
thousand dollars, annually, for ten years, to be expended in such useful goods and provisions, 
and other articles, as the President, at his discretion, may from time to time determine; and the 
superintendent, or other proper officer, shall each year inform the President of the wishes of the 
Indians in relation thereto: Provided, however, That if, in the judgment of the President and 
Senate, this amount be deemed insufficient, it may be increased not to exceed the sum of 
thirty-five thousand dollars per year. 

ARTICLE 10. The United States further agree to expend annually, for the benefit of the  
aforesaid tribes of the Blackfoot Nation, a sum not exceeding fifteen thousand dollars annually, 
for ten years, in establishing and instructing them in agricultural and mechanical pursuits, and in 
educating their children, and in any other respect promoting their civilization and 
Christianization: Provided, however, That to accomplish the objects of this article, the 
President may, at his discretion, apply any or all the annuities provided for in this treaty: And 
provided, also, That the President may, at his discretion, determine in what proportions the said 
annuities shall be divided among the several tribes. 

ARTICLE 11. The aforesaid tribes acknowledge their dependence on the Government of the 
United States, and promise to be friendly with all citizens thereof, and to commit no 
depredations or other violence upon such citizens. And should any one or more violate this 
pledge, and the fact be proved to the satisfaction of the President, the property taken shall be 
returned, or, in default thereof, or if injured or destroyed, compensation may be made by the 
Government out of the annuities. The aforesaid tribes are hereby bound to deliver such 
offenders to the proper authorities for trial and punishment, and are held responsible, in their 
tribal capacity, to make reparation for depredations so committed. 

Nor will they make war upon any other tribes, except in self-defense, but will submit all matter of 
difference, between themselves and other Indians, to the Government of the United States, 
through its agents, for adjustment, and will abide thereby. And if any of the said Indians, parties 
to this treaty, commit depredations on any other Indians within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, the same rule shall prevail as that prescribed in this article in case of depredations 
against citizens. And the said tribes agree not to shelter or conceal offenders against the laws 
of the United States, but to deliver them up to the authorities for trial. 

ARTICLE 12. It is agreed and understood, by and between the parties to this treaty, that if any 
nation or tribe of Indians aforesaid, shall violate any of the agreements, obligations, or 
stipulations, herein contained, the United States may withhold, for such length of time as the 
President and Congress may determine, any portion or all of the annuities agreed to be paid to 
said nation or tribe under the ninth and tenth articles of this treaty. 

ARTICLE 13. The nations and tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, desire to exclude from 
their country the use of ardent spirits or other intoxicating liquor, and to prevent their people 
from drinking the same. Therefore it is provided, that any Indian belonging to said tribes who is 
guilty of bringing such liquor into the Indian country, or who drinks liquor, may have his or her 
proportion of the annuities withheld from him or her, for such time as the President may 
determine. 

ARTICLE 14. The aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians, west of the Rocky Mountains, parties 
to this treaty, do agree, in consideration of the provisions already made for them in existing 
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treaties, to accept the guarantees of the peaceful occupation of their hunting-grounds, east  of 
the Rocky Mountains, and of remuneration for depredations made by the other tribes, pledged 
to be secured to them in this treaty out of the annuities of said tribes, in full compensation for 
the concessions which they, in common with the said tribes, have made in this treaty. 

The Indians east of the mountains, parties to this treaty, likewise recognize and accept the 
guarantees of this treaty, in full compensation for the injuries or depredations which have been, 
or may be committed by the aforesaid tribes, west of the Rocky Mountains. 

ARTICLE 15. The annuities of the aforesaid tribes shall not be taken to pay the debts of 
individuals. 

ARTICLE 16. This treaty shall be obligatory upon the aforesaid nations and tribes of Indians, 
parties hereto, from t h e  date hereof, and upon the United States as soon as the s a m e  shall be 
ratified by the President and Senate. 

In testimony whereof the said A. Cumming and Isaac I. Stevens, commissioners on the part of 
the United States, and the undersigned chiefs, headmen, and delegates of the aforesaid 
nations and tribes of Indians, parties to this treaty, have hereunto se t  their hands and seals a t  
the place and on the day and year hereinbefore written. 

A. Cumming. (L.S.) Bloods: 

Isaac 1. Stevens. (L.S.) Onis-tay-say-nah-que-im, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Piegans: 

Nee-ti-nee, or "the only chief," now called 
the Lame Bull, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Father of All Children, his x mark. 
(L.S.) 

The Bull's Back Fat, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Mountain Chief, his x mark. (L.S.) Heavy Shield, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Low Horn, his x mark. (L.S.) Nah-tose-onistah, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Little Gray Head, his x mark. (L.S.) The Calf Shirt, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Little Dog, his x mark. (L.S.) Gros Venfres: 

Big Snake, his x mark. (L.S.) Bear's Shirt, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Skunk, his x mark. (L.S.) Little Soldier, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Bad Head, his x mark. (L.S.) Star Robe, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kitch-eepone-istah, his x mark. (L.S.) Sitting Squaw, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Middle Sitter, his x mark. (L.S.) Weasel Horse, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Rider, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Eagle Chief, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Heap of Bears, his x mark. (L.S.) 
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Blackfeet: 

The Three B.ulls, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Old Kootomais, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pow-ah-que, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Chief Rabbit Runner, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Nez Perces: 

Spotted Eagle, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Looking Glass, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Three Feathers, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Eagle from the Light, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Lone Bird, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ip-shun-nee-wus, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Jason, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wat-ti-wat-ti-we-hinck, his x mark. (L.S.) 

White Bird, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Stabbing Man, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Jesse, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Plenty Bears, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Flathead Nation: 

Victor, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Alexander, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Moses, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Big Canoe, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ambrose, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kootle-cha, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Michelle, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Francis, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Vincent, his x mark. (L.S.) 
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Andrew, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Adolphe, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Thunder, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Piegans: 

Running Rabbit, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Chief Bear, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Little White Buffalo, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The Big Straw, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Flathead: 

Bear Track, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Little Michelle, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Palchinah, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Bloods: 

The Feather, his x mark. (L.S.) 

The White Eagle, his x mark. (L.S.) 

AppendixA I 

- ..-- .,-, --- . ,.. ____c__. . .- . . . . . . . , . . . . . .  .. . ., , . .... .. .. . 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Execufed in presence of - - 
James  Doty, Secretary. 

Alfred J. Vaughan, Jr. 

E. Alw. Hatch, agent for Blackfeet 

Thomas Adams, special agent Flathead 
Nation 

R. H. Lansdale, Indian agent Flathead 
Nation 

W. H. Tappan, sub-agent for the Nez Perce 

James  Bird, Blackfoot interpreters 

A. Culbertson, Blackfoot interpreters 

Benj. Deroche, Blackfoot interpreters 

Benj. Kiser, his x mark, Flat Head 
interpreters 

Witness, J a m e s  Doty, Flat Head 
interpreters 

Gustavus Sohon, Flat Head interpreters 

Ratified Apr. 15, 1856. 
Proclaimed Apr. 25, 1856. 

W. Craig, Nez Perce interpreters 

Delaware Jim, his x mark, Nez Perce 
interpreters 

Witness, James  Doty, Nez Perce 
interpreters 

A Cree Chief (Broken Arm,) his mark 

Witness, J ames  Doty 

A. J. Hoeekeorsg 

James  Croke 

E. S. Wilson 

A. C. Jackson 

Charles Shucette, his x mark 

Christ. P. Higgins 

A. H. Robie 

S. S. Ford, Jr. 
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Nez Perce Treaty of Lapwai, 1863 

Articles of agreement made and concluded at the council-ground, in the valley of the Lapwai, 
Washington Territory, on the ninth day of June, one thousand eight hundred and sixty-three, 
between the United States of America, by C. H. Hale, superintendent of Indian affairs, and 
Charles Hutchins and S. D. Howe, US. Indian agents for the Territory of Washington, acting on 
the part and in behalf of the United States, and the Nez Perce Indians, by the chiefs, head-men, 
and delegates of said tribe, such articles being supplementary and amendatory to the treaty 
made between the United States and said tribe on the 1 I th  day of June 1855. 

ARTICLE 1. The said Nez Perce tribe agree to relinquish, and do hereby relinquish, to the 
United States the lands heretofore reserved for the use and occupation of the said tribe, saving 
and excepting so much thereof as is described in Article II for a new reservation. 

ARTICLE 2. The United States agree to reserve for a home, and for the sole use and 
occupation of said tribe, the tract of land included within the following boundaries, to wit: 
Commencing at the northeast corner of Lake Wa-ha, and running thence, northerly, to a point 
on the north bank of the Clearwater River, three miles below the mouth of the Lapwai, thence 
down the north bank of the Clearwater to the mouth of the Hatwai Creek; thence, due north, to 
a point seven miles distant; thence, eastwardly, to a point on the north fork of the Clearwater, 
seven miles distant from its mouth; thence to a point on Or0 Fino Creek, five miles above its 
mouth; thence to a point on the north fork of the south fork of the Clearwater, five miles above 
its mouth; thence to a point on the south fork of the Clearwater, one mile above the bridge, on 
the road leading to Elk City, (so as to include all the Indian farms now within the forks;) thence 
in a straight line, westwardly, to the place of beginning. 

All of which tract shall be set apart, and the above-described boundaries shall be surveyed and 
marked out for the exclusive use and benefit of said tribe as an Indian reservation, nor shall any 
white man, excepting those in the employment of the Indian Department, be permitted to reside 
upon the said reservation without permission of the tribe and the superintendent and agent; and 
the said tribe agrees that so soon after the United States shall make the necessary provision for 
fulfilling the stipulations of this instrument as they can conveniently arrange their affairs, and not 
to exceed one year from its ratification, they will vacate the country hereby relinquished, and 
remove to and settle upon the lands herein reserved for them, (except as may be hereinafter 
provided.) In the meantime it shall be lawful for them to reside upon any ground now occupied 
or under cultivation by said Indians at this time, and not included in the reservation above 
named. And it is provided, that any substantial improvement heretofore made by any Indian, 
such as fields enclosed and cultivated, or houses erected upon the lands hereby relinquished, 
and which he may be compelled to abandon in consequence of this treaty, shall be valued 
under the direction of the President of the United States, and payment therefore shall be made 
in stock or in improvements of an equal value for said Indian upon the lot which may be 
assigned to him within the bounds of the reservation, as he may choose, and no Indian will be 
required to abandon the improvements aforesaid, now occupied by him, until said payment or 
improvement shall have been made. And it is further provided, that if any Indian living on any of 
the land hereby relinquished should prefer to sell his improvements to any white man, being a 
loyal citizen of the United States, prior to the same being valued as aforesaid, he shall be 
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allowed so to do, but the sale or transfer of said improvements shall be made in the presence 
of, and with the consent and approval of, the  agent or superintendent, by whom a certificate of 
sale shall be issued to the party purchasing, which shall s e t  forth the amount of the 
consideration in kind. Before the issue of said certificate, the agent or superintendent shall be 
satisfied that a valuable consideration is paid, and that the party purchasing is of undoubted 
loyalty to the United States Government. No settlement or claim made upon the improved 
lands by any Indian will be permitted, except as herein provided, prior to the time specified for 
their removal. Any sale or transfer thus made shall be in the stead of payment for 
improvements from the United States. 

ARTICLE 3. The President shall, immediately after the ratification of this treaty, cause  the 
boundary-lines to be surveyed, and properly marked and established; after which, so much of 
t h e  lands hereby reserved as may be suitable for cultivation shall be surveyed into lots of twenty 
acres  each, and every male person of the tribe who shall have attained the a g e  of twenty-one 
years, or is the  head of a family, shall have the privilege of locating upon one  lot as a 
permanent home for such person, and the lands so surveyed shall be  allotted under such rules 
and regulations as the President shall prescribe, having such reference to their settlement as 
may secure adjoining each other the location of the different families pertaining to each band, 
so far as the s a m e  may be practicable. Such rules and regulations shall be prescribed by the 
President, or under his direction, as will insure to the family, in case of the death of the head 
thereof, the possession and enjoyment of such permanent home, and the improvements 
thereon. When the assignments as above shall have been completed, certificates shall be 
issued by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, or under his direction, for the tracts assigned in 
severalty, specifying the names of the individuals to whom they have been assigned 
respectively, and that said tracts are  se t  apart for the perpetual and exclusive use  and benefit of 
such assignees and their heirs. Until otherwise provided by law, such tracts shall be exempt 
from levy, taxation, or sale, and shall be alienable in fee, or leased, or otherwise disposed of, 
only to the United States, o r  to persons then being members of the Nez Perce tribe, and of 
Indian blood, with the permission of the President, and under such regulations as the Secretary 
of the Interior or  the Commissioner of Indian Affairs shall prescribe; and if any such person or 
family shall at any time neglect or refuse to occupy and till a portion of the land so assigned, 
and on which they have located, or shall rove from place to place, the President may cancel the 
assignment, and may also withhold from such person or family their proportion of the  annuities 
or  other payments due  them until they shall have returned to such permanent home, and 
resumed the pursuits of industry; and in default of their return, the tract may be declared 
abandoned, and thereafter assigned to some other person or  family of such tribe. The residue 
of the land hereby reserved shall be held in common for pasturage for the sole use  and benefit 
of the Indians: Provided, however, from time to time, as members of the tribe may come upon 
the reservation, or  may become of proper age, after the expiration of the time of one  year after 
the ratification of this treaty, as aforesaid, and claim the privileges granted under this article, 
lots may be assigned from the lands thus held in common, wherever the s a m e  may be suitable 
for cultivation. No State or territorial legislature shall remove the restriction herein provided for, 
without the consent of Congress, and no State or territorial law to that end shall be deemed 
valid until the s a m e  has been specially submitted to Congress for its approval. 

ARTICLE 4. In consideration of the relinquishment herein made the United States  agree to pay 
to the said tribe, in addition to the annuities provided by the treaty of June  11, 1855, and the 
goods and provisions distributed to them a t  the time of signing this treaty, the sum of two 
hundred and sixty-two thousand and five hundred dollars, in manner following, to wit, 

First. One  hundred and fifty thousand dollars, to enable the Indians to remove and locate upon 
the reservation, to be expended in the ploughing of land, and the fencing of the several lots, 
which may be assigned to those individual members of the tribe who will accept the s a m e  in 
accordance with the  provisions of the preceding article, which said sum shall be divided into 
four annual instalments, as follows: For the  first year after the  ratification of this treaty, seventy 
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thousand dollars; for the second year, forty thousand dollars; for the third year, twenty-five 
thousand dollars; for the fourth year, fifteen thousand dollars. 

Second. Fifty thousand dollars to be paid the first year after the ratification of this treaty in 
agricultural implements, to include wagons or carts, harness, and cattle, sheep, or other stock, 
as may be deemed most beneficial by the superintendent of Indian affairs, or agent, after 
ascertaining the wishes of the Indians in relation thereto. 

Third. Ten thousand dollars for the erection of a saw and flouring mill, to be located at Kamia, 
the same to be erected within one year after the ratification hereof. 

Fourth. Fifty thousand dollars for the boarding and clothing of the children who shall attend the 
schools, in accordance with such rules or regulations as the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
may prescribe, providing the schools and boarding-houses with necessary furniture, the 
purchase of necessary wagons, teams, agricultural implements, tools, etc., for their use, and for 
the fencing of such lands as may be needed for gardening and farming purposes, for the use 
and benefit of the schools, to be expended as follows: The first year after the ratification of this 
treaty, six thousand dollars; for the next fourteen years, three thousand dollars each year; and 
for the succeeding year, being the sixteenth and last instalment, two thousand dollars. 

Fifth. A further sum of two thousand five hundred dollars shall be paid within one year after the 
ratification hereof, to enable the Indians to build two churches, one of which is to be located at 
some suitable point on the Kamia, and the other on the Lapwai. 

ARTICLE 5. The United States further agree, that in addition to a head chief the tribe shall 
elect two subordinate chiefs, who shall assist him in the performance of his public services, and 
each subordinate chief shall have the same amount of land ploughed and fenced, with 
comfortable house and necessary furniture, and to whom the same salary shall be paid as is 
already provided for the head chief in Article 5 of the treaty of June 11 , 1855, the salary to be 
paid and the houses and land to be occupied during the same period and under like restrictions 
as therein mentioned. 

And for the purpose of enabling the agent to erect said buildings, and to plough and fence the 
land, as well as to procure the necessary furniture, and to complete and furnish the house of 
the head chief, as heretofore provided, there shall be appropriated, to be expended within the 
first year after the ratification hereof, the sum of two thousand five hundred dollars. 

And inasmuch-as several of the provisions of said art. 5th of the treaty of June 11 , 1855, 
pertaining to the erection of school-houses, hospital, shops, necessary buildings for employees 
and for the agency, as well as providing the same with necessary furniture, tools, etc., have not 
yet been complied with, it is hereby stipulated that there shall be appropriated, to be expended 
for the purposes herein specified during'the first year after the ratification hereof, the following 
sums, to wit: 

First. Ten thousand dollars for the erection of the two schools, including boarding-houses and 
the necessary out-buildings; said schools to be conducted on the manual-labor system as far as 
practicable. 

Second. Twelve hundred dollars for the erection of the hospital, and providing the necessary 
furniture for the same. 

Third. Two thousand dollars for the erection of a blacksmith's shop, to be located at Kamia, to 
aid in the completion of the smith's shop at the agency, and to purchase the necessary tools, 
iron, steel, etc.; and to keep the same in repair and properly stocked with necessary tools and 
materials, there shall be appropriated thereafter, for the fifteen years next succeeding, the sum 
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of five hundred dollars each year. 

Fourth. Three thousand dollars for erection of houses for employees, repairs of mills, shops, 
etc., and providing necessary furniture, tools, and materials. For the s a m e  purpose, and to 
procure from year to year the necessary articles - - that is to say, saw-logs, nails, glass, 
hardware, etc. - - there shall be appropriated thereafter, for the twelve years next succeeding, 
the sum of two thousand dollars each year; and for the next three years, one  thousand dollars 
each year. 

And it is further agreed that the United States shall employ, in addition to those already 
mentioned in art. 5th of the treaty of June  1 I, 1855, two matrons to take charge of the 
boarding-schools, two assistant teachers, one  farmer, one carpenter, and two millers. 

All the expenditures and expenses contemplated in this treaty, and not otherwise provided for, 
shall be defrayed by the United States. 

ARTICLE 6. In consideration of the past services and faithfulness of the Indian chief, Timothy, 
it is agreed that the United States shall appropriate the sum of six hundred dollars, to aid him in 
the  erection of a house upon the lot of land which may be assigned to him, in accordance with 
the provisions of the third article of this treaty. 

ARTICLE 7. The United States further agree that the claims of certain members of the Nez 
Perce tribe against the Government for services rendered and for horses furnished by them to 
the Oregon mounted volunteers, as appears by certificate issued by W. H. Fauntleroy, A. R. Qr. 
M. and Com. Oregon volunteers, on the 6th of March, 1856, a t  Camp Cornelius, and amounting 
to the sum of four thousand six hundred and sixty-five dollars, shall be paid to them in full, in 
gold coin. 

ARTICLE 8. It is also understood that the aforesaid tribe do hereby renew their 
acknowledgments of dependence upon the Government of the  United States, their promises of 
friendship, and other pledges, as se t  forth in the eighth article of the treaty of June 1 1, 1855; 
and further, that all the provisions of said treaty which are  not abrogated or specifically changed 
by any article herein contained, shall remain the s a m e  to all intents and purposes as formerly, -- 
the s a m e  obligations resting upon the United States,  the s a m e  privileges continued to the 
Indians outside of t h e  reservation, and t h e  s a m e  rights secured to citizens of the U.S. as to right 
of way upon the streams and over the roads which may run through said reservation, as are  
therein set forth. 

But it is further provided, that the United States  is the only competent authority to declare and 
establish such necessary roads and highways, and that no other right is intended to be hereby 
granted to citizens of the United States than the right of way upon or over such roads as may 
thus be legally established. Provided, however, that the roads now usually travelled shall, in the 
mean time, be taken and deemed as within the meaning of this article, until otherwise enacted 
by act of Congress or  by the authority of the  Indian Department. 

And the said tribe hereby consent, that upon the public roads which may run across the 
reservation there may be established, a t  such points as shall be necessary for public 
convenience, hotels, o r  stage-stands, of the number and necessity of which the agent or 
superintendent shall be the sole judge, who shall be competent to license the same,  with the 
privilege of using such amount of land for pasturage and other purposes connected with such 
establishment as the agent or superintendent shall deem necessary, it being understood that 
such lands for pasturage a re  to be enclosed, and the boundaries thereof described in the 
license. 

And it is further understood and agreed that all ferries and bridges within the reservation shall 
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be  held and managed for the benefit of said tribe. 

Such rules and regulations shall be made by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, with the  
approval of the Secretary of the Interior, as shall regulate the travel on the highways, the  
management of the ferries and bridges, the licensing of public houses, and the leasing of lands, 
as herein provided, so that the rents, profits, and issues thereof shall inure to the benefit of said 
tribe, and so that the persons thus licensed, or necessarily employed in any of the above 
relations, shall b e  subject to the control of the Indian Department, and to the provisions of the  
act of Congress "to regulate trade and intercourse with the Indian tribes, and to preserve peace 
on the frontiers." 

All timber within the bounds of the reservation is exclusively the property of the tribe, excepting 
that the U.S. Government shall be permitted to use thereof for any purpose connected with its 
affairs, either in carrying out any of the provisions of this treaty, or in the maintaining of its 
necessary forts or  garrisons. 

The United States also agree to reserve all springs or fountains not adjacent to, or directly 
connected with, the streams or  rivers within the lands hereby relinquished, and to keep back 
from settlement or  entry so much of the surrounding land as may be  necessary to prevent the  
said springs or fountains being enclosed; and, further, to preserve a perpetual right of way to 
and from the same,  as watering places, for the use in common of both whites and Indians. 

ARTICLE 9. Inasmuch as the Indians in council have expressed their desire that Robert Newell 
should have confirmed to him a piece of land lying between Snake and Clearwater Rivers, the 
s a m e  having been given to him on the 9th day of June, 1861 , and described in a n  instrument of 
writing bearing that date, and signed by several chiefs of the tribe, it is hereby agreed that the 
said Robert Newell shall receive from the United States a patent for the said tract of land. 

ARTICLE I O .  This treaty shall be obligatory upon the contracting parties as soon as the  s a m e  
shall be  ratified by the President and Senate  of the United States. 

In testimony whereof the  said C. H. Hale, superintendent of Indian affairs, and Charles Hutchins 
and S. D. Howe, United States  Indian agents in the Territory of Washington, and the chiefs, 
headmen, and delegates of the aforesaid Nez Perce tribe of Indians, have hereunto set their 
hands and seals a t  the place and on the day and year hereinbefore written. 

Calvin H. Hale, Superintendent Indian 
Affairs, Wash. T. (SEAL.) 

Chas. Hutchins, United States Indian agent, 
Wash. T. (SEAL.) 

Timothy, x (SEAL.) 

Levi, x (SEAL.) 

Jason, x (SEAL.) 

S. D. Howe, United States Indian agent, 
Wash. t. (SEAL.) 

Fa-lnd-7-1803 Lawyer 
Head Chief Nez Perce Nation. (SEAL.) 

Ute-sin-male-e-cum, x (SEAL.) 

Ha-harch-tuesta, x (SEAL.) 

Tip-ulania-timecca, x (SEAL.) 

Es-coatum, x (SEAL.) 
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Ip-she-ne-wish-kin, (Capt. John,) x (SEAL.) 

Weptas-jump-ki, x (SEAL.) 

We-as-cus, x (SEAL.) 

Pep-hoom-kan, (Noah,) x (SEAL.) 

Shin-ma-sha-ho-soot, x (SEAL.) 

Nie-ki-lil-meh-hoom, (Jacob,) x (SEAL.) 

Stoop-toop-nin, x (SEAL.) 
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Su-we-cus, x (SEAL.) 

Wal-la-ta-mana, x (SEAL.) 

He-kaikt-il-pilp, x (SEAL.) 

Whis-tas-ket, x (SEAL.) 

Neus-ne-keun, x (SEAL.) 

Kul-lou-o-haikt, x (SEAL.) 

Wow-en-am-ash-il-pilp, x (SEAL.) 

Kan-pow-e-een, x (SEAL.) 

Watai-watai-wa-haikt, x (SEAL.) 

Kup-kup-pellia, x (SEAL.) 

Wap-tas-ta-mana, x (SEAL.) 

Peo-peo-ip-se-wat, x (SEAL.) 

Louis-in-ha-cush-nirn, x (SEAL.) 

Lam-lim-si-lilp-nim, x (SEAL.) 

Tu-ki-lai-kish, x (SEAL.) 

Sah-kan-tail (Eagle,) x (SEAL.) 

We-ah-se-nat, x (SEAL.) 

Hin-mia-tun-pin, x (SEAL.) 

Ma-hi-a-kim, x (SEAL.) 

Shock-lo-turn-wa-haikt, (Jo-nah,) x (SEAL.) 

Kunness-tak-mal, x (SEAL.) 

Tu-tat-sy-wat-kin, x (SEAL.) 

Tuck-e-tu-et-as, x (SEAL.) 

Nic-a-las-in, x (SEAL.) 

Was-atis-it-pilp, x (SEAL.) 

Wow-es-en-at-im, x (SEAL.) 

Hiram, x (SEAL.) 

Howlish-wampum, x (SEAL.) 

Wat-ska-leeks, x (SEAL.) 

Wa-lai-tus, x (SEAL.) 

Ky-e-wee-pus, x (SEAL.) 

KO-ko-il-pilp, x (SEAL.) 

Reuben, Tip-ia-la-na-uy-kala-tsekin, x 
(SEAL.) 

Wish-la-na-ka-nin, x (SEAL.) 

Me-tat-ueptas, (Three Feathers,) x (SEAL.) 

Ray-kay-mass, x (SEAL.) 

Signed and sealed in presence of - - 
George F. Whitworth, Secretary 

Justus Steinberger, Colonel US. Volunteers 

R. F. Malloy, Colonel Cavalry, O.V. 

J. S. Rinearson, Major First Cavalry Oregon 
Volunteers James O"ei1 

William Kapus, First Lieutenant and 
Adjutant First W. T. Infantry U.S. Volunteers 

Harrison Olmstead 

Jno. Owen, (Bitter Root.) 

' I  
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1 J. B. Buker, M. D. George W. Elber 

A. A. Spalding, assistant interpreter 

Perrin B. Whitman, interpreter for the 
council 

2 Ratified Apr. 17, 1867 
3 Proclaimed Apr. 20, 1867 
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Third Nez Perce Treaty, 1868 

Whereas certain amendments are  desired by the Nez Perce tribe of Indians to their treaty 
concluded at the council ground in the valley of the Lapwai, in the Territory of Washington, on 
the ninth day of June, in the  year of our Lord one  thousand eight hundred and sixty-three; and 
whereas the United States are  willing to assent  to said amendments; it is therefore agreed by 
and between Nathaniel G. Taylor, commissioner, on the part of the United States, thereunto 
duly authorized, and Lawyer, Timothy, and Jason, chiefs of said tribe, also being thereunto duly 
authorized, in manner and form following, that is to say: 

ARTICLE I. That all lands embraced within the limits of the tract set apart for the exclusive use 
and benefit of said Indians by the 2d article of said treaty of June  9th, 1863, which a re  
susceptible of cultivation and suitable for Indian farms, which are  not now occupied by the 
United States  for military purposes, or which are  not required for agency or other buildings and 
purposes provided for by existing treaty stipulations, shall be surveyed as provided in the  3d 
article of said treaty of June  9th, 1863, and as soon as the allotments shall be plowed and 
fenced, and as soon as schools shall be established as provided by existing treaty stipulations, 
such Indians now residing outside the reservation as may be decided upon by the agent of the 
tribe and the Indians themselves, shall be  removed to and located upon allotments within the 
reservation. 

Provided, however, That in case there should not be a sufficient quantity of suitable land within 
the boundaries of the reservation to provide allotments for those now there and those residing 
outside t h e  boundaries of the same, then those residing outside, or as many thereof as 
allotments cannot be provided for, may remain upon the lands now occupied and improved by 
them, provided, that the land so occupied does not exceed twenty acres for each and every 
male person who shall have attained the age of twenty-one years or is the head of a family, and 
the tenure of those remaining upon lands outside the reservation shall be the s a m e  as is 
provided in said 3d article of said treaty of June  9th, 1863, for those receiving allotments within 
the reservation; and it is further agreed that those now residing outside of the boundaries of the 
reservation and who may continue to so reside shall be protected by the military authorities in 
their rights upon the allotments occupied by them, and also in the privilege of grazing their 
animals upon surrounding unoccupied lands. 

ARTICLE 2. It is further agreed between the parties hereto that the stipulations contained in 
the 8th article of the treaty of June 9"', 1863, relative to timber, are  hereby annulled as far as 
the s a m e  provides that the United States shall be permitted to use  thereof in the maintaining of 
forts or garrisons, and that the said Indians shall have the aid of the military authorities to 
protect the timber upon their reservation, and that none of the s a m e  shall be cut or removed 
without t h e  consent of the head-chief of the tribe, together with the consent of the agent and 
superintendent of Indian affairs, first being given in writing, which written consent shall state the 
part of the reservation upon which the timber is to be cut, and also the quantity, and the price to 
be paid therefore. 

ARTICLE 3. It is further hereby stipulated and agreed that the amount due  said tribe for school 
purposes and for the support of teachers that has not been expended for that purpose since the 

Appendix A A-I 4 Final HCP EIS I 

mailto:swimref@cmc.net


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

year 1864, but has been used for other purposes, shall be ascertained and the same shall be 
reimbursed to said tribe by appropriation by Congress, and shall be set apart and invested in 
United States bonds and shall be held in trust by the United States, the interest on the same to 
be paid to said tribe annually for the support of teachers. 

In testimony whereof the said Commissioner on the part of the United States and the said 
chiefs representing said Nez Perce tribe of Indians have hereunto set their hands and seals this 
13th day of August, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and sixty-eight, at the 
city of Washington, D.C. 

N. G. Taylor, (L.S.) Commissioner Indian Affairs. Lawyer, Head Chief Nez Perces. (L.S.) 

Timothy, his x mark, Chief. (L.S.) 

Jason, his x mark, Chief. (L.S.) 

In presence of  - - 
Charles E. Mix 

Robert Newell, United States Agent 

W. R. Irwin 

Ratified Feb. 16, 1869 
Proclaimed Feb. 24, 1869 
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The Nez Perce Treaty, 1855 

Articles of agreement and convention made and concluded at the treaty ground, Camp 
Stevens, in the Walla-Walla Valley, this eleventh day of June, in the year one  thousand eight 
hundred and fifty-five, by and between Isaac I. Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian 
affairs for the Territory of Washington, and Joel Palmer, superintendent of Indian affairs for 
Oregon Territory, on the part of the United States, and the undersigned chiefs, head-men, and 
delegates of the Nez Perce tribe of Indians occupying lands lying partly in Oregon and partly in 
Washington Territories, between the Cascade and Bitter Root Mountains, on behalf of, and 
acting for said .tribe, and being duly authorized thereto by them, it being understood that 
Superintendent Isaac I .  Stevens assumes to treat only with those of the above-named tribe of 
Indians residing within the Territory of Washington, and Superintendent Palmer with those 
residing exclusively in Oregon Territory. 

ARTICLE 1. The said Nez Perce tribe of Indians hereby cede, relinquish and convey to the 
United States  all their right, title, and interest in and to the country occupied or claimed by them, 
bounded and described as follows, to wit: Commencing at the source of the Wo-na-ne-she or 
southern tributary of the Palouse River; thence down that river to the  main Palouse; thence in a 
southerly direction to the Snake River, at the mouth of the Tucanon River; thence up the 
Tucanon to its source in the Blue Mountains; thence southerly along the ridge of the Blue 
Mountains; thence to a point on Grand Ronde River, midway between Grand Ronde and the 
mouth of the  Woll-low-how River; thence along the divide between the waters of the 
Woll-low-how and Powder River; thence to the crossing of Snake River, at the mouth of Powder 
River; thence to the Salmon River, fifty miles above the place known (as) the "crossing of the 
Salmon River;" thence due  north to the summit of the Bitter Root Mountains; thence along the 
crest of the Bitter Root Mountains to the place of beginning. 

ARTICLE 2. There is, however, reserved from the lands above ceded for the use  and 
occupation of the said tribe, and as a general reservation for other friendly tribes and bands of 
Indians in Washington Territory, not to exceed the present numbers of the Spokane, 
Walla-Walla, Cayuse,  and Umatilla tribes and bands of Indians, the tract of land included within 
the following boundaries, to wit: Commencing where the Moh-ha-na-she or southern tributary 
of the Palouse River flows from the spurs of the Bitter Root Mountains; thence down said 
tributary to the  mouth of the  Ti-nat-pan-up Creek; thence southerly to the crossing of t h e  Snake  
River ten miles below the  mouth of the AI-po-wa-wi River; thence to the source of the 
AI-po-wa-wi River in the Blue Mountains; thence along the crest of the Blue Mountains; thence 
to the crossing of the Grand Ronde River, midway between the Grand Ronde and the mouth of 
the Woll-low-how River; thence along the divide between the waters of the Woll-low-how and 
Powder Rivers; thence to the crossing of the Snake River fifteen miles below the mouth of t h e  
Powder River; thence to the Salmon River above the crossing; thence by the  spurs of the  Bitter 
Root Mountains to the place of beginning. 

All which tract shall be set apart, and, so far as necessary, surveyed and marked out for the 
exclusive use  and  benefit of said tribe as a n  Indian reservation; nor shall any white man, 
excepting those in the employment of the Indian Department, be permitted to reside upon the 
said reservation without permission of the tribe and the superintendent and agent; and the said 
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tribe agrees  to remove to and settle upon the same  within one  year after the ratification of this 
treaty. In the mean time it shall be lawful for them to reside upon any ground not in the actual 
claim and occupation of citizens of the United States, and upon any ground claimed or  
occupied, if with the permission of the owner or claimant, guarantying, however, the right to all 
citizens of the United States to enter upon and occupy as settlers any lands not actually 
occupied and cultivated by said Indians a t  this time, and not included in the reservation above 
named. And provided that any substantial improvement heretofore made by any Indian, such 
as fields enclosed and cultivated, and houses erected upon the lands hereby ceded, and which 
h e  may be  compelled to abandon in consequence of this treaty, shall be  valued under the 
direction of the President of the United States, and payment made  therefor in money, or  
improvements of a n  equal value be made for said Indian upon the reservation, and no Indian 
will be  required to abandon the improvements aforesaid, now occupied by him, until their value 
in money or improvements of equal value shall be furnished him as aforesaid. 

ARTICLE 3. And provided that, if necessary for the public convenience, roads may be run 
through the said reservation, and, on the other hand, the right of way, with free access from t h e  
s a m e  to the nearest public highway, is secured to them, as also the  right, in common with 
citizens of the United States, to travel upon all public highways. The use  of the Clear Water 
and other streams flowing through the reservation is also secured to citizens of the United 
States for rafting purposes, and as public highways. 

The exclusive right of taking fish in all the streams where running through or bordering said 
reservation is further secured to said Indians; as also the right of taking fish a t  all usual and 
accustomed places in common with citizens of the Territory; and of erecting temporary buildings 
for curing, together with the privilege of hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their 
horses and cattle upon open and unclaimed land. 

ARTICLE 4. In consideration of the above cession, the United States  agree to pay to the said 
tribe in addition to the goods and provisions distributed to them a t  the time of signing this treaty, 
the sum of two hundred thousand dollars, in the following manner, that is to say, sixty thousand 
dollars, to be expended under the direction of the President of the United States, the first year 
after t he  ratification of this treaty, in providing for their removal to the reserve, breaking up and 
fencing farms, building houses, supplying them with provisions and a suitable outfit, and for 
such other objects as he may deem necessary, and the remainder in annuities, as follows: for 
the first five years after the ratification of this treaty, ten thousand dollars each year, 
commencing September 1, 1856; for the next five years, eight thousand dollars each year; for 
the next five years, six thousand each year, and for the next five years, four thousand dollars 
each year. All which said sums  of money shall be applied to the u s e  and benefit of the said 
Indians, under the direction of the President of the United States, who may from time to time 
determine, at his discretion, upon what beneficial objects to expend the s a m e  for them. And 
the superintendent of Indian affairs, or other proper officer, shall each year inform the President 
of the wishes of the Indians in relation thereto. 

ARTICLE 5. The United States further agree to establish, at suitable points within said 
reservation, within one  year after the ratification hereof, two schools, erecting the necessary 
buildings, keeping the s a m e  in repair, and providing them with furniture, books, and stationery, 
one  of which shall be a n  agricultural and industrial school, to be located at the agency, and to 
be  free to the children of said tribe, and to employ one  superintendent of teaching and two 
teachers; to build two blacksmiths' shops, to one of which shall be attached a tinshop and to the 
other a gunsmith's shop; one  carpenter's shop, one wagon and plough maker's shop, and to 
keep the s a m e  in repair, and furnished with the necessary tools to employ one  superintendent 
of farming and two farmers, two blacksmiths, one  tinner, one  gunsmith, one  carpenter, one  
wagon and plough maker, for the instruction of the Indians in trades, and to assist them in the 
same;  to erect one  saw-mill and one flouring-mill, keeping the s a m e  in repair, and furnished 
with the  necessary tools and fixtures, and to employ two millers; to erect a hospital, keeping the 
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s a m e  in repair, and provided with the necessary medicines and furniture, and to employ a 
physician; and to erect, keep in repair, and provide with the necessary furniture the buildings 
required for the  accommodation of the said employees. The said buildings and establishments 
to be maintained and kept in repair as aforesaid, and the employees to be kept in service for 
the period of twenty years. 

And in view of the fact that the head chief of the tribe is expected, and will be called upon, to 
perform many services of a public character, occupying much of his time, the United States 
further agrees  to pay to the Nez Perce tribe five hundred dollars per year for the term of twenty 
years, after the ratification hereof, as a salary for such person as the tribe may select to be its 
head chief. To build for him, at a suitable point on the reservation, a comfortable house, and 
properly furnish the same,  and to plough and fence for his use  ten acres  of land. The said 
salary to be paid to, and the said house to be occupied by, such head chief so long as h e  may 
be elected to that position by his tribe, and no longer. And all the expenditures and expenses  
contemplated in this fifth article of this treaty shall be defrayed by the United States, and shall 
not be deducted from the annuities agreed to be paid to said tribe, nor shall the cost of 
transporting the goods for the annuity-payments be a charge upon the annuities, but shall be 
defrayed by the  United States. 

ARTICLE 7. The President may from time to time, at  his discretion, cause  the whole, or such 
portions of such reservation as he  may think proper, to be surveyed into lots, and assign the 
s a m e  to such individuals or  families of the said tribe as a re  willing to avail themselves of the 
privilege, and will locate on the s a m e  as a permanent home, on the s a m e  terms and subject to 
the s a m e  regulations as are  provided in the sixth article of the treaty with the Omahas  in the 
year 1854, so far as the s a m e  may be applicable. 

ARTICLE 8. The annuities of the aforesaid tribe shall not be taken to pay the debts of 
individuals. 

ARTICLE 9. The aforesaid tribe acknowledge their dependence upon the Government of the 
United States, and promise to be friendly with all citizens thereof, and pledge themselves to 
commit no depredations on the property of such citizens; and should any one  or more of them 
violate this pledge, and the fact be satisfactorily proved before the agent, the property taken 
shall be returned, or in default thereof, or if injured or destroyed, compensation may be made  
by the  Government out of the annuities. Nor will they make war on any other tribe except in 
self-defense, but will submit all matters of difference between them and the other Indians to the 
Government of the  United States, or its agent, for decision, and abide thereby; and if any of the 
said Indians commit any depredations on any other Indians within the Territory of Washington, 
the s a m e  rule shall prevail as that prescribed in this article in cases of depredations against 
citizens. And the said tribe agrees  not to shelter or conceal offenders against the laws of the 
United States, but to deliver them up to the authorities for trial. 

ARTICLE I O .  The Nez Perce desire to exclude from their reservation the use  of ardent spirits, 
and to prevent their people from drinking the same;  and therefore it is provided that any Indian 
belonging to said tribe who is guilty of bringing liquor into said reservation, or  who drinks liquor, 
may have his or her proportion of the annuities withheld from him or her for such time as the 
President may determine. 

ARTICLE 11. The Nez Perce Indians having expressed in council a desire that William Craig 
should continue to live with them, h e  having uniformly shown himself their friend, it is further 
agreed that the tract of land now occupied by him, and described in his notice to the register 
and receiver of the land-office of the Territory of Washington, on the fourth day of June  last, 
shall not be considered a part of the reservation provided for in this treaty, except that it shall be 
subject in common with the lands of the reservation to the operations of the  intercourse act. 
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ARTICLE 12. This treaty shall be obligatory upon the contracting parties as soon as the s a m e  
shall be ratified by the President and Senate  of the United States. 

In testimony whereof, the said Isaac I. Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian affairs 
for the Territory of Washington, and Joel Palmer, superintendent of Indian affairs for Oregon 
Territory, and the  chiefs, headmen, and delegates of the aforesaid Nez Perce tribe of Indians, 
have hereunto set their hands and seals, a t  the place, and on the day and year hereinbefore 
written. 

Isaac I. Stevens, (L.S.), Governor and 
Superintendent Washington Territory. 

Joel Palmer, (L.S.), Superintendent Indian 
Affairs. 

Aleiya, o r  Lawyer, Head-chief of the Nez 
Perce, (L.S.) 

Appushwa-hite, or Looking-glass, his x 
mark. (L.S.) 

Joseph, his x mark. (L.S.) 

James,  his x mark. (L.S.) 

Red Wolf, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Timothy, his x mark. (L.S.) 

U-ute-sin-male-cun, his x mark, (L.S.) 

Spotted Eage, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Stoop-toop-nin, or Cut-hair, his x mark. 
(L.S.) 

Tah-moh-moh-kin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tippelanecbupooh, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Hah-hah-stilpilp, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Cool-cool-shua-nin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Silish, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Toh-toh-molewit, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tuky-in-lik-it, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Te-hole-hole-soot, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ish-coh-tim, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wee-as-cus, his x mark. (L.S.) 
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Hah-hah-stoore-tee, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Eee-maht-sin-pooh, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tow-wish-au-il-pilp, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kay-kay-mass, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Speaking Eagle, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wat-ti-wat-ti-wah-hi, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Howh-no-tah-kun, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tow-wish-wane, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wahpt-tah-shooshe, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Bead Necklace, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Koos-koos-tas-kut, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Levi, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pee-oo-pe-whi-hi, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pee-oo-pee-iecteim, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pee-poome-kah, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Hah-hah-stlil-at-me, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wee-yoke-sin-ate; his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wee-ah-ki, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Necalahtsin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Suck-on-tie, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ip-nat-tam-moose, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Jason, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kole-kole-til-ky, his x mark. (L.S.) 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Nicke-el-it-may-ho, his x mark. 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

In-mat-tute-kah-ky, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Moh-see-chee, his x mark. (L.S.) 

George, his x mark. (L.S.) 

(L.S.)Say-i-ee-ouse, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wis-tasse-cut, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ky-ky-soo-te-lum, his x mark. (L.S.) 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 

KO-ko-whay-nee, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kwin-to-kow, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pee-wee-au-ap-tah, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wee-at-tenat-il-pilp, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Pee-oo-pee-u-il-pilp, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wah-tass-tum-mannee, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tu-wee-si-ce, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Lu-ee-sin-kah-koose-sin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Hah-tal-ee-kin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Signed and sealed in presence of us - - 
James Doty, secretary of treaties, W.T. 

Wm. C. McKay, secretary of treaties, O.T. 

Geo. C. Bomford 

C. Chirouse, O.M.T. 

W. H. Tappan, sub-lndian agent Mie. Cles. Pandosy 

William Craig, interpreter Lawrence Kip 

A. D. Pamburn, interpreter 

Wm. McBean 

Ratified Mar. 8, 1859 
Proclaimed Apr. 29, 1859 

W. H. Pearson 
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Yakima Treaty of Camp Stevens, 1855 

Articles of agreement and convention made and concluded a t  the treaty-ground, Camp 
Stevens, Walla-Walla Valley, this ninth day of June, in the year one thousand eight hundred 
and fifty-five, by and between Isaac I. Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian affairs for 
the Territory of Washington, on the part of the United States, and the undersigned head chiefs, 
chiefs, head-men, and delegates of the Yakama, Palouse, Pisquouse, Wenatshapam, Klikatat, 
Klinquit, Kow-was-say-eel Li-ay-was, Skin-pah, Wish-ham, Shyiks, Oche-chotes, Kah-milt-pah, 
and Se-ap-cat, confederated tribes and bands of Indians, occupying lands hereinafter bounded 
and described and lying in Washington Territory, who for the purposes of this treaty a re  to be 
considered as one nation, under the name of "Yakama," with Kamaiakun as its head chief, on 
behalf of and acting for said tribes and bands, and being duly authorized thereto by them. 

ARTICLE 1. The aforesaid confederated tribes and bands of Indians hereby cede, relinquish, 
and convey to the United States all their right, title, and interest in and to the lands and country 
occupied and claimed by them, and bounded and described as follows, to wit: Commencing at 
Mount Ranier, thence northerly along the main ridge of the Cascade Mountains to the point 
where the northern tributaries of Lake Che-Ian and the southern tributaries of the Methow River 
have their rise; thence southeasterly on the divide between the waters of Lake Che-Ian and the 
Methow River to the Columbia River; thence, crossing the Columbia on a true east  course, to a 
point whose longitude is one hundred and nineteen degrees and ten minutes, (1 19 degrees 
1 Of,) which two latter lines separate the above confederated tribes and bands from the 
Oakinakane tribe of Indians; thence in a true south course to the forty-seventh (47 degrees) 
parallel of latitude; thence east  on said parallel to the main Palouse River, which two latter lines 
of boundary separate the above confederated tribes and bands from the Spokanes; thence 
down the Palouse River to its junction with the Moh-hah-ne-she, or southern tributary of the 
same; thence in a southesterly direction, to the Snake River, a t  the mouth of the Tucannon 
River, separating the above confederated tribes from the Nez Perce tribe of Indians; thence 
down the Snake River to its junction with the Columbia River; thence up the Columbia River to 
the "White Banks" below the Priest's Rapids; thence westerly to a lake called "LaLac"; thence 
southerly to a point on the Yakama River called Toh-mah-luke; thence, in a southwesterly 
direction, to the Columbia River, at  the western extremity of the "Big Island," between the 
mouths of the Umatilla River and Butler Creek; all which latter boundaries separate the above 
confederated tribes and bands from the Walla-Walla, Cayuse, and Umatilla tribes and bands of 
Indians; thence down the Columbia River to midway between the mouths of White Salmon and 
Wind Rivers thence along the divide between said rivers to the main ridge of the Cascade 
Mountains; and thence along said ridge to the place of beginning. 

, 

ARTICLE 2. There is, however, reserved, from the lands above ceded for the use and 
occupation of the aforesaid confederated tribes and bands of Indians, the tract of land included 
within the following boundaries, to wit: Commencing on the Yakama River, a t  the mouth of the 
Attah-nam River; thence westerly along said Attah-nam River to the forks; thence along the 
southern tributary to the Cascade Mountains; thence southerly along the main ridge of said 
mountains, passing south and east  of Mount Adams, to the spur whence flows the waters of the 
Klickatat and Pisco Rivers; thence down said spur to the divide between the waters of said 
rivers; thence along said divide to the divide separating the waters of the Satass  River from 
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those flowing into the Columbia River; thence along said divide to the main Yakama, eight miles 
below the mouth of the Satass River; and thence up the Yakama River to the place of 
beginning. AI1 which tract shall be se t  apart and, so far as necessary, surveyed and marked 
out, for the exclusive use  and benefit of said confederated tribes and bands of Indians, as an  
Indian reservation; nor shall any white man, excepting those in the employment of the Indian 
Department, be permitted to reside upon the said reservation without permission of the tribe 
and the superintendent and agent. And the said confederated tribes and bands agree to 
remove to, and settle upon, the same, within one  year after the ratification of this treaty. In the 
mean time it shall be lawful for them to reside upon any ground not in the actual claim and 
occupation of citizens of the United States; and upon any ground claimed or  occupied, if with 
the permission of the owner or claimant. Guaranteeing, however, the right to all citizens of the 
United States  to enter upon and occupy as settlers any lands not actually occupied and 
cultivated by said Indians a t  this time, and not included in the  reservation above named. 

And provided, That any substantial improvements heretofore made by any Indian, such as 
fields enclosed and cultivated, and houses erected upon the lands hereby ceded, and which h e  
may be compelled to abandon in consequence of this treaty, shall be valued, under the 
direction of the President of the United States, and payment made therefor in money; or  
improvements of a n  equal value made for said Indian upon the reservation. And no Indian will 
be required to abandon the improvements aforesaid, now occupied by him, until their value in 
money, or improvements of an  equal value shall be furnished him as aforesaid. 

ARTICLE 3. And provided, That, if necessary for the public convenience, roads may be run 
through the said reservation; and on the other hand, the right of way, with free access from the 
s a m e  to the nearest public highway, is secured to them; as also the right, in common with 
citizens of the United States, to travel upon all public highways. 

The exclusive right of taking fish in all the streams, where running through or  bordering said 
reservation, is further secured to said confederated tribes and bands of Indians, as also the 
right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places, in common with the citizens of the  
Territory, and of erecting temporary buildings for curing them; together with the privilege of 
hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their horses and cattle upon open and 
unclaimed land. 

ARTICLE 4. In consideration of the above cession, the United States  agree to pay to the said 
confederated tribes and bands of Indians, in addition to the goods and provisions distributed to 
them a t  the time of signing this treaty, the sum of two hundred thousand dollars, in the following 
manner, that is to say: Sixty thousand dollars, to be expended under the direction of the 
President of the United States, the first year after the ratification of this treaty, in providing for 
their removal to the reservation, breaking up and fencing farms, building houses  for them, 
supplying them with provisions and a suitable outfit, and for such other objects as h e  may deem 
necessary, and the remainder in annuities, as follows: For the first five years after the 
ratification of the treaty, ten thousand dollars each year, commencing September first, 1856; for 
the next five years, eight thousand dollars each year; for the next five years, six thousand 
dollars per year; and for the next five years, four thousand dollars per year. 

All which sums  of money shall be applied to the use and benefit of said Indians, under the 
direction of the President of the  United States, who may from time to time determine, at his 
discretion, upon what beneficial objects to expend the s a m e  for them. And the superintendent 
of Indian affairs, o r  other proper officer, shall each year inform the President of the wishes of 
the Indians in relation thereto. 

ARTICLE 5. The United States further agree to establish a t  suitable points within said 
reservation, within one  year after the ratification hereof, two schools, erecting the necessary 
buildings, keeping them in repair, and providing them with furniture, books, and stationery, one 
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of which shall be an agricultural and industrial school, to be located at the agency, and to be 
free to the children of the said confederated tribes and bands of Indians, and to employ one 
superintendent of teaching and two teachers; to build two blacksmiths' shops, to one of which 
shall be attached a tin-shop, and to the other a gunsmith's shop; one carpenter's shop, one 
wagon and plough maker's shop, and to keep the same in repair and furnished with the 
necessary tools; to employ one superintendent of farming and two farmers, two blacksmiths, 
one tinner, one gunsmith, one carpenter, one wagon and plough maker, for the instruction of 
the Indians in trades and to assist them in the same; to erect one saw-mill and one flouring-mill, 
keeping the same in repair and furnished with the necessary tools and fixtures; to erect a 
hospital, keeping the same in repair and provided with the necessary medicines and furniture, 
and to employ a physician; and to erect, keep in repair, and provided with the necessary 
furniture, the building required for the accommodation of the said employees. The said 
buildings and establishments to be maintained and kept in repair as aforesaid, and the 
employees to be kept in service for the period of twenty years. 

And in view of the fact that the head chief of the said confederated tribes and bands of Indians 
is expected, and will be called upon to perform many services of a public character, occupying 
much of his time, the United States further agree to pay to the said confederated tribes and 
bands of Indians five hundred dollars per year, for the term of twenty years after the ratification 
hereof, as a salary for such person as the said confederated tribes and bands of Indians may 
select to be their head chief, to build for him at a suitable point on the reservation a comfortable 
house, and properly furnish the same, and to plough and fence ten acres of land. The said 
salary to be paid to, and the said house to be occupied by, such head chief so long as he may 
continue to hold that office. 

And it is distinctly understood and agreed that at the time of the conclusion of this treaty 
Kamaiakun is the duly elected and authorized head chief of the confederated tribes and bands 
aforesaid, styled the Yakama Nation, and is recognized as such by them and by the 
commissioners on the part of the United States holding this treaty; and all the expenditures and 
expenses contemplated in this article of this treaty shall be defrayed by the United States, and 
shall not be deducted from the annuities agreed to be paid to said confederated tribes and band 
of Indians. Nor shall the cost of transporting the goods for the annuity payments be a charge 
upon the annuities, but shall be defrayed by the United States. 

ARTICLE 6. The President may, from time to time, at his discretion, cause the whole or such 
portions of such reservation as he may think proper, to be surveyed into lots, and assign the 
same to such individuals or families of the said confederated tribes and bands of Indians as are 
willing to avail themselves of the privilege, and will locate on the same as a permanent home, 
on the same terms and subject to the same regulations as are provided in the sixth article of the 
treaty with the Omahas, so far as the same may be applicable. 

ARTICLE 7. The annuities of the aforesaid confederated tribes and bands of Indians shall not 
be taken to pay the debts of individuals. 

ARTICLE 8. The aforesaid confederated tribes and bands of Indians acknowledge their 
dependence upon the Government of the United States, and promise to be friendly with all 
citizens thereof, and pledge themselves to commit no depredations upon the property of such 
citizens. And should any one or more of them violate this pledge, and the fact be satisfactorily 
proved before the agent, the property taken shall be returned, or in default thereof, or if injured 
or destroyed, compensation may be made by the Government out of the annuities. Nor will 
they make war upon any other tribe, except in self-defense, but will submit all matters of 
difference between them and other Indians to the Government of the United States or its agent 
for decision, and abide thereby. And if any of the said Indians commit depredations on any 
other Indians within the Territory of Washington or Oregon, the same rule shall prevail as that 
provided in this article in case of depredations against citizens. And the said confederated 
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tribes and bands of Indians agree not to shelter or conceal offenders against the laws of the 
United States, but to deliver them up to the authorities for trial. 

ARTICLE 9: The said confederated tribes and bands of Indians desire to exclude from their 
reservation t h e  use  of ardent spirits, and to prevent their people from drinking the same,  and, 
therefore, it is provided that any Indian belonging to said confederated tribes and bands of 
Indians, who is guilty of bringing liquor into said reservation, or who drinks liquor, may have his 
or her annuities withheld from him or her for such time as the President may determine. 

ARTICLE 10. And provided, That there is also reserved and set apart from the lands ceded by 
this treaty, for the use  and benefit of the aforesaid confederated tribes and bands, a tract of 
land not exceeding in quantity one  township of six miles square, situated at the forks of the 
Pisquouse or Wenatshapam River, and known as the "Wenatshapam Fishery," which said 
reservation shall be surveyed and marked out whenever the President may direct, and be 
subject to the s a m e  provisions and restrictions as other Indian reservations. 

ARTICLE 11. This treaty shall be obligatory upon the contracting parties as soon as the same  
shall be ratified by the President and Senate  of the United States. In testimony whereof, the 
said Isaac I. Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian affairs for the Territory of 
Washington, and the undersigned head chief, chiefs, headmen, and delegates of the aforesaid 
confederated tribes and bands of Indians, have hereunto se t  their hands and seals, a t  the place 
and on the day and year hereinbefore witten. 

ISAAC I. STEVENS, Governor and 
Superintendent. (L.S.) 

Kamaiakun, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Skloom, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Owhi, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Te-cole-kun, his x mark. (L.S.) 

La-hoom, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Me-ni-nock, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Signed and sealed in the presence of - - 
James  Doty, secretary of treaties 

Mie. Cles. Pandosy, 0. M. T. 

Wm. C. McKay 

W. H. Tappan, s u b  Indian agent, W. T 

C. Chirouse, 0. M. T. 

Patrick McKenzie, interpreter 

Elit Palmer, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Wish-och-kmpits, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Koo-lat-toose, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Shee-ah-cotte, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tuck-quille, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ka-loo-as, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Scha-noo-a, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Sla-kish, his x mark. (L.S.) 

A. D. Pambum, interpreter 

Joel Palmer, superintendent Indian affairs, 
0. T. 

W. D. Biglow 

A. D. Pamburn, interpreter 
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Walla Walla Treaty of Camp Stevens, 1855 

Articles of agreement and convention made and concluded at  the treatyground, Camp Stevens, 
in the Walla-Walla Valley, this ninth day of June, in the year one thousand eight hundred and 
fifty-five, by and between Isaac I.  Stevens, governor and superintendent of Indian affairs for the 
Territory of Washington, and Joel Palmer, superintendent of Indian affairs for Oregon Territory, 
on the part of the United States, and the undersigned chiefs, head-men, and delegates of the 
Walla-Wallas, Cayuses, and Umatilla tribes, and bands of Indians, occupying lands partly in 
Washington and partly in Oregon Territories, and who, for the purposes of this treaty, a re  to be 
regarded as one  nation acting for and in behalf of their respective bands and tribes, they being 
duly authorized thereto; it being understood that Superintendent I .  I. Stevens assumes  to treat 
with that portion of the  above-named bands and tribes residing within the Territory of 
Washington, and Superintendent Palmer with those residing within Oregon. 

ARTICLE 1. The above-named confederated bands of Indians cede to the United States all 
their right, title, and claim to all and every part of the country claimed by them included in the 
following boundaries, to wit: Commencing a t  the mouth of the Tocannon River, in Washington 
Territory, running thence up said river to its source; thence easterly along the summit of the 
Blue Mountains, and on the southern boundaries of the purchase made of the Nez Perces 
Indians, and easterly along that boundary to the western limits of the country claimed by the 
Shoshonees o r  Snake  Indians; thence southerly along that boundary (being the waters of 
Powder River) to the source of Powder River, thence to the head-waters of Willow Creek, 
thence down Willow Creek to the Columbia River, thence up the  channel of the  Columbia River 
to the lower end of a large island below the mouth of Umatilla River, thence northerly to a point 
on the Yakama River, called Tornah-luke, thence to Le Lac, thence to the White Banks on the 
Columbia below Priest's Rapids, thence down the Columbia River to the junction of the 
Columbia and Snake  Rivers, thence up the Snake River to the place of beginning: Provided, 
however, That so much of the country described above as is contained in the following 
boundaries shall be se t  apart as a residence for said Indians, which tract for the purposes 
contemplated shall be held and regarded as a n  Indian reservation; to wit: Commencing in the 
middle of the channel of Umatilla River opposite the mouth of Wild Horse Creek, thence up the 
middle of the channel of said creek to its source, thence southerly to a point in the Blue 
Mountains, known as Lee's Encampment, thence in a line to the head-waters of Howtome 
Creek, thence west to the divide between Howtome and Birch Creeks, thence northerly along 
said divide to a point d u e  west of the southwest comer of William C. McKay's land-claim, 
thence east along his line to his southeast corner, thence in a line to the place of beginning; all 
of which tract shall be set apart and, so far as necessary, surveyed and marked out for their 
exclusive use; nor shall any white person be permitted to reside upon the s a m e  without 
permission of the agent and superintendent. The said tribes and bands agree to remove to and 
settle upon the s a m e  within one  year after the ratification of this treaty, without any additional 
expense to the Government other than is provided by this treaty, and until the expiration of the 
time specified, the said bands shall be permitted to occupy and reside upon the tracts now 
possessed by them, guaranteeing to all citizen(s) of the United States, the right to enter upon 
and occupy as settlers any lands not actually enclosed by said Indians: 
Provided, also, That the exclusive right of taking fish in the streams running through and 
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bordering said reservation is hereby secured to said Indians, and at all other usual and 
accustomed stations in common with citizens of the United States, and of erecting suitable 
buildings for.curing the same;  the privilege of hunting, gathering roots and berries and pasturing 
their stock on unclaimed lands in common with citizens, is also secured to them. And provided, 
also, That if any band or bands of Indians, residing in and claiming any portion or portions of 
the country described in this article, shall not accede to the terms of this treaty, then the bands 
becoming parties hereunto agree to reserve such part of the several and other payments herein 
named, as a consideration for the entire country described as aforesaid, as shall be in the 
proportion that their aggregate number may have to the whole number of Indians residing in 
and claiming the entire country aforesaid, as consideration and payment in full for the tracts in 
said country claimed by them. And provided, also, That when substantial improvements have 
been made  by any member of the bands being parties to this treaty, who are  compelled to 
abandon them in consequence of said treaty, (they) shall be valued under the direction of the 
President of the United States, and payment made therefor. 

ARTICLE 2. In consideration of and payment for the country hereby ceded, the United States  
agree to pay the bands and tribes of Indians claiming territory and residing in said country, and 
who remove to and reside upon said reservation, the several sums of money following, to wit: 
eight thousand dollars per annum for the term of five years, commencing on the first day of 
September, 1856; six thousand dollars per annum for the term of five years next succeeding 
the first five; four thousand dollars per annum for the term of five years next succeeding the 
second five, and two thousand dollars per annum for the term of five years next succeeding the 
third five; all of which several sums of money shall be expended for the use  and benefit of the 
confederated bands herein named, under the direction of the President of the United States, 
who may from time to time at his discretion, determine what proportion thereof shall be 
expended for such objects as in his judgment will promote their well-being, and advance them 
in civilization, for their moral improvement and education, for buildings, opening and fencing 
farms, breaking, land, purchasing teams, wagons, agricultural implements and seeds, for 
clothing, provision and tools, for medical purposes, providing mechanics and farmers, and for 
arms and ammunition. 

. 

ARTICLE 3. In addition to the  articles advanced the Indians at the time of signing this treaty, 
the United States  agree to expend the sum of fifty thousand dollars during the first and second 
years after its ratification, for the erection of buildings on the reservation, fencing and opening 
farms, for the purchase of teams, farming implements, clothing, and provisions, for medicines 
and tools, for the  payment of employees, and for subsisting the Indians the first year after their 
removal. 

ARTICLE 4. In addition to the consideration above specified, the United States  agree to erect, 
at  suitable points on the reservation, one saw-mill, and one flouring-mill, a building suitable for a 
hospital, two school-houses, one  blacksmith shop, one building for wagon and plough maker 
and one  carpenter and joiner shop, one dwelling for each, two millers, -one farmer, one  
superintendent of farming operations, two school-teachers, one  blacksmith, one  wagon and 
plough maker, one  carpenter and joiner, to each of which the necessary out-buildings. To 
purchase and keep in repair for the  term of twenty years all necessary mill fixtures and 
mechanical tools, medicines and hospital stores, books and stationery for schools, and furniture 
for employees. 

The United States  further engage to secure and pay for the services and subsistence, for the 
term of twenty years, (of) one  superintendent of farming operations, one  farmer, one  
blacksmith, one  wagon and plough maker, one carpenter and joiner, one  physician, and two 
school-teachers. 

ARTICLE 5. The United States further engage to build for the head chiefs of the Walla-Walla, 
Cayuse, and Umatilla bands each one dwelling-house, and to plough and fence ten acres  of 
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land for each, and to pay to each five hundred dollars per annum in cash for the term of twenty 
years. The first payment to the Walla-Walla chief to commence upon the signing of this treaty. 
To give to the Walla-Walla chief three yoke of oxen, three yokes and four chains, one  wagon, 
two ploughs, twelve hoes, twelve axes,  two shovels, and one saddle and bridle, one  se t  of 
wagon-harness, and one  set of plough-harness, within three months after the signing of this 
treaty. 

To build for the son of Pio-pio-mox-mox one dwelling-house, and plough and fence five acres  of 
land, and to give him a salary for twenty years, one  hundred dollars in cash per annum, 
commencing September first, eighteen hundred and fifty-six. The improvement named in this 
section to be completed as soon after the ratification of this treaty as possible. 

It is further stipulated that Pio-pio-mox-mox is secured for the term of five years, the right to 
build and occupy a house a t  o r  near the mouth of Yakama River, to be used as a trading-post in 
the sale of his bands of wild cattle ranging in that district: And provided, also, That in 
consequence of the immigrant wagon-road from Grand Round to Umatilla, passing through the 
reservation herein specified, thus leading to turmoils and disputes between Indians and 
immigrants, and as it is known that a more desirable and practicable route may be had to the 
south of the present road, that a sum not exceeding ten thousand dollars shall be expended in 
locating and opening a wagon-road from Powder River or Grand Round, so as to reach the 
plain a t  the western base of the Blue Mountain, south of the southern limits of said reservation. 

ARTICLE 6. The President may, from time to time a t  his discretion cause  the whole or such 
portion as he  may think proper, of the tract that may now or hereafter be s e t  apart as a 
permanent home for those Indians, to be surveyed into lots and assigned to such Indians of the 
confederated bands as may wish to enjoy the privilege, and locate thereon permanently, to a 
single person over twenty-one years of age,  forty acres, to a family of two persons, sixty acres, 
to a family of three and not exceeding five, eighty acres; to a family of six persons and not 
exceeding ten, one  hundred and twenty acres; and to each family over ten in number, twenty 
acres to each additional three members; and t h e  President may provide for such rules and 
regulations as will secure to the family in case of the death of the head thereof, the possession 
and enjoyment of such permanent home and improvement thereon; and he  may at any time, at 
his discretion, after such person or  family has made location on the land assigned as a 
permanent home, issue a patent to such person or family for such assigned land, conditioned 
that the tract shall not be aliened or leased for a longer term than two years, and shall be 
exempt from levy, sale, or forfeiture, which condition shall continue in force until a State  
constitution, embracing such land within its limits, shall have been formed and the legislature of 
the State shall remove the restriction: Provided, however, That no State legislature shall 
remove the restriction herein provided for without the consent of Congress: And provided, 
also, That if any person or family, shall at any time, neglect or refuse to occupy or till a portion 
of the land assigned and on which they have located, or shall roam from place to place, 
indicating a desire to abandon his home, the President may if the  patent shall have been 
issued, cancel the assignment, and may also withhold from such person or  family their portion 
of the annuities or other money due  them, until they shall have returned to such permanent 
home, and resumed the pursuits of industry, and in default of their return the tract may be 
declared abandoned, and thereafter assigned to some other person or family of Indians 
residing on said reservation: And provided, also, That the head chiefs of the three principal 
bands, to wit, Pio-pio-mox-mox, Weyatenatemany, and Wenap-snoot, shall be secured in a 
tract of a t  least one  hundred and sixty acres of land. 

ARTICLE 7. The annuities of the Indians shall not be taken to pay the debts of individuals. 

ARTICLE 8. The confederated bands acknowledge their dependence on the Government of 
the United States and promise to be friendly with all the citizens thereof, and pledge themselves 
to commit no depredation on the property of such citizens, and should any one  or more of the 
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Indians violate this pledge, and the fact be satisfactorily proven before the agent, the property 
taken shall be returned, or  in default thereof, or if injured or destroyed, compensation may be 
made by the Government out of their annuities; nor will they make war on any other tribe of 
Indians except in self-defense, but submit all matter of difference between them and other 
Indians, to the Government of the United States or its agents for decision, and abide thereby; 
and if any of the said Indians commit any depredations on other Indians, the s a m e  rule shall 
prevail as that prescribed in the article in case of depredations against citizens. Said Indians 
further engage to submit to and observe all laws, rules, and regulations which may be 
prescribed by the United States  for the government of said Indians. 

ARTICLE 9. In order to prevent the evils of intemperance among said Indians, it is hereby 
provided that if any one  of them shall drink liquor, or procure it for others to drink, (such one) 
may have his or  her proportion of the annuities withheld from him or her for such time as the 
President may determine. 

ARTICLE 10. The said confederated bands agree that, whenever in the opinion of the 
President of the United States  the public interest may require it, that all roads highways and 
railroads shall have the right of way through the reservation herein designated or which may at  
any time hereafter be  se t  apart as a reservation for said Indians. 

ARTICLE 11. This treaty shall be obligatory on the contracting parties as soon as the s a m e  
shall be ratified by the President and Senate  of the United States. In testimony whereof, the 
said I. I. Stevens and Joel Palmer, on the part of the United States, and the undersigned chiefs, 
headmen, and delegates of the  said confederated bands, have hereunto se t  their hands and 
seals, this ninth day of June, eighteen hundred and fifty-five. 

Isaac I. Stevens, (L.S.) 

Governor and Superintendent Washington 
Territory 

Joel Palmer, (L.S.) 

Superintendent Indian Affairs, O.T. 

Pio-pio-mox-mox, his x mark, head chief of 
Walla-Wallas. (L.S.) 

Meani-teat or Pierre, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Weyatenatemany, his x mark, head chief of 
Cayuses. (L.S.) 

Wenap-snoot, his x mark, head chief of 
Umatilla. (L.S.) 

Kamaspello, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Steachus, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Howlish-wampo, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Five Crows, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Stocheania, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Final HCP EIS 

Mu-howlish, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Lin-tin-met-cheania, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Petamyo-mox-mox, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Watash-te-waty, his x mark. (L.S.) 

She-yam-na-kon, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Qua-chim, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Te-walca-temany, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Keantoan, his x mark. (L.S.) 

U-wait-quaick, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tilch-a-waix, his x mark. (L.S.) 

La-ta-chin, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kacho-rolich, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Kanocey, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Som-na-howlish, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ta-we-way, his x mark. (L.S.) 
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1 
2 
3 Pe-na-cheanit, his x mark. (L.S.) 
4 
5 Ha-yo-ma-kin, his x mark. (L.S.) 
6 
7 Ya-ca-lox, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Ha-hats-me-cheat-pus, his x mark. (L.S.) 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 
27 

Signed in the presence of - - 
James  Doty, secretary treaties 

Wm. C. McKay, secretary treaties 

C. Chirouse, O.M.I. 

A. D. Pambum, interpreter 

John Whitford, his x mark, interpreter 

Mathew Dofa, his x mark, interpreter 

William Craig, interpreter 

Ratified Mar. 8, 1859 
Proclaimed Apr. 11 , 1859 

Na-kas, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Stop-cha-yeou, his x mark. (L.S.) 

He-yeau-she-keaut, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Sha-wa-way, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Tam-cha-key, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Te-na-we-na-cha, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Johnson, his x mark. (L.S.) 

Whe-la-chey, his x mark. (L.S.) 

James  Coxey, his x mark, interpreter 

Patrick McKenzie, interpreter 
‘ I  

Arch. Gracie, Jr., brevet second lieutenant, 
Fourth Infantry 

R. R. Thompson, Indian agent 

R. B. Metcalfe, Indian sub-agent 
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Appendix C - FloodplainMetlands Assessment 

Floodplains and wetlands on the Hanford Site (including portions of the Columbia River, 
Yakima River, and Cold Creek floodplains; associated wetlands; and other wetlands and deep 
water habitats on the Hanford Site) could be affected under each of the land-use alternatives 
that are identified in this Final HCP EIS. The magnitude of these effects depends, in part, on 
the land-use designations associated with the floodplains and wetlands under each alternative. 
Floodplains and wetlands are protected from any adverse Federal actions by several laws, 
regulations, and orders. This FIoodplainNVetIands Assessment identifies the floodplains and 
wetlands potentially affected by future land-use designations under each alternative. This 
appendix also provides a brief discussion of floodplain and wetland natural functions and 
values, as well as the steps to minimize impacts on floodplains and wetlands. The alternatives 
identified in this assessment are described in detail in Chapter 3. 

C. 7 Infroduction 

Under .Executive Order 1 1988, Floodplain Management, and Executive Order 1 1990, 
Protection of Wetlands, Federal agencies are required to consider the impact of proposed 
actions on wetlands and floodplains. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) requirements for 
compliance with Executive Orders 11 988 and 1 1990 are found in Title 10, Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR), Part 1022, “Compliance with FloodplainNVetlands Environmental Review 
Requirements.” A floodplain/wetlands assessment consists of a description of the proposed 
action, a discussion of its effects on the floodplain and wetlands, and consideration of the 
alternatives. The Executive Orders are intended to be used by Federal agencies to implement 
floodplain and wetland requirements through existing procedures, such as those established to 
implement the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 

If DOE determines that there is no alternative to implementing a proposed project in a 
floodplain or wetland, a brief statement of findings must be prepared. This statement of 
findings would include a description of the proposed action, an explanation indicating why the 
project must be located in a floodplain or wetland, a list of alternatives considered, measures 
that will be taken to comply with state and local floodplain protection standards, and a 
description of the steps to be taken to minimize adverse impacts to the floodplain or wetland. 

C.I. I Floodplains Potentially Affected 

A floodplain is defined as ”. . . lowlands adjoining inland and coastal waters and 
relatively flat areas and flood-prone areas of offshore islands including, at a minimum, that area 
inundated by a 1 percent or greater chance flood in any given year. The base floodplain is 
defined as the 100-year (I .O percent) floodplain. The critical floodplain is defined as the 
500-year (0.2 percent) floodplain. . .” (IO CFR 1022). 

When maintained in a natural state, floodplains provide valuable services by moderating 
the extent of flooding, thereby (1) reducing the risk of downstream flood loss; (2) minimizing the 
impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and (3) providing support to wetlands, 
fish, and wildlife. 

For the purposes of this assessment, the extent of the 100-year floodplains for the 
Columbia River, Yakima River, and Cold Creek was derived from a number of sources (Neitzel 
et ai. 1997; USACE 1970; Skaggs and Walters 1981 ; and DOE 1987). The water flow of both 
the Yakima and Columbia Rivers is regulated by dams located upstream of the Hanford Site. 
This flow regulation serves to significantly dampen the 100-year floods. For example, on the 
Hanford Site, the dam-regulated, 100-year flood for the Columbia River only extends beyond 
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the existing riverbed in certain isolated and shallow zones. A 100-year flood would inundate 
marshy areas  located upstream of the 100-B Reactor and a portion of the low-lying horn of land 
located downstream of the 100-D Reactor, but is not expected to completely inundate the 
islands in the Columbia River. Of the 1,142 ha (2,821 ac) of land area associated with these 
islands, 744 ha (1,838 ac) would be inundated by a 100-year flood. 

Although the 100-year floodplain of the ephemeral Cold Creek has not been mapped, it 
is possible to draw preliminary conclusions from a 1981 Flood Risk Analysis (Skaggs and 
Walters 1981) to determine the historical extent of the watershed. In this analysis, a t  least two 
distinct segments were described: (1) an upper reach extending from the headwaters to just 
south of the 200 West Area, and (2) a lower reach extending from near the confluence with Dry 
Creek, which is located on the FitznerlEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve), 
to Horn Rapids on the Yakima River. As the upper reach of Cold Creek enters the Hanford 
Site, gradients diminish significantly. As a result, the channel becomes braided and 
interconnected. The floodplain essentially follows State Highway 240 through the Hanford Site. 
Conservative values for precipitation events and magnitudes of infiltration, surface roughness, 
and topographic parameters were used for the preliminary estimates of probable maximum 
flooding conditions for the Cold Creek watershed. Based on the estimate and location of the 
probable maximum flood, it is possible to estimate the potential impact of Hanford Site remedial 
actions on the much smaller 100-year floodplain of Cold Creek. The 1 00-year floodplain of 
Cold Creek probably would not include land within the boundary of the Central Plateau 
geographic area. 

C.1.2 Wetlands Pofentially Affected 

The Federal Manual for ldentiJ/ng a n d  Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (€PA 
e t  al. 1989) defines wetlands by the presence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and 
wetlands hydrology. Hydric soils are soils with the seasonal high-water table within 2.5 cm 
(1 in.) of the surface of the ground for at  least 1 week of the growing season. A s  a result, 
hydric soils typically experience an  oxygen depletion. Hydrophytic vegetation may grow in soils 
at  least periodically depleted of oxygen as a result of water saturation. Hydrophytic vegetation 
might be able to grow only in wetlands (obligate wetlands vegetation) or may be found in upland 
environments as well (facultative wetlands vegetation). Wetlands hydrology requires 
permanent or temporary inundation of soils for a t  least one week during the growing season 
and the resultant depletion of oxygen. All three conditions must be met for a site to be defined 
as a wetland. 

Wetlands serve a variety of functions within the ecosystem. Consideration of these 
wetland functions is essential in the evaluation of potential impacts. Wetland functions and 
values include the following: 

Water quality preservation - Wetlands help maintain and improve the water 
quality of rivers, lakes, and estuaries. Because wetlands a re  located between 
uplands and water resources, many wetlands can intercept runoff from the land 
before it reaches open water. As  runoff and surface water pass  through, wetlands 
remove or transform pollutants through physical, chemical, and biological processes. 

Flood protection - Wetlands help protect adjacent and downstream properties 
from potential flood damage by receiving and temporarily storing water during 
periods of high runoff or high flows in adjacent streams. Wetlands within and 
upstream of urban areas are  particularly valuable for flood protection because the 
impervious surface in urban areas greatly increases the rate and volume of runoff, 
thereby increasing the risk of flood damage. 

Erosion control - By virtue of their place in the landscape, riparian wetlands, salt 
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marshes, and marshes located at  the margin of lakes and rivers protect shorelines 
and streambanks against erosion. Wetland plants hold the soil in place with their 
roots, absorb wave energy, and reduce the velocity of stream or river currents. 

Biological productivity - Wetlands are among the most productive ecosystems in 
the world. The unstable nature of many wetlands produces a great diversity of 
niches that, in turn, support a great diversity of plant and animal species. Numerous 
species of microbes, plants, insects, amphibians, reptiles, birds, fish, and other 
wildlife depend in some way on wetlands for a t  least part of their life cycles. 
Wetlands with seasonal hydrologic pulsing are the most productive. Wetland plants 
play a n  integral role in the ecology of the watershed by providing breeding and 
nursery sites, resting areas for migratory species, and refuge from predators. 

Fish and wildlife habitat - Diverse species of plants, insects, amphibians, reptiles, 
birds, fish, and mammals depend on wetlands for food, habitat, or temporary shelter. 
Many bird species use wetlands as a source of food, water, nesting material, or 
shelter. Migratory waterbirds rely on wetlands for staging areas, resting, feeding, 
breeding, or nesting grounds. 

Cultural value - Wetlands have archaeological, historical, and cultural values. 
Societies traditionally have formed along bodies of water, and artifacts found in 
wetlands provide information about these societies. 

Aesthetic value - Historically, painters and writers have used wetlands as their 
subject matter. Today, such artists are  often joined by others with cameras, 
camcorders, and binoculars. 

Economic value - More than half of all adults in the United States hunt, fish, 
birdwatch, or photograph wildlife, spending a total of $59.5 billion annually (OTA 
1993). Waterfowl hunters alone spend more than $600 million annually to harvest 
wetland-dependent birds (OTA 1993). 

Scientific value - Scientists value the processes of wetlands individually, 
particularly the role of wetlands in the global cycles of carbon, nitrogen, and water. 
Many scientists consider the removal of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere the 
most valuable function of wetlands (OTA 1993). Carbon sequestration is thought to 
be an  important process in reducing the greenhouse effect and the threat of global 
warming. 

Wetlands regulated under the Clean Water Act of 7977 generally include swamps, 
marshes, bogs, and similar areas. The Hanford Site has a number of cribs, trenches, and 
cooling water ponds, a few of which support diverse wetland communities. Because these 
features serve waste water treatment or cooling water functions, they are not regulated as 
wetlands under the Clean Water Act of 7977 and are  not addressed in the scope of this 
assessment. 

Wetlands on the Hanford Site have been identified from several sources, including the 
National Wetlands Inventory maps (USWS 1976), Priority Habitats & Species and Natural 
Heritage Data (Maps) (WDW 1993), and Habitat Types on the Hanford Site: wildlife and 
Plant Species of Concern (PNL 1993~). Wetlands on the Hanford Site have not been formally 
delineated, but most Hanford Site wetlands are found in poorly developed riparian zones along 
the Columbia River and in association with irrigation runoff in the Wahluke Slope geographic 
area. Because of strong currents, rocky substrate, and often widely fluctuating water levels, the 
Columbia River supports a poorly developed riparian vegetation community. Other wetlands 
present on the Hanford Site include several springs and ephemeral s e e p s  on the ALE 
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Reserve geographic area. 

Columbia yellowcress, which is a State of Washington endangered species, occurs in 
wetlands along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratory biologists recently found 18 separate groups of Columbia yellowcress along the 
shoreline of the 300 Area (WHC 1993). This species is usually found near the water line and is 
often submerged during periods of high water. 

C.2 Potential Impacts on Floodplains and Wetlands 

The following discussion of the proposed action evaluates potential impacts to wetlands 
and floodplains on the Hanford Site that could be associated with land-use designations under 
each alternative. The discussion is organized by geographic areas as defined for the Hanford 
Site in the Final Report of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (FSUWG 1992) (except 
that the Columbia River and Reactors on the River geographic areas defined in the final report 
have been combined as the Columbia River Corridor geographic area), and is followed by a 
summary of impacts for each alternative. This organization takes advantage of similarities in 
land-use designations across alternatives for some geographic areas. 

The Columbia River and Yakima River floodplains occur on the Hanford Site 
(Figure C-1). The floodplain associated with the Columbia River occurs along the entire length 
of the Hanford Reach and includes many of the islands in the river. A small portion of the 
Yakima River floodplain intersects the southern edge of the Hanford Site where State Highway 
240 crosses onto the Site. A probable maximum floodplain associated with Cold Creek and a 
tributary, Dry Creek, has also been identified (Figure C-2). These creeks are  ephemeral 
streams within the Yakima River drainage system that drain areas to the west of the Hanford 
Site and cross the southern portion of the Hanford Site toward the Yakima River. Surface flow, 
when it occurs in Cold Creek and Dry Creek, infiltrates rapidly and disappears into the surface 
sediments in the western portion of the Hanford Site. The natural and beneficial functions of 
the floodplains could be adversely affected by activities that might occur within the floodplains 
of Cold Creek, the Columbia River, or the Yakima River under certain land-use designations. 

Wetlands on the Hanford Site are  associated with the Columbia River, irrigation runoff, 
and irrigation water wasteways from the Wahluke Slope; and riparian zones associated with 
spring-fed streams on the ALE Reserve (Figure C-3). Many of the beneficial wetland functions 
could be adversely affected by activities that might occur under certain land-use designations. 

C.2.7 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, impacts to wetlands and floodplains in the ALE 
Reserve would b e  minimal. The area is presently managed in a way similar to a Preservation 
designation. This management is anticipated to continue into the future. However, in the 
absence of a formal designation, proposals to develop parcels located in the ALE Reserve 
could be considered. 

The USFWS would manage the Wahluke Slope as the Saddle Mountain National 
Wildlife Refuge (similar to Preservation) and the Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area (similar to 
Conservation). Impacts to wetlands and floodplains in the Wahluke Slope geographic area 
would be minimal as long as these areas continue to be managed in similar ways. 
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The No-Action Alternative would also maintain the status quo for the Columbia River 
Corridor. The  river could be used for recreation, but access to the islands would not be 
permitted. . 

The Central Plateau would continue to be used for waste management (Industrial- 
Exclusive use) under the No-Action Alternative. Although disturbance of wetlands and 
development of floodplains would be anticipated to be high with this land-use, wetlands and 
floodplains a r e  essentially absent in this area. The lack of wetlands and floodplains is a primary 
consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive land use. 

The  No-Action Alternative does not include any particular land-use designations for the 
remainder. All areas could potentially be developed if appropriate uses were identified in the 
future. Floodplains and wetlands along the Columbia River could be impacted by future 
development. 

C.2.2 Preferred Alfernafive 

Although the Preferred Alternative would designate an area immediately south of State 
Highway 240 for Conservation (Mining) to allow for possible development of a quarry within the 
ALE Reserve, no wetlands a re  located in this area. No impacts to wetlands or floodplains are 
anticipated to occur under the Preservation designation. The area designated for Conservation 
(Mining) is adjacent to or located within the Cold Creek probable maximum floodplain, and 
infrastructure developed to support a quarry site and transport materials would cross the 
floodplain. This infrastructure could cause some small impacts to floodplain function because 
the infrastructure could interfere with movement of water under flood conditions. 

The Wahluke Slope is designated for Preservation under the Preferred Alternative. The 
Preservation designation is applied to all wetland and floodplain areas within this area. Impacts 
to wetlands on the Wahluke Slope would be minimal. 

Land-use designations along the Columbia River Corridor would include Preservation, 
Conservation (Mining), Low-Intensity Recreation, and High-Intensity Recreation. The 
Preservation designation would be applied to the river islands, and the Conservation (Mining) 

I 
I 

designation would encompass lands surrounding the surplus reactors, but not near the River. 
Low-Intensity Recreation designations apply to places with existing boat launches that are  not 
presently available for public use, to the river itself, and to an area along the Columbia River 
west of the B Reactor. High-Intensity Recreation is associated with the B Reactor, which may 
be designated as a National Historic Landmark and open to tourists. 

Under the High- and Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designations, impacts to 
floodplains would be minimal. However, increased use of recreational watercraft could lead to 
damage to wetlands. High-Intensity Recreation would lead to wetland damage due to intensive 
use of recreational watercraft, potential off-road vehicle traffic, and foot traffic. Wetlands that 
would be adversely impacted would be  those in the vicinity of the areas designated for High- 
Intensity Recreation, with impacts diminishing with distance from the high use areas. 

Increased activity in the river under the Conservation designation would also potentially 
lead to damage  to wetlands associated with the Columbia River riparian zone. Impacts to 
wetlands and floodplains associated with the Columbia River are  influenced by the land-use 
designations adjacent to the river, with more aggressive use of the land leading to a greater 
degree of damage. 

The Preferred Alternative would designate the Central Plateau for Industrial-Exclusive 
use. No wetlands or floodplains are  present within the Central Plateau and no impacts would 
be anticipated. The lack of wetlands or floodplains in this geographic area is a primary 
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consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive land use. 

The Preferred Alternative would designate portions of the remainder of the Hanford Site 
for Preservation, Conservation (Mining), Industrial use, Low- and High-Intensity Recreation, and 
Research and Development. Areas within the Cold Creek floodplain would be designated for 
Conservation (Mining) and Research and Development. Areas within the Yakima River 
floodplain would be designated for Industrial use and Research and Development. These 
activities are  anticipated to have little impact on the floodplain because development would be 
minimal and the affected areas are small. Areas along the Columbia River designated for Low- 
and High-Intensity Recreation could adversely impact wetlands in the vicinity of the land 
designated for these uses. No wetlands are located within the areas designated for Industrial 
use. 

C.2.3 Alternative One 

Alternative One would designate the majority of the Hanford Site as Preservation 
consistent with the expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. No impacts to 
wetlands or floodplains are anticipated to occur under the Preservation designation. 

Alternative One would designate land along the Columbia River Corridor as 
Preservation, and for Low- and High-Intensity Recreation. The Preservation designation would 
apply to small upland areas, the river islands, and land adjacent to the  river. Low-Intensity 
Recreation designations apply to places with existing boat launches that are not presently 
available for public use, to the river itself, and to an area along the Columbia River west of the B 
Reactor. High-Intensity Recreation is associated with the B Reactor, which may be designated 
as a National Historic Landmark and open to tourists. 

Under the High- and Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designations, impacts to 
floodplains would be low. High-Intensity Recreation could lead to wetland damage due to 
intensive use of recreational watercraft, potential off-road vehicle traffic, and foot traffic. 
Increased activity in the river under the Conservation designation could potentially lead to 
damage to wetlands associated with the Columbia River riparian zone. Impacts to wetlands 
and floodplains associated with the Columbia River are influenced by the land-use designations 
adjacent to the river, with more aggressive use of the land leading to a greater degree of 
damage. Alternative One designates all land on both sides of the Columbia River for 
Preservation, with the exception of a small area designated for High-Intensity Recreation in the 
vicinity of the B Reactor. Impacts to wetlands and floodplains associated with the Columbia 
River would be minimal under this alternative. 

Alternative One would designate the Central Plateau for Industrial-Exclusive use. No 
wetlands or floodplains are  present within the Central Plateau and no impacts would be 
anticipated. The lack of wetlands or floodplains in this geographic area is a primary 
consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive use. 

Alternative One includes an area designated for Industrial use in the South 600 Area. 
No wetlands or floodplains are included in areas designated for this use pattern. Impacts to 
floodplains and wetlands under this alternative would be minimal or nonexistent. 

C.2.4 Alternative Two 

Wetland areas on the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope are designated for 
Preservation under Alternative Two. Under this designation, no adverse impacts to the 
wetlands or floodplains would be anticipated. The Preservation designation would provide 
protection for the wetlands and floodplains from disturbance and development. All lands along 
the Columbia River would also be designated for Preservation under Alternative Two except for 
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the area associated with the B Reactor, which is designated for High-Intensity Recreation. 
Impacts to wetlands and floodplains associated with the river would be minimal. 

Alternative Two would designate the Central Plateau for Industrial-Exclusive use. No 
wetlands or floodplains are present within the Central Plateau and no impacts would be 
anticipated. The lack of wetlands or floodplains in this geographic area is a primary 
consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive land use. 

Alternative Two includes an area designated for Industrial use and Preservation within 
the “All Other Areas” geographic area. No areas within wetlands or floodplains are designated 
for this use pattern. Impacts to floodplains and wetlands under this alternative would be 
minimal or nonexistent. 

C.2.5 Alternative Three 

The ALE Reserve would be designated for Conservation (Mining) areas under 
Alternative Three, including wetland and floodplain areas. Impacts to wetlands and floodplains 
that could occur under a Conservation (Mining) designation are anticipated to be similar to 
impacts under the Preservation designation. Mining activities would probably be similar to 
quarry operations and would involve a quarry site operation. These operations would be 
localized and would be anticipated to have minimal impact on floodplains. 

Alternative Three designates portions of the Wahluke Slope for Agriculture, 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing), and High-Intensity Recreation. Wetlands within the 
Wahluke Slope are located in areas designated for Agriculture or Conservation (Mining and 
Grazing). Up to 261 ha (645 ac) of wetlands and associated deep water habitats could be 
directly and adversely impacted by Agriculture. Impacts to the remaining 739 ha (1,825 ac) of 
wetlands in the Wahluke Slope could also include non-point source runoff of agricultural 
chemicals, and impacts to wetlands due to runoff are anticipated to be minimal. Wetlands in 
this area exist as a result of irrigation runoff from agricultural areas surrounding the Wahluke 
Slope. The Agriculture designation also applies to land within the “Red Zone Area’’ designated 
for no irrigation. If irrigated agriculture were ultimately developed in this area, increased 
slumping of the White Bluffs would be expected to occur. This increased slumping would 
adversely affect existing wetlands and riparian habitat along the Columbia River, and would 
cover any floodplain in the area of the slump. 

The Columbia River would continue to be used as a recreational river with additional 
development associated with the High-Intensity Recreation designation. The Low-Intensity 
Recreation designation under Alternative Three applies to a trail enabling access to the river 
from State Highway 24 to the north of the river and running along the river. Although portions 
of this trail would be located within the Columbia River floodplain, impacts to the floodplain 
would be minimal. A small area adjacent to the Columbia River is designated for High-Intensity 
Recreation and this designation would be anticipated to have a potential for adverse impacts to 
the 5 ha (12 ac) of riparian habitat in the area designated for High-Intensity Recreation. 

Under the High- and Low-Intensity Recreation designations, impacts to floodplains 
would be minimal. However, increased use of recreational watercraft could lead to damage to 
wetlands. High-Intensity Recreation could lead to wetland damage due to intensive use of 
recreational watercraft, potential off-road vehicle traffic, and foot traffic. Wetlands that could be 
adversely impacted would be those in the vicinity of the areas designated for High-Intensity 
Recreation, with impacts diminishing with distance from the high use areas. 

Alternative Three would designate the Central Plateau for Industrial-Exclusive use. No 
wetlands or floodplains are present within the Central Plateau and no impacts would be 
anticipated. The lack of wetlands or floodplains in this geographic area is a primary 
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consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive use. 

Altemative Three would designate areas within the remainder of the Hanford Site for 
Conservation (Mining), Industrial Use, Research and Development, Low-Intensity Recreation, 
and High-Intensity Recreation. The Cold Creek floodplain overlaps with areas designated for 
Conservation (Mining), Research and Development, and High-Intensity Recreation; the Yakima 
River floodplain overlaps an area designated for High-Intensity Recreation. These land-use 
designations, especially High-Intensity Recreation, could adversely impact these floodplains. 

C.2.6 Alternative Four 

Wetland areas on the ALE Reserve would be designated for Preservation. No impacts 
to wetlands or floodplains are anticipated to occur under the Preservation designation. An area 
immediately south of State Highway 240 would be designated for Conservation (Mining) to 
allow for possible development of a quarry. The area designated for Conservation (Mining) 
under Alternative Four is adjacent to or located within the Cold Creek probable maximum 
floodplain, and infrastructure developed to support a quarry site and transport materials would 
cross the floodplain. This infrastructure could cause some small impacts to floodplain function 
because the infrastructure could interfere with movement of water under flood conditions. 
Potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains in the ALE Reserve would be similar to impacts 
under the Preservation designation. Mining activities would probably be  similar to quarry 
operations and would involve a quarry-site operation that would have minimal impact on the 
Cold Creek floodplain. 

Alternative Four would designate the Wahluke Slope and all lands on both sides of the 
Columbia River for Preservation, and for High- and Low-Intensity Recreation. Impacts to 
wetlands and floodplains in the Columbia River Corridor geographic area would be minimal, and 
no adverse impacts to the wetlands or Columbia River floodplain on the Wahluke Slope 
geographic area would be anticipated. The Preservation designation would provide protection 
for the wetlands and floodplains from disturbance and development. 

Alternative Four would designate the Central Plateau for Industrial-Exclusive use. No 
wetlands or floodplains are present within the Central Plateau and no impacts would be 
anticipated. The lack of wetlands of floodplains in this geographic area is a primary 
consideration in designating the area for Industrial-Exclusive use. 

Alternative Four would designate the majority of the land in the remainder of the Hanford 
Site for preservation and for Conservation. Areas would also be designated for Research and 
Development and for Industrial use. All areas within the boundaries of wetlands and floodplains 
would be designated for Preservation or Conservation, and impacts to these areas would be 
negligible. 
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Appendix D - Quarry Sites, Haul Roads, Railroads, and 
Cap Description 

The need for mineral resources in support of Hanford Site remediation will likely require 
development or enlargement of quarries. One possible remediation technology that could be 
selected to isolate harmful substances from humans and the environment is construction of 
surface caps over the waste sites. Surface caps generally consist of successive layers of 
materials such as basalt riprap, sand, gravel, geotextile membranes, and asphalt. Materials 
required for cap construction could be obtained from sources located on or off the Hanford Site. 
Appendix D provides a description of a reference cap design (Section D.l) and identifies 
potential sources of materials required for cap construction (Section D.2). The reference cap 
provides a conservative estimate of materials that could be required for cap construction. Other 
cap designs that would require less material would be evaluated during the remediation process 
for each specific waste site. Quarries located on the Hanford Site would be constructed in 
areas with a designated land use that accommodates mining activities. 

Two prospective quarries have been identified as potential sources of materials for 
construction of surface caps over waste sites: McGee Ranch and Pit 30. McGee Ranch would 
serve as a source of fine materials, and Pit 30 would provide coarser aggregates. 

In addition to the above quarries, several potential sources of basalt that may be 
required for barrier construction have been tentatively identified and evaluated in an 
engineering study (BHI 1995). The basalt quarry would provide material for riprap and possibly 
for asphalt and asphalt-base layers of the reference barrier. Ten locations on or near the 
Hanford Site have been evaluated as candidate basalt quarry sites. Evaluations were based on 
qualifying criteria (i.e., proximity to the 200 Areas on the Hanford Site, basalt availability, 
suitability of basalt, and threatened and endangered species impacts) and engineering criteria 
(i.e., haul distance, safety, expansion potential, and land reclamation potential). Other 
important factors used in determining the suitability of a site for quarry development are the 
significant cultural, archaeological, and historical resources that might be present. 

Cultural resource surveys indicate that the most favorable sites for basalt quarry 
development from an engineering perspective are the least favorable for development from a 
cultural resources perspective. The most favorable sites from an engineering perspective 
exhibit features valued by American Indian tribes for traditional cultural and religious reasons. 
Sites that are less favorable for quarry development from an engineering perspective typically 
consist of near-surface basalt sources that do not have the commanding view of the 
surrounding terrain that is valued by tribal members for traditional cultural and religious uses. 
Factors other than cultural resources (e.g., excavation requirements, transportation cost, and 
reclamation potential) make these near-surface basalt sources less desirable from an 
engineering perspective. 

D.7 Reference Cap Design 

To estimate the quantity of materials required for cap construction, a conservative 
reference cap design was used in the analysis. For additional conservatism, capping was 
assumed to be the selected remedy for most Hanford waste sites. Other cap designs involving 
less material and, therefore, having lower construction and environmental costs, would be 
considered in the evaluation of remediation technologies for use at each specific waste site. 
The reference cap design provides the most conservative estimates of materials that would be 
required. 
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The reference cap design, commonly referred to as the Hanford Cap or Hanford Barrier, 
is a composite cap intended to protect waste sites from human intrusion, burrowing animals, 
root penetration, and water infiltration. This reference cap was  designed specifically for 
conditions at  the Hanford Site (i.e., a desert environment). The Hanford Cap consists of ten 
layers divided into three zones (from top to bottom): a water retention and evapotranspiration 
zone, a capillary break and biotic intrusion zone, and a low-permeability moisture barrier. 

The water retention and evapotranspiration zone would consist of a 100-cm (39-in.)- 
thick layer of silt and pea gravel over a 100-cm (39-in.)-thick layer of silt. The top layer of silt 
and pea gravel would be seeded with various grasses. The silt and pea gravel layer would 
provide a growing medium for vegetation as well as some resistance to wind and water erosion. 
Water from precipitation would be held in this 200-cm (7&in.)-thick zone. The plants 
established on top of this zone would extract water from the soil and, through 
evapotranspiration, return moisture to the atmosphere. 

The capillary break and biotic intrusion zone would be constructed of coarser materials 
than the water retention zone and would consist of a sand filter, a gravel filter, and a layer of 
crushed basalt. The capillary break would minimize water infiltration because moisture would 
not flow into the larger gaps found in the coarser material until water pressure in the overlying 
zone increased to nearly atmospheric pressure. The upper, fine-textured water retention zone 
would need to be nearly saturated before moisture would break through into the underlying 
coarse material. A geotextile filter would be  located at the interface between the water retention 
zone and the capillary break. The geotextile filter would impede downward migration of fine-soil 
into the underlying sand filter, thereby maintaining the textural contrast that creates the capillary 
break. The lack of moisture in the basalt layer would discourage root penetration. The larger 
materials, particularly the crushed basalt, would provide a barrier to burrowing animals, root 
penetration, and inadvertent human intrusion. 

The low permeability moisture barrier would consist of a 30-cm (1 1.7-in.) crushed rock 
or gravel drainage layer, a IO-cm (3.9-in.) asphaltic concrete layer, and a base course. This 
zone would collect moisture that penetrated the upper layers and divert the moisture away from 
the buried wastes that underlie this last zone. The low permeability moisture barrier would be 
situated on top of the existing interim soil cover. 

0.2 Quarry Sites 

The following sites have been identified as preferred sources of cap materials (see 
Figure D-I) based on engineering studies and other available information (BHI 1995; 
Lindberg 1994; Skelly 1992). Final selection of quarry sites would depend on the amounts and 
types of materials required, as determined on a site-specific basis. For example, use of a 
modified Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) C cap would require 
minimal u se  of basalt and could make development of a basalt quarry unnecessary. Quarries 
would be developed only in areas with future land-use designations consistent with mining 
activities. The following sections discuss potential quarry sites and the land-use designations 
for those sites under each alternative. Upon approval of the Record of Decision for the Hanford 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact Statement (HCP EIS), development of a 
quarry in an  area without a land-use designation consistent with mining activities would require 
changing the land-use designation for that area through the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 7969 (NEPA) process. 

I 
I 
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0.2. I McGee Ranch 

McGee Ranch has been identified as the preferred quarry site for fine-grained soils 
potentially used in construction of caps for closure of waste sites at  the Hanford Site. 
Fine-grained soils might be used as topsoil for the cap. 

McGee Ranch is located near the west boundary of the Hanford Site, north of State 
Highway 24, west of State Highway 240, and south of the Columbia River. The site 
encompasses 873 ha (2,182 ac) and has approximately 36.1 million m3 (47.3 million yd3) of 
proven reserves of fine-textured soils (Lindberg 1994; Skelly 1992). 

The Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory conducted an archaeological survey of the 
McGee Ranch (PNL 1992) and determined that historic and prehistoric cultural resources are 
associated with this site. Prior to initiating activities at  the McGee Ranch, requests for 
determination of eligibility, findings of effect and adverse effect, and plans for mitigating 
adverse impacts of the proposed action would be prepared and submitted to the appropriate 
Federal, state, and tribal interests. 

A survey for sensitive plant and animal species was conducted at the McGee Ranch site 
in 1991 (Sonnichsen 1991). No threatened or endangered species were encountered. 
Subsequent surveys of the site indicated the presence of two Washington State plant species 
of concern, the crouching milkvetch and scilla onion (BHI 1995b). Two Washington State 
wildlife species of concern, the loggerhead shrike and the sage  sparrow, were observed at the 
McGee Ranch site (BHI 1995). Swainson’s hawk potentially could be associated with the 
McGee Ranch site. Assuming total u se  of the site, operation of the McGee Ranch quarry would 
eradicate 652 ha (I ,629 ac) of shrub-steppe habitat. This area serves as a wildlife movement 
corridor between large blocks of shrub-steppe habitat on the Hanford Site and the Yakima 
Training Center, located northwest of Hanford. Prior to initiating the development of the site, 
the State of Washington and the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be consulted 
regarding potential impacts to sensitive species. 

McGee Ranch is located in an  area designated for Conservation (Mining) under 
Alternative Three. Development of a quarry site at  McGee Ranch would be consistent with the 
land-use designation under this alternative. The area is designated for Preservation under the 
Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Two, and Four; and this designation would preclude 
use of McGee Ranch as a source of materials for construction of caps. McGee Ranch could 
also be developed as a source of materials under the No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.2 Pit 30 

Pit 30 is an  existing quarry site located immediately adjacent to the west side of the 
200 East Area. Pit 30 could provide coarse sands and gravels required for cap construction. 
Pit 30 is a disturbed site associated with pre-Hanford farming activity. Development and 
expansion of Pit 30 would potentially impact 172 ha (426 ac), including the existing 49-ha 
(1 20-ac) pit. A formal calculation of total reserves of coarse aggregate material is not available, 
but reserves a t  Pit 30 are estimated to be approximately 15.3 million m3 (20 million yd3) of 
material. Pit 30 would provide aggregate to be used as graded filter material in the reference 
cap and other graded caps. Expansion of the existing pit would be necessary to provide 
sufficient quantities of this material. Full u se  of the site would eradicate approximately 138 ha 
(345 ac) of shrub-steppe habitat. Cultural resource and sensitive species surveys have not 
been conducted for Pit 30 and would be required prior to excavation. Preliminary information 
received from the USFWS and the State of Washington indicate that there are  no sensitive 
species associated with this site. Completion of these surveys and consultation with the State 
of Washington and the USFWS would be required prior to initiating activity. 
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Pit 30 is located in an area designated for Industrial-Exclusive use under all alternatives. 
Obtaining materials for construction of caps over waste sites would be consistent with this land- 
use designation. 

0.2.3 Pofenfial Basalt Quarry Sites 

Candidate quarry sites have been evaluated on the basis of qualifying criteria and 
engineering criteria (BHI 1995). A broad range of possible quarry sites, including seven onsite 
candidate quarries and three offsite privately operated quarries, were addressed. Candidate 
quarries included exposed basalt outcrops and basalt sources at or slightly below grade. Sites 
evaluated as potential basalt quarries were Vernita Quarry, McGee Ranch, the 
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) Site, Horn Rapids Site, Gable 
Mountain Site, Gable Butte Site, West Haven Site, Section 9 Quarry, DeAtley Quarry, and 
Mahaffey Quarry. (The last three sites are privately owned and operated off the Hanford Site.) 

Factors considered in the evaluation were categorized into two groups: 
(1) environmental, safety, and security factors; and (2) engineering and economic factors. 
Qualifying criteria included proximity to the 200 Areas on the Hanford Site (Central Plateau), 
basalt availability, suitability of basalt, and threatened and endangered species impacts. 
Engineering criteria included haul distance, safety, expansion potential, and land reclamation. 
Detailed descriptions of these criteria and evaluations are provided in the Sife Evaluation 
Report for Candidate Basalt Quafry Sites (BHI 1995). 

Historical, archaeological, and cultural resource impacts were not used as qualifying 
criteria because to date, only a portion of each candidate Hanford quarry has been surveyed 
and the database is incomplete. These resources would be fully assessed, evaluated, and 
mitigated, if necessary, prior to beginning any quarry operations. Mitigation would most likely 
be undertaken in accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement developed in coordination with 
the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL), the State Historic 
Preservation Office, and Tribal governments. 

Development of a surface (or near-surface) basalt site would be comparable to a typical 
open-pit mine. A site occupying approximately 200 ha (500 ac) would need to be developed to 
a depth of approximately 25 m (80 ft) to satisfy the potential materials need. 

Ecological surveys for threatened or endangered species were conducted at each 
Hanford Site candidate quarry. No Federal or state threatened or endangered species were 
observed at these sites, although several Federal and state species of concern were observed. 
Ecological surveys were not conducted at the three privately operated commercial quarries. 

0.2.3.7 Vernita Quarry. Vemita Quarry is located off the east side of State Highway 24 near 
Vernita Bridge and has been identified as a suitable source to supply riprap required for use in 
constructing protective surface caps at the Hanford Site. NEPA documentation, including a 
survey for threatened or endangered species and a cultural resource survey, was prepared to 
support removing a small quantity of basalt from this quarry, and approximately 10,700 m3 
(14,000 yd3) of riprap was removed in March 1994. This basalt was used to construct a 
prototype Reference (Hanford) Cap over the B-57 crib in the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit. Vernita 
Quarry could be developed by expanding the existing quarry or by developing a new quarry in 
the vicinity. 

The quarry is located in an extensive basalt outcrop and a considerable volume of basalt 
exists outside of the area identified for quarry development. Initially, a 45-ha (1 IO-ac) parcel 
would be developed. This parcel could yield I 1  -9 million m3 (15.6 million yd3) of loose riprap. 
Additional basalt could be obtained at this quarry by deeper excavation or by extending the 
quarry deeper into the basalt bench. Additional overburden per unit area might be encountered 
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on parts of this outcrop, if the quarry were to be expanded beyond the identified boundaries. 
The potential volume of useable basalt makes expansion of this site feasible, and the Vernita 
Quarry Site could supply a sufficient quantity of basalt for cap construction. 

Vernita Quarry is located in an  exposed bench that could be reclaimed fairly 
successfully from a physical and topographic perspective. The bench would be translocated 
into the original outcrop and, when the quarry operations were complete, an  exposed bench 
would remain. The approach to the new bench could be graded to provide a natural transition 
from the surrounding terrain. Revegetation would be used to further enhance the transition 
between undisturbed and disturbed areas. 

Two Washington State plant species of concern, the crouching milkvetch and the 
stalked-pod milkvetch, were observed during a survey at the Vernita Quarry Site. A list of all 
flora and fauna species observed a t  this site and other potential sites during the ecological 
surveys is included as Appendix C in the Site Evaluation Report for Candidate Basalt Quarry 
Sites (BHI 1995). 

Vernita Quarry is located in an area designated for Conservation (Mining) in the 
Preferred Alternative, and Conservation (Mining) in Alternative Three. Development of a quarry 
at  this site would be consistent with these land-use designations. Vernita Quarry is located in 
an  area designated for Preservation under Alternatives One, Two, and Four; and development 
of the quarry would not be consistent with this land-use designation. Vernita Quarry could be 
expanded under the No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.2 McGee Ranch. A near-surface basalt source exists on the interior north portion of the 
McGee Ranch site, northwest of the McGee well. Another portion of McGee Ranch is a 
potential quarry site for fine-textured soils required for cap construction and the s a m e  
infrastructure could support both the fine-soil quarry and the basalt quarry. Basalt 
characteristics for this site a re  not well known because surfaces or benches are  not exposed. 
The formation exists as a knoll with approximately 15 to 30 m (50 to 100 ft) of vertical relief. 
The thickness of the overburden is not known. The most likely scenario for developing a quarry 
a t  this site would be to begin mining the east  end of the ridge. Quarry development would 
proceed to the west in blocks that span the width of the formation, while maintaining grade 
above the 274 m (900 ft) contour level. If additional basalt was  required, excavation would 
proceed below this contour level. This potential quarry site consists of a 47 ha (1 16 ac) parcel. 
Excavation of the site to the 274 m (900 ft) contour level would yield 15.3 million m3 
(20 million yd3) of loose riprap. 

The basalt knoll a t  McGee Ranch would be developed similarly to an  exposed outcrop. 
The reclaimed landscape would not blend with the surrounding landscape to the s a m e  degree 
as the Vernita Quarry Site. The knoll has several drainages running lengthwise on either side, 
which would be eliminated by removal of the basalt formation during quarry operations. A pit 
would be created if the formation were mined below the grade of the surrounding landscape to 
provide additional basalt materials. A revegetation program would help the quarry area partially 
blend with the surrounding landscape and would camouflage the quarry. 

Two Washington State plant species of concern (the crouching milkvetch and scilla 
onion) and two Washington State wildlife species of concern (the loggerhead shrike and the 
sage sparrow) were observed a t  the McGee Ranch site. 

The McGee Ranch site is located in an  area designated for Conservation (Mining) in 
Alternative Three. Development of a quarry at  this site would be consistent with this land-use 
designation. The proposed quarry site is located in an area designated for Preservation under 
the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One, Two, and Four. Development of the quarry 
would not be consistent with this land-use designation. McGee Ranch could be developed 
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under the No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.3 The. Fifiner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). The 
FitznedEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve) consists of near-surface basalt 
located approximately 300 m (1,000 ft) south of State Highway 240 near Gate 116. This site 
would be developed similar to an  open-pit surface mine, with adequate buffer zones 
surrounding the excavation to maintain safe side slopes. 

The near-surface portion of the basalt formation covers a fairly limited area compared to 
the other sites. The  quantity of basalt at  this site is large and expansion could probably be 
accommodated through deeper excavation. However, further geologic surveys would need to 
be conducted to verify the extent of this formation and the depth of overburden and weak 
flow-top material, and to determine if a sufficient quantity of basalt could be obtained from the 
ALE Reserve. 

One  Washington State plant species of concern (the stalked-pod milkvetch) and two 
Washington State bird species of concern (the grasshopper sparrow and s a g e  sparrow) were 
observed at  the ALE Reserve. 

The ALE Reserve is located within an ecology reserve that, for the most part, has 
remained untouched by large development activities and has been set  aside for ecological 
preservation and research. The proximity of a quarry to the ALE Reserve might result in 
avoidance behavior or other disturbance by sensitive species and animals (e.g., mule deer and 
elk). A large-scale basalt quarry does not fit historical or current use designations for the ALE 
Reserve. 

The ALE Reserve is located in an area designated for Conservation (Mining) in the 
Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Three and Four. Development of a quarry a t  this site 
would be consistent with this land-use designation. The ALE Reserve is located in an  area 
designated for Preservation under Alternatives One and Two. Development of the quarry would 
be consistent with this land-use designation. Development of the quarry would not be 
consistent with current management practices and would be a nonconforming use under the 
No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.4 Horn Rapids Site. A basalt outcrop and potential quarry area exists 900 m (3,000 ft) 
north of the Horn Rapids Dam. Characteristics of this site are not well known because few 
basalt benches a r e  exposed. The flow top is relatively flat a t  the 152-m (5004) contour with 
abundant scattered basalt rocks in places. Some vertical relief exists near the south end and 
near the center on the west side of the outcrop, and these two locations might provide the most 
suitable locations to begin quarry operations. Initial quarry development would probably involve 
an  84-ha (207-ac) parcel. 

The Horn Rapids site could be developed in a manner similar to development of the 
basalt formation a t  Vernita. A well-developed and exposed bench is not present a t  the Horn 
Rapids site, but vertical relief at  the south end would enable development of a 9- to 12-m (30- to 
404) bench. 

The near-surface source at  the Horn Rapids site is fairly extensive and could 
accommodate future expansion. Further geologic surveys would need to be conducted to verify 
the extent of this formation and to determine if a sufficient quantity of basalt could be obtained 
from the Horn Rapids site. 

One  Washington State wildlife species of concern (two pairs of long-billed curlew) was  
observed a t  the Horn Rapids site. 
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The Horn Rapids site is located in an  area designated for Research and Development in 
the Preferred Alternative and Alternative Three. Development of a quarry a t  this site would not 
be consistent with this land-use designation. The Horn Rapids site is located in an  area 
designated for Preservation under Alternatives One, Two, and Four. Development of the quarry 
would not be consistent with this land-use designation. The site would be available for 
development under the No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.5 Gable Mounfain Sife. Gable Mountain is a prominent geologic feature north of 
Route 11A and north-to-northeast of the 200 East Area. A small quarry already exists at  this 
site, and observation of exposed basalt indicates that a suitable quality of basalt exists 
throughout the west end of Gable Mountain. The existing quarry on the west end of Gable 
Mountain has the capacity to supply all basalt needs at the Hanford Site. The quarry would be 
expanded by advancing eastward into the mountain. A considerable quantity of naturally 
occurring talus slope material exists at  Gable Mountain and could provide many thousands of 
cubic meters of riprap. Also, several large piles (thousands of cubic meters) of human-made 
riprap exist in the old quarry site. Development of a quarry at  the Gable Mountain site would 
begin at  the far west end of the mountain and proceed east. 

Gable Mountain contains extensive exposed basalt benches that would be well suited 
for quarry development. An open-pit mine would not be developed unless restrictions were 
placed on quarry expansion. Land reclamation at  the site would be capable of blending the 
quarry with the surrounding landscape. 

Gable Mountain has considerable cultural resource value as a sacred site for American 
Indian tribes. Development of a quarry at Gable Mountain would adversely impact a cultural 
resource valued by American Indians and would represent an  irreversible and irretrievable (l&l) 
commitment of this cultural resource. 

One  Washington State plant species of concern (the stalked-pod milkvetch) and two 
state wildlife species of concern (the loggerhead shrike and the prairie falcon) were observed at  
the Gable Mountain site. 

Gable Mountain is located in an  area designated for Preservation in the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternatives One, Two, and Four. Development of a quarry a t  this site would 
not be consistent with this land-use designation. Gable Mountain is located in an  area 
designated for Conservation (Mining) under Alternative Three, and development of the quarry 
would be consistent with this land-use designation. A quarry could also be developed under the 
No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.6 Gable Butte Sife. Gable Butte is a prominent geologic feature north of Route 11A and 
north of the 200 West Area. The quarry site would consist of outcrops located west of the 
railroad grade at  Gable Butte, immediately west of Gable Butte proper, A considerable quantity 
of naturally occurring talus slope material is associated with these outcrops and thousands of 
cubic meters of riprap could possibly be obtained from this material. Development of a quarry 
a t  the Gable Butte Site would begin at  the south end of the area of interest. Sufficient space is 
available for stockpiling material and for parking equipment in the southern portion of this area. 
The outcrops that would be quarried range in elevation from about 152 m (500 ft) to 182 m 
(600 ft). 

Gable Butte and associated outcrops have the capacity to meet all basalt needs at  the 
Hanford Site. The outcrops immediately west of Gable Butte provide excellent opportunities for 
quarry expansion. Talus slopes at  the base of the outcrops could supply significant quantities 
of basalt that is already broken into riprap-sized material that may be suitable for cap 
construction. 
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Gable Butte has cultural resource value as a sacred site for American Indian tribes. 
Development of a quarry at  Gable Butte would impact a cultural resource valued by American 
Indians and.would represent an I&I commitment of this cultural resource. 

Two Washington State plant species of concern (the stalked-pod milkvetch and 
crouching milkvetch) and one Washington State wildlife species of concern (the loggerhead 
shrike) were observed at the Gable Butte site. 

Gable Butte is located in an area designated for Preservation in the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternatives One, Two, and Four. Development of a quarry at this site would 
not b e  consistent with this land-use designation. Gable Butte is located in an  area designated 
for Conservation (Mining) under Alternative Three, and development of the quarry would be 
consistent with this land-use designation. A Gable Butte quarry could also be developed under 
the No-Action Alternative. 

0.2.3.7 West Haven Site. The West Haven site consists of a single large basalt outcrop 
located immediately east  of Route 6 and west of Gable Butte. A considerable quantity of 
naturally occurring talus slope material exists at  this site and could provide many thousands of 
cubic meters of riprap. The West Haven site and nearby outcrops have the capacity to supply 
sufficient quantities of basalt material for cap construction. Development of a quarry a t  the 
West Haven site would begin a t  the south end of the area of interest. Sufficient space is 
available for stockpiling material and for parking equipment in the southern portion of this area. 

West Haven contains extensive exposed basalt benches that would be well suited for 
quarry development. An open-pit mine would not be developed unless restrictions were placed 
on quarry expansion. Land reclamation at  the site would be capable of blending the quarry with 
the surrounding landscape. 

Two Washington State plant species of concern (the crouching milkvetch and the 
stalked-pod milkvetch) were observed at  the West Haven site. 

The West Haven Site is located in an area designated for Conservation (Mining) in the I 
Preferred Alternative and Conservation (Mining) in Alternative Three. Development of a quarry 
at this site would b e  consistent with these land-use designations. The West Haven site is 
located in a n  area designated for Preservation under Alternatives One, Two, and Four; and 
development of the quarry would not be consistent with this land-use designation. The site 
could also be developed under the No-Action Alternative. 

0.23.8 Section 9 Quarry. The Section 9 quarry is a privately owned quarry located north of 
Wanapum Dam. This quarry has considerable quantities of basalt in-place that could be 
blasted and crushed to produce the desired riprap. Quarry development would be the 
responsibility of the quarry operator. The status of threatened or endangered species and 
cultural resources a t  this site is not known. 

The Section 9 quarry and surrounding basalt formation could easily supply the volume 
estimate of 15.3 million m3 (20 million yd3) of riprap used in evaluating sites (BHI 1995). Bank 
reserve volumes a t  this quarry site a re  expected to be sufficient to meet the requirement for 
basalt materials used in cap construction. 

0.2.3.9 DeAfley Quarry. The DeAtley Quarry is a privately owned quarry located on the old 
Highway 12, about 6.7 km (4.2 mi) east  of Benton City, Washington. Development of the 
quarry would be the responsibility of the quarry operator. The status of threatened or 
endangered species and cultural resources a t  this site is not known. 

The DeAtley Quarry and surrounding basalt formation could supply an  estimated basalt 
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bank volume of 7.6 million m3 (IO million yd3) from this 24-ha (60-ac) site (BHI 1995). This 
translates to approximately 11.6 million m3 (15.2 million yd3) of loose riprap. The DeAtley 
Quarry might not have sufficient reserves to supply the quantity of basalt required for 
construction of all caps on the Hanford Site. 

0.2.3.10 Mahaffey Quarry. The Mahaffey Quarry is privately owned and located on Clodfelter 
Road about 5.5 km (3.4 mi) from the intersection of Clodfelter Road and Clearwater Avenue in 
Kennewick, Washington. Quarry development would be the responsibility of the quarry 
operator. The status of threatened or endangered species and cultural resources at this site is 
not known. 

An area of 5.7 ha (14 ac) of the 16-ha (40-ac) quarry site is currently permitted for 
operations at  the Mahaffey Quarry. Total reserve estimates a t  this site a r e  not known. Much of 
the basalt is subsurface, with as much as 2.4 m (8 ft) of topsoil in places. The reserve estimate 
for this site is assumed to be similar to that of the 24-ha (60-ac) DeAtley Quarry. The Mahaffey 
Quarry may not have sufficient reserves to supply the quantity of basalt required for 
construction of all caps on the Hanford Site. 
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Appendix E - Supplementary Information for Cumulative 
Impacts Analysis 

This appendix summarizes potential cumulative impacts associated with Hanford Site 
land-use designations for each alternative identified in Chapter 3. Cumulative impacts result 

. . . 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 actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time. . . (40 CFR 1508.7). 

Reasonably foreseeable actions are identified and the relationship between these 
actions and the proposed land-use designations is discussed. The description of potential 
cumulative impacts couples impacts of each alternative with impacts from past and existing 
operations at the Hanford Site and impacts that may be associated with anticipated future 
actions. 

Cumulative impacts to land use associated with present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions are discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1. Section 5.5.2 discusses potential cumulative 
impacts to the resources identified in Section 5.2; and Sections 5.5.3 and 5.5.4 discuss 
cumulative socioeconomic impacts and cumulative human health risk, respectively. 

E. I Pasf, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Acfions at fhe 
Hanford Site 

This section describes additional, past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions that 
might not be fully implemented yet at the Hanford Site where potential impacts have been 
identified. 

E. 1. I Wahluke Slope 

The current management of lands within the Wahluke Slope is comparable to 
Preservation and Conservation. No new actions are presently planned for the Wahluke Slope, 
and DOE anticipates that the present management would continue under the No-Action 
Alternative. However, adoption of the alternative selected in the U.S. Department of the Interior 
(DOI) Record of Decision (ROD) for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Comprehensive River Study (DO1 1996) would designate 
the Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge. This DO1 designation requires Congressional action 
and the wildlife refuge would be managed similarly to the Preservation designation used in this 
Final HCP EIS. There are two proposals currently under consideration in Congress. The 
primary differences between the proposals include the extent of the geographic scope (Le., 
whether the Wahluke Slope is addressed or not), and the designation of the land manager 
(local versus Federal control). 

The DOE Preferred Alternative and Alternative One would designate the Wahluke Slope 
as Preservation as an overlay National Wildlife Refuge. Alternatives Two, and Four would 
designate the area for Preservation. Alternative Three would designate a large portion of the 
area for Agriculture, with the smaller areas designated for Conservation and Preservation. 
Small areas would also be designated for recreational use (High- and/or Low-Intensity) under 
all alternatives except Alternative Two. High-Intensity Recreation and Agriculture would not be 
consistent with the alternative selected in the DO1 ROD for the Hanford Reach. 
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To the extent that DOE retains control of the Wahluke Slope, future actions in the 
Wahluke Slope would be consistent with the land-use designation adopted through the ROD for 
this Final HCP EIS. 

E. 1.2 Columbia River Corridor 

Present and reasonably foreseeable actions with the Columbia River include the 
following actions: 

e Hanford Reach of  fhe Columbia River Final Environmen fa1 Impac f 
Sfafemenf for Comprehensive River Record of  Decision (DO1 1996): This 
EIS addressed the need to protect the Hanford Reach as the last free-flowing, 
nontidal stretch of the Columbia River in the United States. The ROD selected 
the alternative that combined a Wild and Scenic River designation for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River and its immediate corridor with a National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) designation for the Wahluke Slope (NPS 1994). 
Recreational access points would be improved but not expanded, and additional 
facilities and programs for visitor interpretation and education would be provided. 
Damming and major dredging would be prohibited. Development of new 
industrial facilities on the Hanford Site within the immediate river corridor would 
be curtailed. Other DOE activities would be specifically allowed or be subject to 
review and approval. The following potential impacts and benefits were 
identified (NPS 1994): 

Appendix E 

Prohibiting damming and dredging would ensure favorable conditions for 
salmon to migrate and spawn; preserve biodiversity and sensitive species 
by preventing disturbance of habitat; maintain the existing high water 
quality by reducing siltation; minimize water temperature change and the 
potential contaminant releases associated with dredging; and would 
prevent inundation and disturbance of cultural resources. 

Ongoing cultural resource inventories and surveys would maintain the 
quality of historic and archaeological sites, identify new sites, and 
document existing sites. 

Restricting development would reduce river siltation and prevent 
disturbance of cultural and paleontological resources. 

Controlling exotic vegetation would prevent this vegetation from crowding 
out native plants. Controlling nuisance aquatic macrophytes, such as 
water milfoil, would reduce the impacts of these plants on water quality 
and aquatic habitats. Revegetating disturbed areas with native plant 
species would restore the diversity and abundance of native plant and 
animal communities. 

Prohibiting off-road vehicle u se  would prevent disturbance of riparian and 
upland habitats and cultural resource sites. 

Prohibiting grazing would minimize further damage to upland and riparian 
habitats, but would impact tribal access for the purpose of grazing 
animals and private citizens currently holding grazing permits. 

Increasing river patrols would reduce the impacts of wildfires, littering, 
and disturbance of rare plants, wildlife, and cultural resources. 
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Conducting a study to examine sloughing of the White Bluffs and 
identifying possible protective actions could lead to reduced sloughing, 
which would benefit this important visual and paleontological resource. 
Measures to reduce the sloughing of the White Bluffs could adversely 
impact current irrigation practices on adjacent lands if irrigation is shown 
to contribute to the sloughing. 

- The Hanford Reach Study Team intends that the Wild and Scenic River 
designation would not impose constraints on Hanford Site remediation. 
New construction would be prohibited within the designated boundaries, 
with the exception of intakes and outfall structures and required facilities 
related to remediation of the Hanford Site. 

- Habitat protection and restoration efforts would benefit recreational use 
and access, as would increased river patrols and improvements in public 
education efforts and recreational facilities. 

In mandating the study in 1988, Congress provided interim protection of the 
Hanford Reach by prohibiting development until November 1996. In 1996, Public 
Law 104-333 extended this protection indefinitely. Activities such as damming or 
dredging have been permanently prohibited. Congress must determine the 
further disposition of the Hanford Reach study area through legislative action 
(NPS 1994). 

Decommissioning of eight surplus production reactors: An EIS was  prepared to 
address the potential environmental impacts, benefits and costs, and institutional and 
programmatic needs associated with decommissioning the eight surplus production 
reactors in this area (DOE 1992a). The ROD for this action was  published in 
58 FR 48509. The DOE decided on safe storage followed by deferred one-piece 
removal as the preferred alternative. The DOE intends to complete this 
decommissioning action consistent with the schedule for remedial action in the 
Hanford Federal Faci/ity Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) 
(Ecology e t  al. 1989). Therefore, the safe storage period would be for less than the 
75-year time frame outlined in the Decommissioning of Eight Surplus Production 
Reactors EIS. This action includes continuing surveillance, monitoring, and 
maintenance, followed by transport of intact reactor blocks from the present locations 
in the 100 Areas to the 200 West Area for disposal. Contaminated materials 
associated with the fuel storage basins also would be disposed of in the 200 West 
Area, along with contaminated equipment and components associated with the 
reactors. Uncontaminated portions of the fuel storage basins would be removed to 
provide access for machinery required to move the reactor blocks. Other 
uncontaminated structures and equipment would be demolished and placed in 
landfills in the vicinity of the reactor sites. 

Occupational radiation doses associated with this action were estimated to be 
approximately 51 person-rem, and short-term public radiation doses  were estimated 
to be near zero (DOE 1992a). Near-term ecological impacts were considered 
minimal because of the existing disturbance from other radioactive waste 
management activities and nuclear facility operations. The maximum number of 
workers required at  any time would be less than 100. Portions of the B Reactor may 
be preserved for display in recognition of the cultural significance of the reactor. 

Approximately 6 ha (15 ac) in the 200 Areas would be disturbed to accommodate 
disposal of wastes resulting from decommissioning activities. This disturbance would 
be partially offset by the 5 ha (13 ac) that would be available for revegetation in the 
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100 Areas after removal or dismantlement of the eight reactors. Additional habitat 
disturbance would be required for construction of haul roads from the 100 Areas to 
the 200 Area that are capable of handling the movers required to transport the 
reactor blocks. 

Deactivation of the N Reactor: An environmental assessment (EA) w a s  prepared 
to address all nonroutine activities associated with the shutdown of the 
105-N Reactor (N Reactor) (DOE 1995e); the finding of no significant impact (FONSI) 
was  issued on May 1 , 1995. The EA identifies impacts associated with activities 
required to prepare the reactor for decommissioning. No additional ground 
disturbance would be anticipated from deactivation of the reactor. The maximum 
exposed individual (MEI) in the offsite population would receive a dose less than 
0.001 mrem/yr and the collective dose to the population would be 0.025 person-rem. 
Deactivation would require approximately 200 workers for three years, with only three 
workers required after deactivation was complete. 

These actions are  consistent with and would enable the land-use designations under all 
alternatives. 

E. 1.3 Central PIateau 

Present and reasonably foreseeable actions in the 200 Areas include the following: 

Office of River Protection: The DOE has issued a ROD for an  EIS that analyzed 
alternatives for remediating the waste currently contained in the 177 single-storage 
tanks (SSTs) and double-storage tanks (DSTs) in the 200 Areas and in about 60 
active and inactive miscellaneous underground storage tanks, and providing for safe 
storage and disposal of strontium and cesium capsules used in research projects at 
Hanford Site and offsite locations (DOE and Ecology 1996). The EIS evaluated a 
range of waste retrieval and removal and in-place remediation options for the SSTs 
and DSTs. The ROD presented the selected alternative of phased implementation 
and deferred the decision on disposition of cesium and strontium capsules (DOE 
1997). Under phased implementation, tank wastes would continue to be stored until 
the waste is retrieved in a demonstration phase (Phase I) to verify that treatment 
processes will function effectively. After Phase I,  the full-scale production phase 
(Phase II) would be implemented. Potential impacts associated with this project 
include worker exposures to radiological and hazardous constituents during waste 
disposition and habitat disturbance. 

Worker exposures to hazardous and/or radioactive constituents were evaluated in the 
EIS. It is estimated that health effects due to radiation exposure would include 
approximately three latent cancer fatalities in operational workers over the life of the 
project. 

Approximately 138 ha (340 ac) of shrub-steppe habitat would be disturbed. 

in 1997, DOE prepared a supplement analysis to determine if additional NEPA 
review was required for a series of tank farm infrastructure upgrades (DOE-RL 
1997a): These upgrades focus on capital improvements necessary for continued 
safe operation of DST facilities and selected SST facilities. Most of the activities 
would involve replacing or upgrading existing systems. In May 1997, DOE 
determined that the potential impacts of the project were adequately bounded by the 
analysis in the Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) EIS; therefore, an  
additional National Environmental Policy Act of 7969 (NEPA) analysis was  not 
required. 
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Plutonium Finishing Plant stabilization: The DOE has issued a final EIS 
addressing stabilization of the radioactive materials present in the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant (PFP) (DOE-RL 1996a). Potential impacts include worker exposure 
and radiological air emissions. All activities will take place within the facility. There 
will be no change in land use. 

Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF): The ERDF was constructed 
adjacent to the 200 Areas and started operation in August 1996. The facility provides 
for storage and disposal of waste generated during environmental restoration 
activities at the Hanford Site (EPA 1995b). The ERDF is the disposal facility for most 
of the waste excavated during remediation of waste management units at the 
Hanford Site. Waste generated from remediation of past-practice waste sites and 
CERCLA remedial activities is placed in the ERDF. The facility accepts only waste 
that originates on the Hanford Site, which includes dangerous waste, radioactive 
waste, and mixed waste. The ERDF will be expanded, as needed, ultimately 
covering as much as 4.1 km2 (1.6 mi2) south of the 200 Areas. Initial construction . 
involved 65 ha (165 ac) of this area. In August 1997, DOE, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and Ecology proposed to expand the existing two operating 
cells of the ERDF by initiating construction of two additional cells (DOE-RL 1997b). 
This expansion would require an additional 28 ha (70 ac) within the original ERDF 
footprint. The original cells were constructed using a double-liner with a leachate 
collection and recovery system. The new cells would be constructed using the same 
design. 

Under current climate conditions, contaminants placed in the ERDF are expected to 
reach groundwater within 10,000 years. After 10,000 years, estimated human health 
risks are a maximum incremental lifetime cancer rate (ILCR) of 5 x I O 4  and a 
maximum hazard quotient for noncarcinogens of 0.2 (a hazard quotient of 1 or 
greater indicates a health concern). Ecological impacts will occur at the ERDF site 
and at quarries for materials to be used in the liner and cover. The shrub-steppe 
habitat at the ERDF site is considered priority habitat by the State of Washington and 
a number of Washington State monitored or candidate species may be affected by 
the ERDF. The estimated disturbed area ranges from 14 to 54 ha (35 to 133 ac) for 
the silt quarry (McGee Ranch). The total disturbed area at the actual ERDF site 
(including the trench, stockpiling areas, roads, and supporting facilities) is estimated 
to be 260 ha (640 ac), or approximately 2.6 km2 (1 mi*). Significant cultural 
resources have not been identified at the ERDF site. Operation of the ERDF 
provides up to 167 full-time positions at the Hanford Site. The total estimated capital 
costs for the ERDF range from $246 million to $663 million. Visual and noise impacts 
of ERDF construction and operation are considered negligible. 

Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management: The DOE developed the 
Department of Energy Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
Programs Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1994a) and issued the ROD 
(60 FR 28680). This decision establishes DOE policies for the environmentally safe 
transport, storage, and management of spent nuclear fuels. A large portion of the 
DOE-owned inventory of SNF is already stored at the Hanford Site, and the Hanford 
Site has been identified as a participant in the management of spent fuel. The 
selected alternative - regionalization of SNF storage by fuel type - requires 
management of defense production spent fuel at the Hanford Site and transport of 
other spent fuel currently stored at the Hanford Site to the INEEL. 

An amendment to the ROD (61 FR 9441) was issued to the public on March 8,1996, 
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to reflect modifications to the original decision resulting from a settlement agreement 
reached by DOE, the State of Idaho, and the U.S. Department of the Navy. The 
amended ROD indicates that only 12 of the originally planned 524 shipments of SNF 
would be shipped from the Hanford Site to Idaho. These 12 shipments will consist of 
the sodium-bonded FFTF fuel. 

Land disturbance associated with this action a t  the Hanford Site is estimated at 7 ha 
(18 ac) of shrub-steppe habitat west of the 200 East Area. Estimates of employment 
required for construction activities range from 176 to 1,065 employees during the 
years from 1997 to 2000. Operations would require 208 to 230 employees through 
2004, with levels gradually declining to 50 to 60 workers beyond the year 2004. Many 
of these employees would be drawn from the existing Hanford Site workforce. 
Construction of the new facilities is not expected to have any significant impact on 
cultural resources. Solid waste generation would be a maximum of 330 m3/yr 
(1 1,654 f?/yr), o r  approximately 4 percent of the 21,000 m3/yr (740,000 ft3/yr) 
currently generated at the Hanford Site. The ME1 in the general population would 
receive a dose of 0.007 to 0.02 mrem/yr from waste-processing activities. Resource 
(e.g., materials, fuels, and public funds) required to implement this action would 
overlap with the time periods when the s a m e  type of resources would be required by 
remediation activities at the Hanford Site. 

Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Management: A Hanford Site EIS was prepared to 
tier from the ROD (60 Fed. Reg. 28680) for the Department of Energy Programmatic 
Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DOE 1994a). The EIS analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts of the removal of SNF from the K Basins and subsequent management of 
the fuel for up to 40 years (DOE 1995d). The ROD for management of K Basin SNF 
was  issued on March 4, 1996 (61 FR 10736). 

The ROD indicates that the Preferred Alternative identified and analyzed in the  EIS, 
with minor modifications, will be implemented. This alternative consists of removing 
the  SNF from t h e  basins, vacuum drying, conditioning, and sealing the SNF in inert 
gas-filled canisters for dry vault storage in a new facility to be built at  Hanford for up 
to 40 years, pending decisions on ultimate disposition. The K Basins will continue to 
be operated during the period over which the alternative is implemented. The action 
also includes transfer of the basin sludge to Hanford DSTs for management, disposal 
of non-SNF debris in a low-level burial ground a t  the Hanford Site, disposition of 
basin water, and deactivation of the basins pending decommissioning. A total of 
3.5 ha (8.7 ac) of land and native vegetation would be disturbed or destroyed during 
land-clearing activities to provide new facilities for this project. 

200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility: In 1992, DOE prepared an  EA and FONSI 
(DOE 1992b) that addressed environmental upgrades to liquid waste effluent 
systems, including the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility, located near the 
200 East Area. This facility provides effluent treatment and disposal capability 
required to restart the 242-A Evaporator, which reduces tank waste volume by 
removing process condensate. The Effluent Treatment Facility provides for effluent 
collection, a treatment system to reduce the concentration of hazardous and 
radioactive waste constituents in the effluent streams to acceptable levels, tanks to 
allow verification of effluent characteristics before discharge, and a state-approved 
land disposal structure (SALDS) for effluents. The SALDS infiltration gallery consists 
of a 35- by 61-m (1 16- by 200-I?) rectangular drain field that is located north of the 
200 West Area. 
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Environmental impacts associated with this project include habitat destruction 
associated with the construction of the treatment facility, transfer piping, and the 
SALDS; and the discharge of small quantities of contaminants to the ground through 
the SALDS. In particular, the discharge of tritiated streams is of concern, but 
because of the relatively short half-life of tritium (12.3 years), the long residence time 
of the effluent in the groundwater could be expected to be sufficient to attenuate the 
tritium before it reaches the Columbia River. 

Operation of Low-Level Burial Grounds: The low-level burial grounds located in 
the 200 West and 200 East Areas are an active, permitted RCRA landfill and cover a 
total area of 225 ha (556 ac). The landfill is divided into eight burial grounds and 
each burial ground consists of a number of trenches that contain, or will contain, 
low-level radioactive and mixed waste. Six burial grounds are located in the 
200 West Area and two burial grounds are located in the 200 East Area. Impacts 
associated with operation of the burial grounds include habitat disturbance or loss 
and the potential for generation of fugitive dust. 

The DOE recently decided to widen one of the trenches in the 218-W-5 Low-Level 
Burial Ground to accommodate large, packaged low level waste, and to facilitate 
segregation of low-level waste. 

Operation of the U.S. Ecology, Inc. Commercial Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Landfill for offsite commercial waste: U.S. Ecology, Inc., operates a radioactive 
waste landfill that accepts commercially generated low-level wastes from states 
included in the Northwest low-level radioactive waste compact. US. Ecology, Inc., 
accepted 2,191 m3 (77,418 V) of naturally occurring wastes and 5,801 m3 
(204,981 ff') of low-level radioactive wastes in 1995 (TCH 1996b). The U.S. Ecology, 
Inc., landfill is located directly east of the ERDF landfill. Habitat disturbance is the 
primary impact associated with the facility. In February 1997, the Washington State 
Departments of Health and Ecology determined that an EIS must be prepared under 
SEPA before the state can make several key environmental decisions regarding this 
site. These decisions include approval of a site closure plan, renewal of the 
operating license, and an amendment to the regulations limiting the receipt of 
naturally occurring and accelerator-generated radioactive materials. Public scoping 
took place through March 27, 1997, and the draft EIS is currently in preparation. 

Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, Enhanced Radioactive and Mixed Waste 
Storage Facility, infrastructure upgrades, and Central Waste Support Complex: 
The DOE prepared an EA addressing several waste management projects in the 
200 Areas (DOE-RL 1995b). A FONSI was issued on September 28,1995, that 
addressed the construction of the solid waste retrieval complex, an enhanced 
radioactive and mixed waste storage facility, infrastructure upgrades, and a Central 
Waste Support Complex. These projects will be undertaken in the 200 West Area 
and involve approximately 36 ha (89 ac), or about 5 percent of the 777 ha (1,920 ac) 
in the 200 West Area. Most activities will occur in previously disturbed areas. The 
waste storage facility, however, will be constructed on relatively undisturbed land, 
resulting in an incremental loss of shrub-steppe habitat essential for species such as 
the loggerhead shrike and sage sparrow. 

Discharges of nonradioactive liquid effluents could incrementally increase discharges 
of nonradioactive effluents in the 200 Areas by 43,000 m3 gal (1 1 million gal), which 
would comprise approximately 2 percent of the total discharge. This additional 
volume is not expected to produce any discemable mounding of the groundwater. 
Changes in the movement of underground contaminant plumes also are not 
expected. 
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Implementation of the proposed action would not be expected to produce a 
cumulative socioeconomic impact, and discernable changes in the radiation dose to 
offsite receptors would not be expected. 

Tank 241 -C-I 06 sluicing and waste removal: This project addresses the need to 
retrieve the high-heat waste in SST 241-C-106 and transfer the waste to DST 
241-AY-102. The DOE has identified a need to take this action to eliminate safety 
concerns with the storage of high-heat waste in Tank 241-C-106, and to demonstrate 
a tank waste retrieval technology. The removal of the waste would stabilize this tank 
and eliminate the need to add cooling water. An EA (DOE 1994b) and FONSI were 
issued in February 1995. 

Tank 241-C-106, which is located in the 200 East Area, has a 31-cm (IO-in) -thick 
dished bottom, and a useable waste depth of approximately 4.8 m (16 ft) at the 
sidewall. The waste in Tank 241-C-106 consists of 746,000 L (197,000 gal) of sludge 
that is stratified into two layers. The top layer consists of 655,000 L (173,000 gal) of 
sludge, containing a sufficient amount of strontium to be considered high-heat waste, , 

which generates approximately 32 kW of heat. The bottom layer consists of 91,000 L 
(24,000 gal) of low-heat producing hardened material. 

The high-heat waste will be sluiced from Tank 241-C-106 to a DST through a 
double-encased (pipe-in-pipe design), bermed line. The system will be a closed loop, 
continuous sluicing process. The scope of the project is to remove 75 percent, at a 
minimum, of the high-heat waste. Sluicing of underground storage tanks involves 
introducing a high-volume, low-pressure stream of liquid to mobilize underground 
storage tank sludge waste before pumping the tank contents. Impacts associated 
with this action are potential worker exposure concerns. 

Disposal of decommissioned, defueled cruiser, Los Angeles Class, and Ohio 
Class naval reactor plants: This final EIS, prepared by the U.S. Navy, evaluates 
the potential impacts of disposing of approximately I00 defueled reactor plants from 
decommissioned naval vessels (Navy 1996). The ROD was published in the Federal 
Register on August 9, 1996. The selected alternative is to dismantle the vessels at 
the Puget Sound Navel Shipyard and transport the reactor plants, by barge, to the 
low-level burial grounds at the Hanford Site. The DOE was a cooperating agency in 
the preparation of this EIS. 

Plutonium-Uranium Extraction Plant (PUREX)/Uranium Trioxide Plant 
shutdown: In 1993, DOE directed Westinghouse Hanford Company to terminate 
operations at the PUREX Plant and provided guidance to proceed with shutdown 
planning and terminal clean-out activities. This direction also covered the Uranium 
Trioxide Plant at completion of the pending shutdown campaign. An EA addressing 
transfer of the irradiated fuel from PUREX and the N Reactor irradiated fuel for 
storage at the 105-KE and 105-KW Fuel Storage Basins was prepared (DOE 1995e) 
and a FONSI was approved on July 12,1995. The FONSI identified that 
unprocessed irradiated fuel would be transported from the PUREX Plant and the 105- 
N Reactor to the 105-KE and 105-KW fuel storage basins in the 100 K Area; the fuel 
would be placed in storage at the K Basins and eventually would be dispositioned in 
the same manner as the other existing irradiated fuel inventory stored in the K 
Basins. A maximum of three railcar shipments of fuel would be made; two fuel 
shipments from the PUREX Plant and one from the N Reactor would be shipped to 
the K basins, unloaded, and stored with the existing fuel. The PUREX fuel removal 
action has been completed. The 100-N Basin cleanout was completed in 1998. 
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E. 1.4 

These activities are consistent with the Industrial-Exclusive designation for the 200 Areas 
under all alternatives. 

All Other Areas 

Present and reasonably foreseeable actions in other Hanford areas  include the following: 

Construction and operation of a Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave 
Observatory (LIGO) on the Hanford Site: An EA was prepared by the National 
Science Foundation for construction and operation of a LlGO (NSF 1993), and 
a FONSI was issued in December 1993. The LlGO site occupies approximately 
6 km2 (2.3 mi2), including a support facility at  the vertex of two 4-km (2.5-mi) arms, 
mid- and end-station buildings along the arms, service roads, parking a reas  and 
construction laydown areas. Service roads, running the length of the 4-km (2.5-mi) 
arms, fragment habitat that exists at  the site. The facility will accommodate 10 to 20 
permanent staff, with an  additional 10 visiting scientists. The LlGO is currently 
operating. 

The LlGO is located in an area designated for Research and Development in the 
Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Two and Three, and Conservation in 
Alternatives One and Four. The  LlGO represents a use that is consistent with 
Research and Development and Industrial use designations. 

Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL): A FONSI for the EMSL 
EA (DOE 1990b) was  issued in 1992. The EMSL would consist of an  18,500-m2 
(200,000-ft2) building originally proposed for siting on a 12-ha (30-ac) site located 
near the Columbia River, in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site. On the second 
day of construction, April 12, 1994, construction crews uncovered human remains 
thought to be those of American Indians. The DOE immediately halted construction 
and proposed, consistent with the wishes of local American lndian tribes and with the 
spirit of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 and the 
American lndian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, to relocate the site of the facility. 
Another EA was prepared to address re-siting the facility (DOE 1994c) in the south 
part of the 300 Area; the FONSI was  approved in July 1994. Construction of the 
facility was  recently completed at the new site. Approximately 200 to 250 employees 
are  located at  the EMSL, including permanent staff and visiting scientists. 

The EMSL is within an area designated for Industrial development under all 
alternatives. The EMSL represents a use pattern that is consistent with this 
designation. 

InertlDemolition Waste Landfill (Pit 9): An EA was  prepared for the proposal to 
construct a waste landfill (Pit 9) to accommodate inert and demolition waste for the 
Hanford Site (DOE 1995g). The DOE identified a need for convenient and economic 
disposal capacity of these types of waste to support the decommissioning activities 
planned for the southern areas  of the Hanford Site. The current demolition waste 
landfill, Pit I O ,  located approximately 25 m (82 ft) west of Route 4S, reached full 
capacity in 1995. The projected decommissioning activities on the Hanford Site will 
continue for up to 20 years; therefore, a replacement demolition landfill is required in 
the near-term. The DOE proposed to use an  existing alluvial gravel pit - Pit 9 - as a 
new inert and demolition waste landfill for the Hanford Site. Pit 9 is located 
approximately 3 km (1.9 mi) north of the 300 Area, in the 600 Area. Based on current 
disposal projections, Pit 9 will be available for inert waste for 20 years. The  FONSI 
for this action was  approved May 15, 1995, and Pit 9 has been open and operational 
since approximately July 1995. Impacts associated with this action include minor 
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habitat disturbances. 

Pit 9 is located within an area that is designated for Conservation under the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternative Three, and this activity is consistent with this designation. 
However, Alternatives One, Two, and Four designate the location of Pit 9 for 
Preservation, which is not consistent with the current use of Pit 9 as an 
inetVdemolition waste landfill. 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded 
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production 
Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(DOE/EIS-0310): The 400 Area, located southeast of the 200 East Area, is the site 
of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt thermal, liquid 
metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear research test reactor.that was constructed in the late 
1970s and operated from 1982 to 1992. Although not designed nor operated as a 
breeder reactor, the FFTF operated during these years as a national research facility 
for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor Program to test advanced nuclear fuels, 
materials, components, systems, nuclear operating and maintenance procedures, 
and active and passive safety technologies. The reactor was also used to produce a 
large number of different isotopes for medical and industrial users, generate tritium 
for the United States fusion research program, and conduct cooperative, international 
research. 

In December 1993, the FFTF was shutdown due largely at that time from 
determinations that the facility could not continue to operate economically. In 
April 1995, defueling was completed and usable fuel is stored on site in fuel storage 
vessels or in the secure vault at the Plutonium Finishing Plant at the Hanford Site. 
Unusable spent nuclear fuel (SNF) has been thoroughly washed to remove all sodium 
residuals, dried, and placed in approved, 50-year Interim Storage Casks on the 
400 Area Interim Storage Area pad. In November 1995, the reactor was placed in 
standby mode with the main cooling system operating at approximately 200°C 
(400°F) to keep the sodium coolant liquid and circulating to maintain DOE's option to 
restart and operate the reactor in the future. Essential systems, staffing, and support 
services are being maintained in a manner that will support either timely restart or 
deactivation of the FFTF. In January 1997, the Secretary of Energy officially directed 
that the FFTF be maintained in a standby condition while an evaluation was 
conducted of any future role the facility might have in the DOE's national tritium 
production strategy. In December 1998, the Secretary determined that the FFTF 
would not play a role in the nation's tritium production strategy. 

In May 1999, the Secretary announced that DOE would ask the Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL) to complete a 90-day study that would resolve 
outstanding informational needs for the FFTF. Results of this study were completed 
and documented in a program scoping plan presented by PNNL to the DOE in early 
August 1999. As a result of this study, the Secretary decided, on August 18, 1999, 
that DOE would conduct a programmatic National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
review, including an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts associated with proposed expansion of infrastructure, 
including the possible role of the FFTF, for civilian nuclear energy research and 
development activities; production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial 
uses; and production of plutonium-238 for use in advanced radioisotope power 
systems for future National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) space 
missions. The Notice of Intent for this programmatic EIS is planned for publication in 
the Federal Register on September 15, 1999. The Final EIS (FEIS) is planned for 
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completion in the Fall of 2000; a Record of Decision utilizing the NEPA review, 
including the FEE, is planned by December 2000. 

E. 7.5 Fitzner/Eberhardf Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). 

No new actions are currently planned for the ALE Reserve. To ensure that the ALE 
Reserve’s natural resources would be protected, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
manages the ALE Reserve for DOE. This management is comparable to a land-use designation 
of Preservation, as defined in this Final HCP EIS. 

The ALE Reserve is primarily designated for Preservation under all alternatives, except 
Alternative Three, which designates the ALE Resehe for Conservation 
Alternative and Alternative Four also include areas designated for Conservation (Mining). These 
areas would accommodate the potential for development of a quarry. Land-use designations for 
the ALE Reserve are consistent with anticipated future actions. The Conservation (Mining) 
designation under Alternative Three would accommodate a greater range of uses throughout the 
ALE Reserve. The impacts associated with this designation would be greater than for the 
Preservation/Conservation (Mining) designation under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 
Four, or for the Preservation designation under Alternatives One and Two. 

The Preferred 

E.2 Other Potential Hanford Site Actions 

A number of other proposed actions at the Hanford Site are likely to be proposed and 
evaluated in the future. Impacts of these projects cannot be considered in this analysis, 
because impact analyses are not complete and decisions regarding implementation of a 
preferred action have not been made. These projects may contribute to cumulative future 
impacts considered in the HCP EIS. No additional actions that may affect cumulative impacts 
associated with the Columbia River are proposed. However, actions in other Hanford areas may 
have indirect effects on the river. 

E2.7 Cenfral Plateau 

Actions that may contribute to cumulative impacts in the Central Plateau (200 Areas) 
include the following. 

Hanford Solid Waste EIS: The DOE is considering preparation of an EIS to 
evaluate alternatives for management of radioactive and hazardous wastes 
generated at the Hanford Site or received at Hanford from offsite generators. The 
specific waste types to be considered in the analysis include: low-level radioactive 
waste, mixed low-level radioactive and hazardous waste, transuranic radioactive and 
mixed waste, hazardous waste, and contaminated equipment and materials for 
reuse, recycle, or disposal. The EIS would update NEPA analyses addressing 
ongoing activities, implement associated waste management programmatic RODS, 
and facilitate site- and program-specific decisions on the future operation of Hanford 
TSD facilities. 

These activities are consistent with the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation 
proposed for the 200 Areas under all alternatives. 
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E.2.2 AI1 Ofher Areas 

Other actions that may contribute to cumulative impacts in the All Other Areas 
geographic area of the Hanford Site include the Bonneville Power Administration Transmission 
System Vegetation Management Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOUEIS- 
0285). This DElS establishes Planning Steps for managing vegetation across 24,000 km 
(15,000mi) of power lines and 350 substations in the northwest and would determine the 
available vegetation control techniques, herbicides used, and acceptable biological impacts.. 
The Draft EIS was issued August, 1999 and public comment is open until October 9,1999. 

An EIS DOE prepared on the disposition of the United States inventory of weapons 
useable surplus plutonium examined reasonable alternatives and potential environmental 
impacts for the proposed siting, construction, and operation of three types of facilities for 
plutonium disposition and determined that Hanford’s 400 Area was not a preferred site. The first 
was a facility to disassemble and convert pits (a nuclear weapons component) into plutonium 
oxide suitable for disposition. The facility would have been located at either the Hanford Site, 
INEEL, Pantex Plant, or Savannah River Site (SRS). The second was a facility to immobilize 
surplus plutonium in a glass or ceramic form for disposition in a geologic repository pursuant to 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. The second facility would have been located at either the Hanford 
Site or the SRS and included a collocated capability to convert nonpit plutonium materials into a 
form suitable for immobilization. The third type of facility would have fabricated mixed oxide 
(MOX) nuclear fuel from plutonium oxide. The MOX fuel fabrication facility would have been 
located at either the Hanford Site, INEEL, Pantex Plant, or SRS. All of these proposed missions 
and the Tritium Supply and Recycling Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement went to 
the SRS. 

E.3 Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Acfions Adjacent to the 
Hanford Site 

No major actions have been identified outside the Hanford Site boundary that would 
significantly contribute to environmental impacts of the proposed action. The Siemens Power 
Corporation currently operates six waste water lagoons to dispose of approximately 
95,000 kg/day (25,000 gal/day) of effluent containing fluoride, nitrates, and minor amounts of 
radionuclides. This discharge is not considered during the analysis of cumulative environmental 
impacts, however, because the facility recently initiated a program to switch to a dry 
manufacturing system that will eliminate the waste stream. Siemens will complete conversion to 
the dry manufacturing system by I998 and will phase out the use of lagoons completely by the 
year 2004 (TCH 1996b). 

In 1996, DOE prepared an EA to address the transport of up to 5,120 m3 (6,696 yd3) of 
contact-handled low-level mixed waste from the Hanford Site to the Allied Technology Group 
(ATG) private gasification and vitrification building in Richland, Washington, for treatment (DOE- 
RL 1996). Treated waste would be returned to the Hanford Site for disposal. The waste would 
be staged to the ATG facility over a IO-year period. The building is on a 18.2 ha (45 ac) ATG 
site adjacent to ATG’s licensed low-level waste processing facility approximately 0.3 km (0.2 mi) 
south of the 300 Area. The action by ATG is being undertaken as a private action in anticipation 
of future work for a variety of contracts, including DOE. The ATG facility is located adjacent to 
the Hanford Site boundary in an industrial area in the City of Richland. Effects of construction 
and overall operation have been evaluated in an EIS under the SEPA which was issued on 
February 23, 1998. 

City and county planning officials were consulted to assess other potential actions 
outside the Hanford Site boundary. The actions identified are primarily road, bridge, and sewer 
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system improvements that are likely to have only minor impacts themselves and are limited 
compared to the large scale of actions associated with the proposed future land-use objectives. 
Ongoing economic and residential development in the region could contribute to cumulative 
socioeconomic impacts. However, as discussed in Chapter 5, there is considerable uncertainty 
associated with any analysis of such impacts, given available information on the scheduling of 
potential actions at the Hanford Site. 

Land-use planning efforts for areas outside of and surrounding the Hanford Site are 
currently being undertaken by Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties; and by the City of Richland. 
These planning efforts will establish land uses that will be permitted by local governments in 
areas surrounding the Hanford Site. The City of Richland prepared a EIS under SEPA, finalized 
on August 27, 1997, that identified an urban growth area involving Hanford Site land in the 
vicinity of the 300 Area. A similar area, of varying size, is identified for Industrial use under all 
alternatives. The City of Richland’s Comprehensive Plan is consistent with current and 
proposed future land uses at Hanford and DOE missions. 
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Appendix F - Revised Draft HRA-€IS Comment Response 
Summary 

FI.0 Introduction 

On April 23, 1999, the US. Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Revised Drat? 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
(DOWEIS-0222D) for review by Washington and Oregon state governments, Indian Tribes, 
other Federal agencies, county and municipal governments, special-interest groups, 
environmental groups, and the general public. The formal comment period ran for 45 days, from 
April 23, 1999 to June 7, 1999. 

As part of the public comment process, DOE held four public hearings to receive 
comments. These hearings were held in Portland, Oregon on May 18, 1999; Richland, 
Washington on May 20, 1999; Mattawa, Washington on June 2,1999; and Spokane, 
Washington on June 3, 1999. 

The DOE solicited public comment on a proposed name change for the document as well 
as on the document itself. The DOE proposed changing the name of the EIS from the Hanford 
Remedial Acfion Environmental lmpacf Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA- 
EIS) to a title that better reflects land use. The public endorsed this change and, in the Final 
EIS, the name of the HRA-EIS has been changed to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
Environmental lmpacf Statement (HCP EIS). 

The DOE received more than 400 comment documents on the Revised Draft HW-EIS. 
Comment documents included letters, postcards, questionnaires, and surveys as well as 
electronic mail. Comment documents were received from tribes and Federal agencies, 
Washington and Oregon state agencies, county and municipal governments, environmental 
groups, and private citizens. In addition, more than 200 pages of transcripts were generated 
during the public hearings. 

Comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS as well as the transcripts from the 
public hearings are contained in a Final HCP EIS Comment Response Document which, in 
addition to being sent to the EIS mailing list, is available for review in the DOE public reading 
rooms. The Comment Response Document consists of three parts: 1) a summary of the major 
topics raised by public comments received and DOEs generalized responses (also included as 
Appendix F), 2) specific public comments and DOEs specific responses, and 3) a copy of each 
public comment received by DOE on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, and copies of the complete 
transcripts from each of the four public hearings. Indices are  provided in the Comment 
Response Document to enable commenters to find their comments and DOEs  responses. 

The Final EIS is being transmitted to commenting agencies, made available to the public, 
and filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A DOE decision on proposed actions 
would not be made earlier than 30 days after EPA publishes a Notice of Availability for the Final 
EIS in the Federal Regisfer. The DOE would record its decision as a publicly available Record 
of Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register. 

Fl .  I Mefhodology 

The DOE considered all comments. Equal weight was  given to spoken and written 
comments, to comments received at  the public hearings, and to comments received in other 
ways. The comment period was  not intended to solicit "votes" or "endorsements" regarding the 

Final HCP EIS F-I Appendix F 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44  
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 

proposed action or any alternative analyzed. Rather, comments were reviewed for content and 
relevance to the environmental analysis contained in the EIS. 

Spoken comments presented a t  the public hearings were recorded by a court reporter 
and a verbatim transcript produced (see transcripts a t  the end of this document). The written 
comments and transcripts were reviewed and t h e  major topics were identified. These major 
topics a re  summarized below in Section F2.0 and repeated in the comment response document. 
The summarized topics a re  followed by DOE’s generalized responses. The letter numbers a re  
indexed to the authors in the comment response document, but not in this Appendix. 

F2.0 Major Topics (Summarized) and DOE’S Responses 
The DOE considered all comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Many of the 

comments supported particular alternatives or a combination of alternatives, while others 
addressed environmental issues, such as the value of wildlife habitat and the importance of 
preserving habitat for plants and animals (including the diminishing population of salmon). 
A significant number of comments addressed designating the Hanford Reach as a Wild and 
Scenic River. 

F2. I Major Topics 

The major topics associated with the comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
a re  presented collectively in this section. Each major topic raised through the comment process 
(including t h e  number of comments supporting or opposed to a particular subject) is summarized 
below, followed by DOES generalized response to the summarized comments and the numbers 
(codes) of those who commented. 

F2.1. I No-Acfion Alfernafive 

Four letters commented on the No-Action Alternative. Two of the three opposed the  lack 
of planning in this alternative. One  comment supported this alternative. One  commenter 
supported the No-Action Alternative if Alternative Three was not selected. (Total No-Action 
Alternative = 4). RL075, RL291 , RL322, RTM015 

DOE’S Response: The No-Action Alternative does not provide for overall planning a t  the 
Hanford Sjte. The DOE is required, under 42 USC 7274k (Public Law 104-201, Section 31 53, 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997), to develop a future-use plan for the 
Hanford Site. The DOE policy is to support critical DOE missions, stimulate the economy, and 
protect the environment. This land-use plan provides a means for coordinating planning and 
plan implementation with Tribal governments and local jurisdictions, as well as facilitating site 
and infrastructure transition and privatization activities. 

F2.1.2 DOE’s Preferred Alfernafive 

Numerous people offered comment on the DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS, with 27 letters in favor of the alternative, and 6 opposed. Many of the supporting 
letters favored s o m e  modification of the alternative to further protect the environment, while 
those opposing this alternative did so because of lack of economic development (specifically in 
Grant County), and putting the Wahluke Slope under Federal control. Two of these specifically 
expressed support of the B Reactor museum. Several expressed that this was  the most 
balanced of the  alternatives, providing both development and protection. (Total DOE’s Preferred 
Alternative = 33). RE028, RL024, RL025, RL032, RL039, RL098, RL106, RL120, RL121, 
RLI 81 , RL205, RL228, RL244, RL291, RL306, RL319, RL322, RL361, RL381 , RL440, RL445, 
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RLM002, RLR002, RLR004, RTM008, RTMOIO, RTMOI 1, RTPOI 1, RTROOI, RTR014, RTR021, 
RTSOO3, RTSOlO 

DOE’S Response: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS in 
response to these comments. The DOE believes that its new modified Preferred Alternative 
gives the same balanced approach to future land development and protection of the 
environment as did the DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, while 
supporting the DOE missions of Environmental Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup 
mission”) and science and technology at the Hanford Site. The B Reactor museum is retained in 
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. This alternative supports economic 
development on a regional level, and protects the environment by placing a large portion of the 
Hanford Site under management of the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as an overlay 
wildlife refuge. 

f2.1.3 Alternative One 

Alternative One was the subject of 15 letters, with 14 in favor of this alternative and 
1 opposed. Those in favor were particularly interested in the emphasis on preservation and the 
additional protection that it provides for high value or sensitive ecological areas on the Hanford 
Site, and the prohibition against agriculture, mining, grazing, and intensive recreational use that 
would compromise the ecological and wildlife values presented. They felt the DOES Preferred 
Alternative as presented in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS did not go far enough in furthering this 
goal. A desire to further protect the unique shrub-steppe habitat was also expressed. The 
opposing letter expressed the need for some economic development, in addition to some 
environmental protection. (Total Alternative One = 15). RL003, RL222, RL282, RL283, RL291, 
RL322, RL340, RL352, RL439, RL445, RTPOOl , RTPOI 1 , RTR014, RTROl5, RTROl8 

DOE’S Response: While Alternative One does meet the goal of environmental protection, it 
does not fulfill all of DOE’s missions. These include planning for continuation of the primary 
missions of the site and planning for future economic development. In response to public 
comment, DOE has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or 
adjacent to, land already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of 
Science and Technology. Mining areas are needed for the primary mission of the site, which is 
Environmental Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup mission“). To the extent that a 
significant portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions, these 
areas would be placed under management of the USFWS, to be managed as an overlay wildlife 
refuge. 

F2.1.4 Alternative Two 

Alternative Two was supported by 47 commenters, with 2 opposing the alternative. The 
primary issue expressed in the supporting comments was the additional protection given to the 
environment, particularly that afforded to the high value ecological areas and natural and 
sensitive lands on the Hanford Site. Some commenters expressed the desire for even more 
protection of the environment, citing this alternative as the one closest to total preservation and 
restoration of the site. One commenter was supporting this alternative also because of the 
alternative’s support for the B Reactor museum. The two opposing commenters cited the lack of 
any areas for economic development. (Total Alternative Two = 49). REO1 3, RLI 19, RLI 54, 
RL159, RL185, RL226, RL230, RL264, RL270, RL283, RL286, RL287, RL288, RL291, RL295, 
RL296, RL309, RL310, RL311, RL312, RL322, RL331, RL338, RL339, RL344, RL346, RL347, 
RL356, RL358, RL445, RLS002, RLS003, RLS004, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOl3,OR014, 
RTROI 9, RTSO13, RTSO16, RTSOl8, RTS002, RTSOO3, RTSOO4, S008, RTSOO9, RTSO20, 
RTSO22, RTSO25 
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DOE’s Response; While Alternative Two does meet the goal of environmental protection, it 
does not meet DOE’s desires. These include planning for continuation of the primary missions 
of the site, and planning for future economic development. In response to public comment, DOE 
has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the 
Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or adjacent to, land 
already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of science and 
technology. Mining areas  a re  needed for the primary mission of the  site, which is Environmental 
Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup mission”). To the extent that a significant 
portion of the Hanford Site can be  shared with these two primary missions, these a reas  would be 
placed under management of the USFWS, to be  managed as a n  overlay wildlife refuge. 

F2.1.5 Alternative Three 

Alternative Three was  discussed by 69 commenters, with 12 in opposition to the 
alternative and 57 in favor. Commenters who supported this alternative cited the need for 
economic development of the land in Grant County (by turning the land over to farming). These 
commenters felt that to be fair, the land should be  given back to the farmers from whom it was 
taken to create the Hanford Site in the 1940s. A comment was  also made that t h e  property tax 
that would have been collected by the county would have gone into schools for children. These 
commenters believed that Alternative Three supports environmental protection goals, and is 
balanced between environmental protection and economic development. They supported 
Alternative Three as the alternative which best represented the  Wahluke 2000 Plan. Those 
opposed to Alternative Three expressed the need for protection of the shrub-steppe habitat, and 
the concern that irrigation would undermine the White Bluffs. (Total Alternative Three = 69). 
RE028, RLI 00, RL120, RL131 , RL200, RL220, RL222, RL258, RL285, RL291, RL297, RL298, 
RL301, RL305, RL307, RL314, RL322, RL329, RL330, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, 
RL340, RL341 , RL345, RL348, RL349, RL350, RL351, RL354, RL358, RL372, RL373, RL374, 
RL375, RL381, RL384, RL436, RL437, RL441, RL442, RL447, RLM003, RTMOOI , RTM002, 
RTM003, RTM004, RTMOO5, RTMOOG, RTM007, RTMOO9, RTMOI 1 , RTM012, RTM014, 
RTM015, RTMO16, RTM017, RTMO19, RTM020, RTM021, RTPOO7, RTP008, RTPOI 1, 
RTPOI 3, RTR014, RTSOOI , RTSOO5 

DOE’S Response: While Alternative Three does  have some  aspects of balance, there is no 
area set aside that is large enough to support DOE’s Science and Technology Mission which 
includes site stewardship. Alternative Three does support DOE’s mission to provide economic 
growth, and provides for the current and future missions of DOE on the Hanford Site. In the  
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS, there is a balance of development and 
environmental protection. In a regional context, the area is served by both land area  for 
economic development and future missions, and by protecting a large area of shrub-steppe 
habitat that supports many wildlife species, and provides a n  outdoor lifestyle. 

FZ. I. 6 Alternative Four 

Seven comments were received regarding Alternative Four. Five were in favor, and two 
were against this alternative. The commenters opposing Alternative Four expressed concern 
that there was no economic development allowed, while those in support cited either the 
necessity of using the McGee Ranch silt in the cleanup effort as a modification, or support for 
the large amount of preservation in this alternative. (Total Alternative Four = 7). RL270, RL291, 
RL322, RL438, RTPOI 1, RTSOO3, RTSOl2 

DOE’s Response: While Alternative Four does meet the  goal of environmental protection, it 
does not meet DOE’s desires. These include planning for continuation of the  primary missions 
of the site and planning for future economic development. In response to public comment, DOE 
has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the 
Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or adjacent to, land 
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already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of science and 
technology. Mining areas  are  needed for the primary mission of the site, which is Environmental 
Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup mission”). To the extent that a significant 
portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions, these areas  would be 
placed under management of the USWS, to be managed as an  overlay wildlife refuge. 

F2.1.7 National Wildlife RefugdDOE’s Preferred Alternative 

More than 300 commenters wrote concerning the DOE’s Preferred Alternative, with the 
modification that a National Wildlife Refuge be createdkxpanded for additional protection of the 
environment. Six commenters were against this combination, citing as their reasons the 
USFWS’s lack of adequate resources to properly manage the land, and the DOE’s ignoring the 
previous use in farming and future economic development. (Total Refuge/Preferred Alternative 
= 306). RE001, RE002, RE003, RE004, RE006, RE007, RE009, REOIO, RE014, REOl5, 
RE017, RE019, RE021, RE026, RE029, RL002, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL009, RLOIO, 
RLOl1 , RL012, RLOl3, RL014, RLOl5, RL016, RLOl7, RLOl8, RLOl9, RL020, RL021, RL022, 
RL023, RL026, RL027, RL028, RL029, RL030, RL033, RL034, RL035, .RL036, RL037, RL040, 
RL041, RLO42, RL043, RL044, RL045, RL046, RL048, RL049, RL051 , RL052, RL053, RL055, 
RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, RL065, RL066, RL067, RL068, RL069, RL071, 
RL072, RL074, RL076, RL077, RL078, RL079, RL080, RL081, RL082, RL083, RL084, RL085, 
RL086, RL087, RL089, RL090, RL091 , RL092, RL093, RL094, RL095, RL096, RL099, RLI 00, 
RLlOl, RL102, RLI 03, RLI 04, RLI 05, RLI 07, RL109, RLI 10, RLI 11 , RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, 
RL122, RL123, RLI24, RL125, RL127, RL128, RL129, RL130, RL132, RL133, RLI34, RL135, 
RL136, RL137, RL138, RL139, RL140, RL141, RL142, RL145, RL148, RL149, RL150, RL151, 
RL152, RL153, RL156, RL157, RL158, RL160, RL161, RL162, RL163, RL164, RL165, RL167, 
RL168, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL175, RL177, RL179, RL180, RL183, RL184, RL186, 
RLI 87, RLI 88, RLI 89, RL190, RLI 91, RLI 92, RL193, RL194, RLI 95, RLI 96, RLI 97, RL198, 
RL203, RL204, RL207, RL208, RL209, RL211, RL213, RL214, RL215, RL216, RL217, RL218, 
RL219, RL220, RL223, RL224, RL225, RL227, RL228, RL229, RL231, RL236, RL238, RL240, 
RL241, RL242, RL243, RL245, RL246, RL247, RL248, RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, 
RL256, RL257, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, RL269, RL271, RL272, RL273, RL274, 
RL275, RL276, RL277, RL278, RL279, RL280, RL281, RL288, RL289, RL291, RL294, RL300, 
RL302, RL314, RL315, RL316, RL320, RL321, RL323, RL326, RL327, RL340, RL342, RL352, 
RL353, RL355, RL359, RL360, RL362, RL363, RL364, RL365, RL366, RL367, RL368, RL369, 
RL370, RL376, RL377, RL378, RL379, RL380, RL382, RL383, RL443, RL444, RL445, RL448, 
RL450, RL451, RLROOl, RLR003, RLR005, RLROO6, RLSOOS, RTMOOl , RTM004, RTM005, 
RTM007, RTMOIO, RTPOO4, RTPOO6, RTPOI 1, RTPOl2, RTR002, RTROOS, RTROO6, RTR007, 
RTR008, RTROO9, RTROIO, RTROI I , RTR012, RTR013, RTR014, RTRO16, RTROI 9, RTR024, 
RTR026, RTSOOl , RTSOO2, RTSOO3, RTSOO6, RTSOO7, RTSOO9, RTSO14, RTSO15, RTSO16, 
RTSOI 8, RTSOI 9, RTS020, RTSO24 

DOE’S Response; The DOE has proposed a Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS which 
embraces this combination of economic development, future missions, and environmental 
protection. The USWS would be given the responsibility to manage the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach (including the islands outside of Benton County), McGee Ranch, the riverlands, 
and the Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve as an overlay wildlife refuge, while DOE retains 
ownership of the land. 

F2.1.8 Other Combinations 

More than 100 comments expressed concern or support for parts of alternatives or 
additional alternatives. A few commenters submitted alternative maps they had made 
themselves for DOES consideration. Some commenters addressed specifically the issue of 
local versus Federal control. A few supported an  extension to the public comment period. Two 
commenters suggested that additional mapping be done to better represent the wildlife 
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population picture. Others suggested that cleanup, not planning, be the focus of the mission at  
the Hanford Site. These "other combinations" comments a re  summarized below. (Total Other 
Combo = 118). RE004, RE005, RE008, RE012, RE015, RE016, RE020, RE022, RE023, 
RE024, RE025, RE027, RE030, RLOOI , RL031, RL038, RL047, RL054, RL056, RL070, RL073, 
RL097, RL108, RL117, RL118, RL143, RL144, RL152, RL166, RL169, RL176, RLI81, RL182, 
RLI 97, RL199, RL200, RL201 , RL202, RL205, RL206, RL210, RL226, RL230, RL232, RL234, 
RL235, RL237, RL239, RL240, RL241, RL248, RL249, RL251, RL259, RL260, RL263, RL270, 
RL282, RL283, RL284, RL285, RL289, RL290, RL297, RL298, RL299, RL301, RL303, RL304, 
RL305, RL306, RL308, RL309, RL311, RL313, RL314, RL317, RL318, RL319, RL321, RL322, 
RL325, RL328, RL329, RL330, RL332, RL333, RL334, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL341, RL344, 
RL345, RL347, RL349, RL350, RL351 , RL356, RL357, RL358, RL361, RL371, RL373, RL381, 
RL384, RLMOOI , RLM002, RLPOOI, RLSOOI, RLS004, RTM003, RTM018, RTM021 , RTPOO4, 
RTPOO6, RTP014, RTROO9 

Local Confrol vs. federal Confrol. Many commenters were concerned about the issue of local 
control versus Federal control of the land that currently comprises the  Hanford Site. Overall, 65 
commenters cited this issue, with 37 preferring Federal control and 28 preferring local control. 

DOE's Response: The Federal government would likely retain control of the entire Hanford Site 
for the next 50 years, during which time it would be managed by a Federal agency. The DOE 
has proposed that the USFWS manage a large portion of the Hanford Site as an  overlay wildlife 
refuge, while the current ownership remains under Federal control. Therefore, the decision 
being made at this time is not whether the  Federal government is relinquishing ownership of the 
land, but instead, the decision of how to manage the land until such time that the land is 
considered surplus. 

Extension f o  fhe Public Comment Period. Three commenters requested a longer comment 
period. 

DOE's Response: The DOE carefully considered the appropriate comment period length and 
came to the decision that the NEPA-required 45 days was  adequate. This decision was  based 
on several factors. These include the extended public comment period for the original Draft EIS 
in 1996, and the fact that this is a revised draft of a descoped document. From the time the first 
draft was issued in August 1996, to April 1999, extensive work was  done with the participation of 
the nine cooperating agencies to prepare a Revised Draft EIS that demonstrated many 
perspectives of the land-use decision at  the Hanford Site. The alternatives developed 
encompassed the values and goals of many diverse groups within the region. 

Prioritizing Cleanup. Six commenters urged DOE to keep cleanup efforts as its top priority, 
and not allow land-use planning questions to delay any of the cleanup work. 

DOE's Response: The DOE recognizes the cleanup work at Hanford as its primary mission 
and it is that cleanup mission that is the  reason to implement a land-use plan which does not 
address individual cleanup sites, but looks at  the entire Hanford Site instead. 

Cusfomized Alfernafives. Approximately 100 letters cited support for parts of alternatives, or 
the comment writer's own alternative. By an  overwhelming majority, the support for more 
preservation was expressed, ranging from more protection of the entire Hanford Site, to support 
for additional wildlife refuge land. The commenters supporting local control cited t h e  need for 
agriculture on the Wahluke Slope. 

DOE's Response: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS in 
response to these comments. The new Preferred Alternative embraces additional wildlife refuge 
acreage, yet retains economic development, planning for potential future site missions, and 
recreational opportunities on the Hanford Site. 
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Wildlife Mapping. Two commenters suggested that additional wildlife mapping be done to 
several of the maps in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, to more accurately reflect the Hanford Site’s 
current wildlife populations. 

DOE’s Response: The maps (figures) included in the Final HCP-EIS have been labeled with 
the caveat that any wildlife population map cannot be completely accurate, since nesting and 
burrowing sites vary from season to season and year to year. 

Wahluke 2000 Plan. Ten commenters supported the Wahluke 2000 Plan as an  alternative that 
was  not considered by the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. These commenters expressed concern that 
even the land use described in Alternative Three was not as balanced as the Wahluke 2000 
Plan. The commenters also cited that the Wahluke 2000 Plan had already gone through a 
public process. 

DOE’S Response: The DOE worked with the Grant and Franklin County Planning Departments 
as cooperating agencies on preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and, subsequently, on 
preparation of this Final HCP EIS. The basis for the Wahluke Slope planning was the Wahluke 
2000 Plan, as it was sent to Mr. Ron Izatt, then Director of the Environmental Restoration 
Division for the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office, on November 18, 1992, from 
Mr. Mark Hedman, representing the Wahluke 2000 Committee. The only difference between the 
map submitted then, and the map presented in Alternative Three of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
is the inclusion of wetlands protection as required by state and Federal regulations. 

F2.1.9 Preservation 

Several comrnenters expressed their support for preservation of the Hanford Site. Fifty- 
eight letters supported preservation in some aspect, although the amount of preservation cited 
varied from the addition of the 200 West Area sagebrush, to preservation of the entire Hanford 
Site. Many cited the Hanford Reach, the creation of a National Wildlife Refuge, McGee Ranch, 
May Junction, the islands, the LlGO land (when LIGO is complete), Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, and the sand dunes. Reasons cited were historical, ecological, cultural, biological, and 
economic. Some commenters thought there was enough preservation already. (Total 
Preservation = 58). REO1 8, RE020, RL004, RLOl6, RL029, RL040, RL050, RL061 , RL063, 
RL074, RL088, RL102, RLI 13, RLI 16, RLI 19, RL123, RL126, RL146, RL171 , RL178, RL204, 
RL206, RL212, RL243, RL250, RL265, RL282, RL283, RL288, RL289, RL291, RL299, RL302, 
RL322, RL326, RL355, RL358, RL360, RL367, RL439, RL440, RL443, RL445, RLROOI, 
RLR003, RLR004, RTPOO5, RTPO12, RTROl5, RTROl7, RTROl8, RTROZI , RTR022, RTR023, 
RTR025, RTSOO8, RTSOI 0, RTSOI 9 

DOE’s Response: It is because of the need to protect the environment (e.g., meeting DOE’s 
policy as a Natural Resource Trustee), that acreage for preservation was  considered a high 
priority. Many of the plants and animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to 
survive. The DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the 
environment by placing a large portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USRNS as 
an overlay wildlife refuge. 

F2.1.10 Conservation (Mining) 

Of the 149 commenters expressing a view on Conservation (Mining), only 11 felt that no 
mining a t  all should b e  allowed on the Hanford Site. The overwhelming majority felt that some 
mining could b e  allowed but only for the necessary materials for the cleanup of the Hanford Site. 
Some  suggested that mining areas should be reclaimed and transferred into the Refuge after 
the cleanup mission. One commenter wanted the definition of mining in the Final HCP EIS to 
state that no removal of ore bodies or extraction of precious minerals would b e  included in the 
mining activity. Ten letters described specific areas that should not be mined (primarily the ALE 
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Reserve), while one commenter cited the need for McGee Ranch silt specifically for the cleanup 
program. (Total Conservation [Mining] = 149). RE006, RE007, RE009, REOl 0, RE014, RE017, 
RE019, REO20, RE021 , RE026, RL002, RL009, RL014, RL027, RL042, RL051, RL068, RL076, 
RL077, RL085, RL086, RL092, RL095, RL099, RLIOO, RL103, RL107, RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, 
RL120, RL121, RL124, RL125, RL136, RL139, RL141, RL148, RL149, RL154, RL155, RL162, 
RL167, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL179, RL180, RL184, RL185, RL186, RL187, RL188, 
RL189, RLI 90, RL191, RL192, RL196, RL197, RL203, RL206, RL207, RL213, RL217, RL220, 
RL222, RL224, RL225, RL226, RL229, RL230, RL236, RL238, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL249, 
RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, 
RL277, RL279, RL280, RL281, RL282, RL283, RL289, RL294, RL309, RL314, RL320, RL326, 
RL327, RL338, RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL346, RL355, RL360, RL362, RL366, 
RL368, RL371, RL376, RL379, RL438, RL443, RL446, RL448, RL450, RL451, RLR003, 
RLR004, RLROO5, RLROO6, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTP008, RTPOI 1, RTPO12, RTR002, 
RTROO5, RTROO6, RTR008, RTR012, RTROI 6, RTROl9, RTR022, RTS002, RTSOIO, RTSOl3, 
RTSO16, RTSO17, RTS018, RTSOl9 

DOE’s Response: The total Conservation acreage (Conservation [Mining and Grazing] and 
Conservation [Mining]) in the DOE’s Preferred Alternative in approximately the s a m e  in the Final 
HCP-EIS as it w a s  in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. However, in response to public comment, the 
definition of mining has been modified to clarify what type of mining might be allowed. The new 
definition specifies that mining on the Hanford Site must first undergo a permit application 
process to determine need, and that only governmental mining would be allowed. The DOE 
needs mineral resources to adequately perform the cleanup mission, and the State of 
Washington needs mining capability to maintain the state highway that runs through the Hanford 
Site. DOE has just converted its first gravel pit near the river into a wetland as a reclamation 
project and intends to complete some type of reclamation when finished a t  the major mining 
areas. No commercial mining would be allowed on the Hanford Site. Big Bend Alberta Mining 
Company, which currently holds mining rights on about 518 ha (1,280 ac) on the ALE Reserve, 
is not under the control of DOE. 

F2.7.7 7 Conservation (Mining and Grazing) 

More than 200 commenters were against allowing any commercial grazing on the 
Hanford Site. Many commenters cited grazing as being incompatible with wildlife protection. 
One  commenter specifically mentioned the adverse impact on the elk population if fences were 
put up to contain livestock. The spreading of noxious weeds was  also attributed to livestock 
grazing, because hoofs tear up the delicate ground cover habitat. There was a concern for 
possible plutonium contamination, and it was expressed that livestock grazed on the Hanford 
Site would be bad perceptually for all of Washington State agriculture. Three commenters 
supported limited grazing, or supported local control instead of this being a Federal decision. 
(Total Conservation [Mining and Grazing] = 240). RE006, RE007, RE009, REOl 0, RE014, 
RE017, RE019, RE020, RE021, RE023, RE026, RL002, RL004, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, 
RL009, RL012, RL013, RL014, RL015, RL016, RL017, RL018, RL019, RL020, RL021, RL023, 
RL026, RL027, RL028, RL029, RL032, RL034, RL036, RL037, RL038, RL039, RL040, RL041, 
RL042, RL043, RL045, RL049, RL051, RL055, RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, 
RL065, RL067, RL068, RL072, RL074, RL076, RL077, RL084, RL085, RL086, RL087, RL092, 
RL095, RL099, RLIOO, RL1 01 , RL103, RL107, RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, RLI 19, RL120, RL121, 
RL124, RL125, RL136, RL139, RL140, RL141, RL145, RL148, RL149, RL153, RL154, RL157, 
RL158, RLI 61, RL163, RL164, RL165, RL167, RL168, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL175, 
RL176, RL177, RL178, RL179, RL180, RL181, RL184, RL185, RL186, RL187, RL188, RL189, 
RL190, RL191, RL192, RL196, RL197, RL198, RL203, RL204, RL206, RL207, RL208, RL210, 
RL212, RL213, RL217, RL218, RL219, RL220, RL224, RL225, RL226, RL227, RL229, RL230, 
RL236, RL238, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL261, 
RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, RL269, RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, RL277, RL279, RL280, 
RL281, RL282, RL283, RL288, RL289, RL292, RL293, RL294, RL296, RL302, RL309, RL312, 
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RL314, RL320, RL326, RL327, RL338, RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL346, RL355, 
RL356, RL360, RL362, RL366, RL368, RL369, RL371, RL376, RL379, RL383, RL438, RL439, 
RL443, RL445, RL448, RL449, RL450, RL451, RLR001, RLR003, RLR004, RLR005, RLROO6, 
RLS002, RLS005, RTPOO4, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOIO, RTPOI 1, RTPOI 2, 
RTPOI 3, RTR002, RTR003, RTR004, RTR005, RTROO6, RTR007, RTR008, RTROI 0, RTROI 1, 
RTRO12, RTRO14, RTR016, RTRO19, RTR022, RTSOO2, RTSOIO, RTSO13, RTSO16, RTSO17, 
RTSOI 8, RTSOI 9 

DOE's Response: In response to the strong public sentiment on this issue, DOE has 
eliminated grazing from its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS. In doing so, DOE 
considered the effects of grazing on the wildlife habitat, including the potential for the spread of 
noxious weeds when livestock hooves damage the ground cover. The land-use definition of 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing) was included in DOE's Preferred Alternative in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS to accommodate a grazing permit granted by the State of Washington for the 
Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area. The state allowed this permit to expire on 
December 31, 1998. 

F2. I. 12 Low-Intensify Recreation 

Twenty-five letters addressed Low-Intensity Recreation on the Hanford Site. Eight 
commenters supported boat launches. Four of these supported a boat launch only at Vernita 
and not at White Bluffs, while four supported a boat launch at both locations (although one 
stated the boat launch at White Bluffs should be moved downstream of the White Bluffs 
townsite). Seven commenters opposed a boat launch at White Bluffs, citing the need to 
minimize damage to the bluffs. Two commenters opposed recreation of any type on the Hanford 
Site. Several expressed the view that only non-motorized vehicles or recreation be allowed on 
constructed trails. Several others supported access for limited recreation citing, as examples, 
camp sites for paddlers and access for kayakers and rafters. (Total Low-Intensity Recreation = 
25). RL104, RL120, RL154, RL159, RL181, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL222, RL225, RL230, 
RL242, RL243, RL249, RL296, RL314, RL346, RL355, RL360, RL438, RL440, RLR004, 
RTPOI 0, RTROOG, RTSOI 9 

DOE's Response: When the cooperating agencies looked at expanding recreational 
opportunities along the Columbia River (e.g., boat launches at Vernita and the White Bluffs), two 
resources areas - biological and cultural -were always scrutinized. The White Bluffs boat 
launch has cultural significance that would be best preserved by continued operation of the old 
ferry launches on both sides of the river. Further, establishing a new boat launch would most 
likely impact existing tribal cultural resources. The two Hanford avian species that are currently 
protected under the Environmental Species Act (ESA) have been placed in the delisting process 
and will be removed in one to two years. Those Hanford species left on the ESA are three 
fishes that could be impacted by installation of a new boat ramp near the Vernita Bridge. This 
type of balancing between resource protection issues and greater access to those resources is 
why advice from the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) (see Chapter 6) would be so valuable 
to DOE. 

F2. I. 13 High-Intensify Recreation 

Thirty-two comments were received regarding High-Intensity Recreation. Twelve were 
opposed to this land-use designation, while of the twenty in favor, most were in support of the 
B Reactor museum proposal. One commenter supporting the designation disagreed with 
closing off recreational opportunities (river access, for example) for 50 years, while another letter 
expressed support for recreational opportunities in general. One letter expressed the view that 
no High-Intensity Recreation should be allowed. (Total High-Intensity Recreation = 32). RL042, 
RL147, RL159, RL170, RL179, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL221, RL225, RL242, RL243, RL249, 
RL266, RL282, RL314, RL339, RL342, RL344, RL346, RL355, RL440, RL445, RTMOO9, 
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RTP003, RTPOO5, RTPOO7, RTPOIO, RTPOI 1, RTROOl , RTROO6, RTSOl9, RE028, RL046, 
RL185, RL201, RL204, RL206, RL230, RL288, RL296, RL314, RL343, RL347, RL360, RL445, 
RTR012 . 

DOE’s Response: One of the  assumptions DOE used in developing its Preferred Alternative 
was that the public would support preservation of the Manhattan Project’s historical legacy 
consistent with the  B Reactor Museum Association’s proposal. The public validated this 
assumption by supporting the  B Reactor Museum proposal during the public comment period on 
the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The B Reactor would be  designated High-Intensity Recreation to 
allow tourism of the Federally registered landmark. The  High-Intensity Recreation area near 
Vemita Bridge (where the  current Washington State rest stop is located) would be  expanded 
across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other visitor-serving 
facilities. Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns, a boat dock at the 
B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities were completed. 
However, upon completion of the ER efforts, the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for 
the appropriate permits to construct a boat dock. Rail access to the site would not be  hindered 
by DOE’s Preferred Alternative because the extant rail lines a re  considered pre-existing 
nonconformances. 

F2.7.74 Research and Development 

Letters received on this land-use designation cited the need for restricting or prohibiting 
Research and Development. Two letters expressed the view that this land use would be  too 
costly and too speculative at this time. Suggestions to limit Research and Development to the 
300 Area, LIGO, and FFTF were made. One  commenter discussed the need for the EIS to 
distinguish between large-scale R&D and smaller scale, time-limited activities that would, by 
their nature, consume less resources. (Total Research and Development = 15). RE028, RL046, 
RLI 85, RL201 , RL204, RL206, RL230, RL288, RL296, RL343, RL347, RL360, RL445, RTROI 2 

DOE’s Response: The DOE considered the need for Research and Development land use on 
the Hanford Site and included in its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS an appropriate 
amount of acreage to provide for any potential future missions for the Hanford Site as well as 
economic development. The  Research and Development land-use areas  in the HCP EIS are  
adjacent to, or on areas currently used for activities similar to, or the s a m e  as potential future 
uses. This land-use designation reflects the DOE mission of science and technology as well as 
economic development. 

F2.1.75 Industrial 

Thirty-five commenters addressed the Industrial land-use designation. Some 
recommended limiting industrial development to the 300 Area and 1 100 Area, or a reas  near the 
Tri-Cities, which could support the  industry with infrastructure. One  commenter suggested that a 
corridor from Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) south to the 300 Area. Some expressed that 
timing was  important, that cleanup proceed first, then development, and that existing high- 
density industrial areas should be  filled up first, before expanding land use. One  commenter 
made it clear that industrial development occur only where a documented need exits. A few 
commenters were against any further industrial development on the Hanford Site. (Total 
Industrial = 35). RE023, RL174, RL179, RL181 , RL204, RL206, RL225, RL230, RL233, RL242, 
RL249, RL288, RL289, RL314, RL319, RL320, RL322, RL326, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL349, 
RL355, RL358, RL360, RL443, RL445, RLROOI , RTM008, RTPOOI , RTPOO5, RTROO6, 
RTROIO, RTROI 1 , RTROl2 
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DOE’s Response: The need for the Industrial land-use designation is to support the DOE 
missions of science and technology and Environmental Management (Le., the cleanup mission). 
The industrial areas  would not be developed at  the expense of the cleanup mission, in either 
budget or schedule. The land designated as Industrial would be developed only with a strategy 
that embraces development along with the infrastructure to support it. 

F2. I. 16 Industrial-Exclusive 

Several commenters stated that the Industrial-Exclusive use area as shown in the 
Revised Draft Preferred Alternative should be reconfigured to represent what was  shown for 
Industrial-Exclusive in Alternatives One  and Two. Specifically, they felt the small western 
extension of the 200 Areas should be Preservation. (Total Industrial-Exclusive = 9). RL174, 
RL179, RL204, RL206, RL314, RL343, RL344, RL445, RTROO6 

DOE’s Response: Preservation was  only applied if there was  some combination of exceptional 
resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, and edaphic). This approach allowed Preservation to 
be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic soil greasewood community, the sand dune 
dependent Indian rice grass community, and other location dependent communities. Still, not all 
areas with exceptional vegetational structure (e.g., the 200 West Area sagebrush stands) are 
considered appropriate of the Preservation designation. The presence of sagebrush in the 200 
Areas could interfere with DOE’S conducting one of its primary missions and there is no 
combination of values that would elevate the 200 Area sagebrush into a Preservation 
designation. 

F2. I. I 7  Agriculture 

Over 200 commenters addressed Agriculture as a land use. More than 180 were 
opposed to any agriculture on the Hanford Site, citing the possible endangering of the health of 
the Columbia River from irrigation runoff, the potential damage to the White Bluffs from 
irrigation, the need for preservation of the shrub-steppe habitat for wildlife, and the possibility 
that agriculture on the Hanford Site would be bad, perceptually, for all Washington State 
agriculture. The 20 letters in support of agriculture cited the need to support world food 
production, schools (with the resultant taxes), and the rural area in Grant County in need of 
economic growth. (Total Agriculture = 202). RE004, RE006, RE014, RE017, RE019, RE020, 
RE021, RE023, RE026, RE029, RL004, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL012, RL013, RL015, 
RLOl6, RLOI 7, RLOl8, RLOl9, RL020, RL021, RL023, RL025, RL026, RL028, RL029, RL032, 
RL034, RL036, RL037, RL038, RL039, RL040, RL041, RL042, RL043, RL044, RL045, RL049, 
RL055, RL056, RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, RL065, RL067, RL070, RL072, 
RL074, RL076, RL077, RL084, RL086, RL090, RL092, RL094, RL095, RL099, RLI 01, RLI 07, 
RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, RLI 17, RLI 21, RL125, RL131 , RL136, RL139, RL140, RL142, RL145, 
RL148, RLI 53, RLI 56, RL157, RLI 58, RL159, RLI 61, RLI 62, RL163, RL164, RLI 68, RL174, 

RL190, RL191, RL192, RL194, RL196, RL198, RL206, RL208, RL21 0, RL212, RL213, RL217, 
RL218, RL219, RL221, RL223, RL224, RL225, RL227, RL229, RL230, RL236, RL238, RL239, 
RL242, RL243, RL250, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL258, RL261, RL266, RL269, RL271, 
RL280, RL283, RL284, RL289, RL307, RL312, RL314, RL320, RL321 , RL326, RL327, RL330, 
RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL346, RL355, RL356, RL362, RL363, RL369, RL371 , RL376, 
RL379, RL384, RL439, RL451 , RLM003, RLROOI , RLS005, RTM001 , RTM002, RTM004, 
RTMOOS, RTM007, RTMOO9, RTMOIO, RTM013, RTMO15, RTM017, RTMO19, RTPOO3, 
RTPOO4, RTPOO8, RTPOI 1, RTR002, RTROO3, RTR004, RTROI 1 , RTR012, RTROI 3, RTR014, 
RTROI 6, RTROI 8, RTROl9, RTR020, RTR024, RTSOO7, RTSOI 1, RTSOl3, RTSOl7, RTSOl8, 
RTSOl9 

RL175, RL176, RL178, RL179, RL180, RL181, RLI 82, RL185, RL186; RL187, RLI 88, RLI 89, 

DOE’s Response: In its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS, DOE would preclude any 
agriculture on the Hanford Site. In keeping with its policy as a Natural Resource Trustee, DOE 
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has placed entire Wahluke Slope under management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife 
refuge. 

F2.1.18 Policy 

Forty-one letters relating to policy were received. Half of these addressed the payment in 
lieu of taxes (PILT), expressing that future payments should be based on lost opportunity instead 
of current use, and that these payments are important to providing equal educational opportunity 
to the children of Grant County. Two commenters wanted to add to the Policy Statement in 
Chapter 6 regarding protection and preservation of environmental resources. One  commenter 
wanted the Hanford Strategic Plan to go out for public review. One commenter wanted it noted 
that there are  groundwater and basaltic problems in the area by the river. One commenter 
expressed a concern that land-use planning should not be used to drive cleanup standards. 
Another commenter wanted DOE to remain open to the idea of bartering as a way to reach 
agreement on land use. A summary of comments received under the “policy” category a re  listed 
below. (Total Policy = 41). RL154, RL204, RL233, RL297, RL298, RL301, RL303, RL307, 
RL329, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL350, RL351, RL441, RL445, RL447, RLM003, 
RTMOOl , RTM004, RTM005, RTMOO6, RTMOl 0, RTMOI 1, RTMOl2, RTMOl6, RTMOI 7, 
RTM020, RTPOOI , RTPOO2, RTPOO3, RTPOO9, RTR012, RTS004, RTSOO6, RTSOO9, RTSOl2, 
RTS022, RTSO23 

PlLT Payments. Twenty letters were received addressing the payment of PILT to Grant 
County. Fourteen of these cited the need to base future PlLT payments on lost opportunity 
instead of current land use. The remaining 6 letters cited the need for Grant County to receive 
PILT and the importance of PILT to schools. One commenter cited the preference for 
opportunity, instead of entitlement. 

DOE’S Response: Because DOE has chosen to work with the USFWS to manage the 
proposed wildlife refuge as an  “overlay refuge,” DOE would retain land ownership which, in turn, 
would maximize the PILT payments to the affected counties. (The DOE pays about 10 times 
what DO1 pays.) 

The Grant County Assessor determined the value of developed farmland by computing the 
average assessed value per acre for personal property, improvements, and land and trees, to 
arrive at  a total average of $3,091.67. Personal property includes farm machinery and 
equipment, including above ground irrigation systems. Improvements include the value of 
farmhouses and farm buildings, including sheds, warehouses, cold storage, etc. Land includes 
the value of land, plus underground irrigation systems. Trees include the value of orchards, 
vineyards, etc. In addition, the assumption was made that 33,000 acres, or 94 percent of the 
irrigable or previously irrigated land under DOE control in Grant County would b e  developed 
farmland to arrive a t  a total estimated taxable value of $102 million. 

One  commenter said h e  believes there is an inequality since DOE only pays PILT based upon 
the value of land ($1,225 an  acre for irrigable land) and does not include additional values listed 
above. This commenter’s computation of PlLT does not comply with DOE’S PlLT policies and is 
not equitable, considering DOE uses very little of the services provided by the County. If the 
land were transferred, individuals living on and farming the land would require significantly more 
services by the County, the additional cost of which would probably be more than the additional 
taxes, collected. The assumption that 33,000 acres would be developed is an aggressive one. 
The Grant County Assessor has assumed only 27,000 acres would be developed farmland. The 
same  conditions a r e  s e t  forth in signed intergovernmental agreements with Benton and Franklin 
Counties and PlLT is being consistently applied. 
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Continuation of Cleanup. Five commenters reiterated the need for continuation of the cleanup 
mission. 

DOE’S Response: The DOE considers the cleanup mission at Hanford to be its primary 
mission, and the land-use planning effort is complementary to and not in conflict with that 
mission. In fact, the land-use plan would facilitate the cleanup mission. 

Human Health and Safety. Commenters cited the need to consider human health and safety, 
since parts of the Hanford Site would be contaminated for a long time, if not forever. 

DOE’s Response: The DOE has taken into consideration that cleanup would take years to 
complete to an acceptable level. This land-use plan would enable regulators to set cleanup 
standards to levels commensurate with the land use planned at each cleanup site. 

Environmental Justice: Some commenters stated that DOE did not adequately address the 
Environmental Justice impact caused by not expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke 
Slope to Hispanic agricultural workers. 

DOE’s Response: On February 1 1,1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898 
(59 Fed. Reg. 7629, 1994), Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-lncome Populations. This Executive Order directs each Federal agency to 
make environmental justice part of the agency mission. To the greatest extent practicable and 
permitted by law, Federal agencies must identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations. 

As stated in the President‘s February 11, 1994 memorandum that accompanied the Executive 
Order, ”Each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, 
economic, and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities and 
low-income communities, when such analysis is required by NEPA (42 USC Section 4321, 
et seq.). Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in an environmental assessment, 
environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever feasible, should address 
significant and adverse environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority 
communities and low-income communities.” The memorandum and Executive Order ensure 
that minority and low-income communities will have a voice in the development and 
implementation of any Federal action that might adversely affect those communities. 

In addition, the memorandum and Executive Order indicate that all Federal agencies are to be 
proactive in identifying and, to the extent practicable, mitigating any potential disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities that could result from 
proposed Federal actions. 

In order to implement the provisions of Executive Order 12898, the U.S. Department of Energy 
Environmental Justice Strategy, Executive Order 72898 (DOE 1995a) was prepared. Guidance 
provided in this publication, as well as CEQ’s Environmental Justice Guidance under NfPA 
(March 1998), and EPA’s Guidance for lncorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s 
N€PA Compliance Analyses (April 1998) were used, to the extent practicable, in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS. 

Because the proposed action for the Wahluke Slope is Preservation, there would no impacts to 
the Hispanic population because no changes would be made to the current use of the lands. 
Preservation is consistent with the wishes of the two Tribal Nations who served as consulting 
Tribal governments for this EIS, and who represent the minority and low-income communities 
who would be most directly affected by the proposed Federal action. 
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FZ.1. I 9  Procedure 

Several letters had comments regarding membership of the Site Planning Advisory Board 
(SPAB). The SPAB could be established upon adoption of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
in the HCP EIS Record of Decision. The inclusion of equal sea ts  for: 1) each Tribe as a 
sovereign nation, 2) regulators, 3) the  National Marine Fisheries Service, 4) the National Science 
Foundation, and 5) the Washington State Department of Ecology; and less sea ts  for the 
counties were offered by six commenters as improvements to the SPAB membership as 
described in the  Revised Draft HRA-EIS (Chapter 6). Two commenters wanted the name of the 
document changed to better reflect the emphasis on land-use planning. Several commenters 
expressed the opinion that the Secretary of Energy’s announcement in April 1999 of the Revised 
Draft‘s Preferred Alternative prejudiced the outcome. One  commenter noted that cultural 
reviews should be  prepared before land use is designated. One  commenter would like the DOE 
to slow down the decision, and one would like to speed up the decision. One  commenter noted 
that all land-use plans must support and preserve natural resources. A more detailed 
description of these comments, along with DOE’s responses, are  listed below. (Total Procedure 
= 11). RL124, RL154, RL204, RL290, RL292, RL293, RL446, RTM018, RTP013, RTP003, 
RTS004 

SPAB Membership. Commenters cited concerns regarding membership of the SPAB. 

DOE’s Response: As presented in the Final HCP EIS, the makeup of the SPAB would be the 
nine cooperating agencies that participated in the preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and 
development of the land-use alternatives. However, membership is not necessarily fixed. As an  
advisory board, the board would support DOE by reviewing and providing advice for Area 
Management Plans and Resource Management Plans, providing policy advice to DOE in a reas  
involving coordination of land and resource management, and advising DOE during 
consideration of nonconforming proposals within the boundary of the Hanford Site. 

Predecisional Announcemenf. Some commenters felt the  outcome of the public review had 
been prejudiced by the Secretary of Energy’s announcement in April 1999 of the DOE’s 
Preferred Alternative prior to the  document being published and in the hands of the public. 

DOE’s Response: The Secretary’s announcement is consistent with the NEPA process and 
consistent with the DOE’s Preferred Alternative. The DOE has  indicated in previous drafts of the 
EIS its support for the proposal to expand the wildlife refuge to include the entire Wahluke Slope 
and management of the Wahluke Slope for Preservation. The Secretary’s announcement 
supported the DOES Preferred Alternative proposed in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 
Management of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation is consistent with the ROD for the 
DO1 Hanford Reach EIS issued in 1996. 

The DOE has  both the  right and the responsibility under NEPA to identify the agency’s Preferred 
Alternative. Federal NEPA regulations under 40 CFR 1502.14(e) require the Agency to 
“ident i fy  the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one  of more exists, in t h e  draft 
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the 
expression of such as preference.” The Secretary’s announcement is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

The DOE does not believe that the Secretary’s announcement has in any way prejudiced the 
outcome of the HCP EIS or the development of the NEPA ROD. The DOE has  repeatedly 
expressed its support for management of the Wahluke Slope for Preservation, beginning in 1994 
when the DOE concurred in the  Hanford Reach EIS. 
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Name Change: Commenters wanted a name change for the document. 

DOE’s Response: During the public review and comment period on the Revised Draft HRA- 
EIS, DOE solicited public input on a proposed name change for the EIS document to better 
reflect its purpose. The DOE proposed changing the name from the Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental lmpact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) to the Hanford 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact Statement (HCP EIS). The public 
supported this change, and in the Final EIS the name has been changed. 

Timing of  the Decision: The timing of the decision was commented on, both for speeding it up 
and slowing it down. 

DOE’s Response: The DOE has several legal and policy drivers requiring the preparation of a 
land-use plan. (Please see comment response under “No-Action Alternative”). 

Cu/tura//Nafura/ Resources Reviews: Cultural reviews and natural resources should be taken 
into account when land use is being planned. 

DOE’S Response: Both cultural reviews and natural resources have been, and would continue 
to be taken into account when land-use decisions are made. The purpose of the SPAB is to 
advise the DOE when land-use implementation is being considered. 

F2.1.20 Plan 

Eight letters addressed the comprehensive land-use plan. One of the commenters cited 
concern that what appears to be “management by committee” is too risky. Another commenter 
thanked DOE for keeping the process open. One commenter was glad that Hanford was 
created, or there would not be all the land there is today available to preserve. One commenter 
expressed that the time frame for land-use planning should be about seven generations out. 
Another cited the lack of impacts described from industrial development. Two commenters were 
concerned that the sensitivity of LlGO to noise and vibration from other activities at Hanford was 
not adequately addressed. (Total Plan = 8). RL269, RL446, RTM015, RTROO9, RTSO13, 
RTS020, RTSO25, RTS026 

DOE’s Response: The CLUP is meant to be a living document that brings DOE into 
cooperative planning with the local governments where possible, but also allows DOE to fulfill its 
Federal missions. To make the CLUP a viable planning tool, DOE has proposed a SPAB that 
would provide a forum for local governments to discuss their planning intentions and how 
Hanford might fit in as a regional complex. The DOES NEPA process suggests that ElSs which 
establish land-use plans be reviewed by the NEPA Compliance Officer for revisions on a five- 
year schedule. As an advisory board, the SPAB would be able to tackle such issues as: 

The extreme sensitivity of the LlGO facilities to noise and vibration created by other 
activities on the Hanford Site even though such activities may be at large distances 
from LIGO. 

The Energy Northwest lease to continue WNP-2 for power production and also allow 
for economic reuse of WNP 1 and 4. 

The 200 Areas where contaminated areas are also important wildlife habitat. 

How economic development should be coordinated, and where PlLT payments fit into 
the economic health of the region. 
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F2.1.21 Public Involvemenf 

The DOE received 65 letters and testimonies related to the public involvement process 
for the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Specifically, these included comments on the “opportunity to 
comment” (33), comments on the  multiple public hearings (15), and comments on the quality of 
the document and the work that went into preparing the document (24). A summary of the  
comments received under this category is provided below. (Total Public Involvement = 65). 
RE012, RE013, RE028, RL003, RL006, RL043, RL052, RL054, RL103, RL153, RL154, RL166, 
RL178, RL179, RL185, RL200, RL204, RL205, RL206, RL225, RL228, RL230, RL234, RL270, 
RL273, RL281 , RL290, R E 9 1  , RL292, RL304, RL314, RL318, RL319, RL322, RL328, RL341, 
RL342, RL344, RL345, RL349, RL355, RL361, RL381, RL443, RL445, RLMOOI, RTM012, 
RTPOOI , RTPOO2, RTPOO4, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTP008, RTPOIO, RTR004, RTROO6, RTROI 1, 
RTR012, RTR013, RTR014, RTSOO9, RTSOI 1, RTS015 

“Opporfunify fo Comment.” Commenters thanked DOE for the opportunity to review and 
comment on the document. All but one commenter was appreciative of the comment process, 
including the consideration DOE was  giving to the comments received, and for listening to the 
public on this topic. One commenter was discouraged, citing the perception that the decision 
had already been made. 

DOE’s Response: The Federal regulations for NEPA, 40 CFR 1500-1508, require DOE to 
make an EIS available to the public for review and comment. The DOE h a s  considered all 
comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, and has  made changes to its Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP EIS based on public comments received. 

Multiple Public Hearings. Commenters were appreciative of DOE holding public hearings both 
in Richland, and outside of the  Tri-Cities. One  commenter pointed out that a hearing is required 
by NEPA regulations. Commenters in Portland complimented the DOE for going outside 
Washington State to listen to Oregon residents’ concerns regarding “this profound and very 
important issue.” A Mattawa resident cited his appreciation for the DOE going to the location 
where the issues are  closest to the people. One Richland commenter said it was  “refreshing” for 
the DOE to listen. 

DOE’s Response: The Federal regulations for NEPA, 40 CFR 1503, require DOE to solicit 
comments from those persons or organizations who may be  interested or affected by the  
decision. 

Document Qualify/Preparation: Commenters were complimentary about the quality of the 
document and the amount of work that went into preparing the document. Citations included: 
“a lot of progress has  been made,” It was a tremendous amount of work. It took years to 
accomplish,” ”give the DOE congratulations,” “good work,” “well researched and 
comprehensive,” “excellent research and enormous staff work,” ”good job of reaching out to the 
community,” “extensive and excellent qualitative evaluation and comparison,” “thoughtful and 
comprehensive,” and “high quality assessment.” These comments were directed a t  DOE and 
the nine cooperating agencies who prepared the document. Commenters also were pleased 
that DOE was  addressing the  land-use issue. 

DOE’s Response: A first draft of the HRA-EIS was  published for public review in August 1996. 
In response to comments received on that first draft, DOE worked with the cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments to establish a framework for the environmental analyses and 
the proposed CLUP policies and implementing procedures presented in this Final HCP EIS. 
Substantial agreement was reached among the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments on the development of land-use designations, and on the format for determining 
the potential environmental impacts associated with the land uses proposed in this EIS. 
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F2.1.22 Salmon 

Several letters commented that the salmon need protection. Fifty-two letters were 
received, all supporting protection of salmon and salmon habitat, supporting salmon recovery 
efforts, and expressing concern for the dwindling salmon population, the health of the salmon 
and the people who eat them, and restoration of the salmon runs. Some recommended that we 
do everything in our power to protect and preserve the salmon and other anadromous fish. 
(Salmon total = 52). RE005, RE015, RE017, RE021, RL003, RL014, RL025, RL044, RL063, 
RL069, RL118, RL122, RL146, RLI51, RL156, RL162, RL182, RL194, RL209, RL212, RL222, 
RL223, RL246, RL251 , RL261 , RL266, RL268, RL284, RL299, RL321 , RL324, RL338, RL347, 
RL356, RL363, RL378, RLROOI , RTPOO4, RTP007, RTPOO8, RTPO12, RTR014, RTR018, 
RTS007, RTSOO8, RTSOO9, RTSOIO, RTSOl2, RTSO17, RTSO18, RTSOl9, RTSO21 

DOE’s Response: The Hanford Site is home to some of the region’s most unique natural 
resources. In two years, the salmon will be the only endangered species on the Hanford Site. 
(The Bald Eagle and the Peregrine Falcon have increased in population enough to be taken off 
the Endangered Species List.) Salmon prime habitat is in the Columbia River in the Wahluke 
Slope and along the Hanford Reach. The concern for the erosion of the White Bluffs into the 
river is the silting of the gravel beds where the salmon spawn. This was a significant factor 
behind the decision to disallow farming as a land use on the Wahluke Slope in the DOE’s 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

F2.1.23 Hanford Reach 

More than 100 letters were received supporting protection of the Hanford Reach. Most 
letters cited the critical salmon spawning habitat, as well as the eagles and other wildlife that eat 
the salmon. Some feel that the future of the entire Northwest depends on the cleanliness of the 
river. Concern was expressed for the erosion of the White Bluffs, and the effects of orchard 
growth on the spawning habitat. Although all commenters supported protection of the Reach, 
three opposed Federal control to achieve that end. One commenter stated that DOE is 
responsible for contaminating the Reach. (Total Hanford Reach = 109). RE002, REO1 3, 
REO1 5, REO1 8, RE028, RL031 , RL032, RL041 , RL042, RL043, RL048, RL052, RL059, RL063, 
RL074, RL084, RLI 14, RLI 16, RLI 17, RL132, RLI 33, RL142, RL146, RL154, RL160, RLI 62, 
RL177, RL179, RL188, RL191, RL209, RL212, RL214, RL219, RL221, RL235, RL237, RL240, 
RL241 , RL244, RL251 , RL262, RL265, RL266, RL268, RL272, RL278, RL281 , RL284, RL288, 
RL291, RL296, RL299, RL303, RL324, RL342, RL344, RL363, RL364, RL366, RL369, RL440, 
RL448, RL449, RL450, RL451, RLROOI , RLR004, RLROO6, RTMOO6, RTMOO9, RTPOOI, 
RTPOO2, RTPOOS, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOI 1 , RTPO12, RTR002, RTR004, RTR005, 
RTROO6, RTR008, RTROI 0, RTROI 1 , RTROI 3, RTR014, RTROl5, RTROl6, RTROl8, RTR020, 
RTR022, RTR024, RTR026, RTSOOI , RTSOO3, RTSOO4, RTSOO7, RTSOO9, RTSOI 0, RTSOI 1, 
RTSOl2, RTSO13, RTSOl6, RTSO17, RTSOl8, RTSOl9, RTSO20 

DOE’s Response: The Hanford Reach is a valuable national resource, abundant in natural 
beauty and home to a large biologically diverse wildlife. It is because of the intrinsic value of this 
free-flowing section of the Columbia River and the area surrounding it that DOE has included the 
Hanford Reach in the area placed under USFWS management as an overlay wildlife refuge. 

F2.1.24 Tribal Rights 

Several of the commenters expressed their concern that Tribal rights be honored 
by DOE. Ten of the twenty-one commenters held firm that all Tribal rights must be supported. 
Many of the letters also expressed support for the protection of cultural and religious sites from 
disturbance. One commenter noted that Tribal rights would be protected by local control. One 
commenter recommended working with the Yakama Indian Nation. One commenter supported 
modifications to Alternative One to accommodate the needs of the Tribes. One commenter 
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noted that the land need not be given back to farmers since the land was  originally stolen from 
the Wanapum, Yakama, and Nez Perce. One commenter wished DOE had considered an  
option to deed stewardship back to the Tribes. (Total Tribal Rights = 21). RE023, RL044, 
RLI55, RLI59, RL168, RL267, RL291, RL292, RL293, RL354, RL356, RL358, RTPOOI, 
RTP002, RTPOO9, RTPOI 1 , RTPOI 3, RTS004, RTSOO6, RTSOI 1 , RTSOI 3 

DOE’S Response: Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal governments’ treaty- 
reserved right of taking fish at  all “usual and accustomed” places applies to the Hanford Reach 
of the Columbia River where it passes through Hanford, and that treaty rights are  inalienable 
rights exercised by tribal members. 

Nevertheless, Tribal governments and DOE disagree over the applicability to the Hanford Site of 
Tribal members, treaty-reserved rights to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock. Both the 
Tribal governments and DOE can point to legal justification for their positions in this dispute. As 
this dispute could take years to resolve, the Tribal governments who worked as consulting 
agencies and DOE decided not to delay completion and implementation of a comprehensive 
land-use plan for the Hanford Site while awaiting the resolution of this dispute. Instead, the 
Tribes and DOE have gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights 
to assert their respective positions regarding treaty rights. Neither the existence of this EIS nor 
any portion of its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the treaty 
rights dispute. There are too many instances where DOE and the Tribal governments agree that 
actions need to b e  taken to protect Tribal interests where arguing over the legal bases  of those 
interests would b e  counterproductive to both parties. 

F2.1.25 Wild and Scenic River 

Of all the commenters addressing a Wild and Scenic River designation for the Columbia 
River flowing through the Hanford Reach, 37 were in favor of the designation and 6 were 
opposed. Some of the commenters noted that the designation must be made without delay, and 
several noted that the river and riverbanks must be protected at all costs. Those opposed cited 
that such a designation gives no assurance that the area would be managed to meet existing 
and future local needs, such as water rights. (Total Wild and Scenic = 43). RLI 19, RL131, 
RL133, RL134, RL147, RL168, RL182, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL230, RL235, RL240, RL241, 
RL248, RL268, RL286, RL287, RL289, RL314, RL320, RL321, RL326, RL352, RL356, RL360, 
RL366, RL440, RLROOI, RLR003, RLR004, RTMO15, RTP002, RTP003, RTP004, RTROl9, 
RTSOOI, RTSOO7, RTSOO8, RTSOI 6, RTSO17, RTSOI9, RTS024 

DOE’s Response; The Wild and Scenic River Act of 7968, as amended, protects selected 
national rivers possessing outstanding scenic, recreational, geological, fish and wildlife, 
historical, cultural, and other similar values. These rivers are to be preserved in a free flowing 
condition to protect water quality and for other vital national conservation purposes. The 
Columbia River, along the Hanford Reach, is a 52-mile-long, free-flowing section which is 
irreplaceable spawning ground for salmon and other anadromous fish. This area, including the 
banks of the Columbia River, exhibits a unique diversity of plant and animal life, and DOE is 
committed to protecting the environment along this stretch of the river. However, the 
designation of the Hanford Reach portion of the Columbia River as a Wild and Scenic River is 
not within DOE’s authority. Public Law 100-605, passed by Congress on November 4, 1988, 
authorizes a comprehensive study of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River to identify the 
outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its immediate environment, and to examine 
alternatives for their preservation. The Secretary of the Interior has  affirmed the addition of the 
Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and is waiting for Congressional 
action to implement the decision. 
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F2.1.26 Habitat 

More than 70 commenters addressed wildlife habitat. Sixty-nine of the letters were in 
favor of setting aside land for conservation and preservation of habitat, noting that the wildlife 
needs our protection. Many of the commenters noted that the number of native species, plants, 
animals, and native plant communities at Hanford; and the diversity and scale of the ecosystem 
is unique in this area. Many of the commenters mentioned the valuable shrub-steppe habitat, 
which is home to many species, including the sage sparrow, desert butterflies, and species of 
snakes, other reptiles, and amphibians. It was noted that at least two new plants to science 
have been discovered on the Hanford Site. Concern for the well-being of wildlife, plants, 
wildflowers, and fish habitat was expressed. Some emphasized the need for large areas of land 
for the wildlife, noting that if the land is fragmented, the wildlife cannot survive. Three 
commenters did not support wildlife habitat, noting that it is only weeds, and that DOE should not 
support wildlife over children’s education. One of the opposing commenters noted that it is 
possible for wildlife to coexist with farming and development. (Total Habitat = 72). RE006, 
REOl 2, REOl 5, REOl 7, RE020, RE023, RL007, RL008, RLOl3, RL029, RL032, RL038, RL056, 
RL059, RL060, RL061 , RL063, RL067, RL070, RL086, RL087, RL103, RLI 14, RL123, RL139, 
RL146, RL158, RL161, RL163, RL164, RL165, RL168, RL171, RL175, RL178, RL179, RL222, 
RL227, RL238, RL256, RL257, RL261, RL267, RL268, RL272, RL276, RL278, RL288, RL291, 
RL314, RL326, RL338, RL379, RL445, RL452, RLPOOI, RLROO6, RTM002, RTM007, RTMOO9, 
RTPOOI , RTP007, RTP008, RTPOO9, RTPOI 1 , RTPOI 3, RTPO14, RTR002, RTR023, RTSO14, 
RTSO17, RTS018 

DOE’S Response: The DOE recognizes the unique shrub-steppe ecosystem on the Hanford 
Site, and the abundance of plant and animal life that flourish in the natural state of this area. It is 
because of the need to protect the environment (meeting DOE’s policy as a Natural Resource 
Trustee), that acreage for preservation is considered a high priority. Many of the plants and 
animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to survive. The DOE’s Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the environment by placing a large 
portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge. 

F2.1.27 Wahluke Slope 

The Wahluke Slope was the topic for many commenters. A total of 63 commenters cited 
concerns regarding the Wahluke Slope. More than half (59 percent) were against any farming 
on the Wahluke Slope. Ten supported farming for the area, particularly its suitability for irrigated 
production. Seventeen commenters supported an impartial study of all of the potential uses of 
the Wahluke Slope. (Total Wahluke Slope = 63). RE012, RE029, RL117, RL121, RL131, 
RL160, RL161, RL163, RL179, RL204, RL221, RL222, RL250, RL268, RL283, RL288, RL297, 
RL298, RL301, RL305, RL308, RL324, RL329, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL347, 
RL350, RL351, RL352, RL363, RL441, RL447, RL450, RLMOOI , RTM005, RTMOIO, RTMOI 1, 
RTM012, RTMOl3, RTM014, RTMOl5, RTM020, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, 
RTR002, RTROO6, RTROO9, RTR013, RTR014, RTSOOI, RTSOO2, RTSOO3, RTSOO7, RTSOIO, 
RTSOI 1, RTSO12, RTSO17, RTS021 

DOE’S Response: The DOES Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS would preclude 
agricultural activities on the Hanford Site. The DOE has placed the entire Wahluke Slope under 
the management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge, as the WDFW, the USFWS, and 
the U.S. EPA support the designation of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation. The 
WDFW, the USFWS, and DOE have recognized that the White Bluffs overlooking the Columbia 
River are fragile and have been sloughing off into the Columbia River, in part due to irrigation 
runoff. Also, the Wahluke Slope is the last remaining large and healthy shrub steppe ecosystem 
in the Pacific Northwest, and the Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing section of the Columbia 
River. In recognition of the fragility of the White Bluffs and the important ecological and cultural 
resources of the Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach, DOE has, in its Preferred Alternative in 
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the Final HCP EIS, designated the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation as an overlay wildlife 
refuge. 

The DOE believes that further studies of the potential uses of the Wahluke Slope are not 
warranted. The DOE believes that adequate studies have already been conducted to assess the 
potential impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope. Potential environmental, cultural, 
and socioeconomic impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope were assessed. Further 
studies would essentially duplicate analyses already conducted for the Draft and Revised Draft 
HRA-EIS and studies conducted by the National Park Service in support of the 1994 Hanford 
Reach Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive River Conservation Study 
(referred to as the Hanford Reach EIS) and the ensuing 1996 DO1 ROD. The Hanford Reach 
EIS and ROD were Congressionally mandated to assess the outstanding features of the Hanford 
Reach and its environs, including environmental and cultural values, and to examine alternatives 
for preserving those values. The ROD concluded that, in order to protect the White Bluffs and 
the cultural and ecological resources of the Wahluke Slope, the entire Wahluke Slope should be 
managed as a wildlife refuge by the USFWS. 

The DOE concurred in the 1994 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS. Management of the Wahluke Slope 
for Preservation as an overlay wildlife refuge under the Preferred Alternative is consistent with 
that concurrence. The 1996 ROD for the Hanford Reach EIS precludes DOE from managing the 
Wahluke Slope in a manner that would any adverse impacts on the values for which the 
Wahluke Slope is under consideration for National Wildlife Refuge status. 

F2.1.28 Split Record of Decision 

Many commenters supported a split ROD to expedite the designation of a wildlife refuge 
(Le., without waiting for the cleanup to be completed). One hundred and eighty-six commenters 
wrote concerning this issue. A few commented that they wanted the separate decision no later 
than December 1999. (Total Split ROD = 186). RE002, RE003, RE009, REOIO, RE019, 
RE021, RE026, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL009, RLOIO, RLOl3, RL014, RLOI 5, RLOl6, 
RL017, RL018, RL019, RL022, RL023, RL027, RL033, RL034, RL035, RL037, RL041, RL042, 
RL048, RL049, RL051, RL052, RL053, RL055, RL057, RL064, RL065, RL066, RL068, RL069, 
RL074, RL076, RL078, RL079, RL080, RL081, RL082, RL083, RL084, RL085, RL087, RL089, 
RL092, RL093, RL095, RL096, RL099, RLIOO, RLIOI , RL102, RLI 03, RL104, RL105, RL107, 
RL109, RL112, RL115, RL125, RL127, RL128, RL129, RL130, RL132, RL133, RL134, RL135, 
RL136, RL138, RL139, RL140, RL148, RL149, RL150, RL151, RL154, RL158, RL160, RL165, 
RLI 67, RL172, RL174, RLI 77, RL179, RL184, RLI 85, RLI 87, RL189, RLI 91, RLI 92, RLI 93, 
RL194, RL203, RL204, RL206, RL207, RL211, RL213, RL215, RL216, RL220, RL222, RL223, 
RL224, RL225, RL228, RL230, RL231, RL236, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL245, RL246, RL247, 
RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL257, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, 
RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, RL276, RL277, RL280, RL281, RL282, RL294, RL309, RL312, 
RL314, RL315, RL316, RL320, RL323, RL340, RL342, RL360, RL363, RL365, RL368, RL369, 
RL371, RL376, RL377, RL378, RL379, RL380, RL382, RL448, RL450, RLR005, RLROO6, 
RLS002, RLS005, RTPOO4, RTPOO6, RTPOO8, RTPOl2, RTR005, RTROO6, RTR008, RTROl2, 
RTSO14, RTSOI 8, RTSO19, RTSO20. 

DO€ Response: While the scope of the Final HCP-EIS covers land-use planning for the entire 
Hanford Site, it defers the evaluation of impacts associated with individual remedial actions to 
Tri-Party Agreement documents. The ROD for this Final HCP-EIS is scheduled to be published 
in November 1999; therefore, no "separate" ROD needs to be published in order to expedite the 
implementation of the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. 
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Glossarv 

100-year flood. A flood event of a magnitude that occurs, on average, once every 100 years, 
and equates to a I-percent probability of occurring in any given year. 

Adequate public facilities. Facilities which have the capacity to serve development without 
decreasing levels of service below locally established minimums. 

Affected environment. In an environmental impact statement, a description of the existing 
environment covering information that directly relates to the scope of the proposed action and 
alternatives that are analyzed in the impact analysis. The affected environment provides a 
baseline and must include sufficient detail to support the impact analysis, including cumulative 
impacts. Environmentally sensitive resources, such as floodplains and wetlands, threatened and 
endangered species, prime and unique agricultural lands, and historic and cultural resources, 
must be identified. 

Agriculture. Improvements or activities associated with the growing, cultivating, and/or 
harvesting of crops and livestock, including those activities necessary to prepare the agricultural 
commodity for shipment. 

Agricultural land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact statement, an 
area designated for the tilling of soil, raising of crops and livestock, and horticulture for 
commercial purposes along with all those activities normally and routinely involved in 
horticulture, and the production of crops and livestock. Includes related activities consistent with 
Agricultural uses. 

Atmospheric stability. A measure of the amount of mixing and turbulence in the atmosphere. 

Attainment area. Any area that is designated, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 7407(d) of the Clean Air 
Act of 1970, as having ambient conditions equal to or less than national primary or secondary 
ambient air quality standards for a particular air pollutant or a group of air pollutants. 

Animal-unit-month (AUM). An AUM is defined as the amount of forage required by an animal- 
unit (Le., a mature cow weighing 453.6 kg [I ,000 Ibs] with unweaned calf) for one month 
assuming average daily consumption to be 1 I .8 kg (26 Ibs) of dry matter. Therefore, by 
convention, an AUM equals 353.8kg (780 Ibs) of dry forage. The amount of area that is required 
for each AUM determines the stocking rate or the actual number of animals on a specific area at 
a specific time. The area of land allowed per animal unit for the entire grazing period of the year 
is expressed as animal unitshnit area (AU/Ha) or unit area/AUM (Ha/AUM). 

Background radiation. Radiation from cosmic sources; naturally occurring radioactive 
materials, including radon (except as a decay product of source or special nuclear material); 
consumer products containing nominal amounts of radioactive material or producing nominal 
amounts of radiation; and global fallout that exists in the environment (e.g., from the testing of 
nuclear explosive devices). 

Barrier. Man-made components of a waste management system designed to prevent or 
impede the release of radionuclides or other contaminants to the biosphere. Barriers can 
include the waste form, waste container, and materials placed over, under, or around these 
containers or wastes. For example, an engineered cap constructed over a waste site is a 
barrier. 
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Basalt. A dark grey to black, fine grained igneous rock composed primarily of calcium feldspar 
and pyroxene, with or  without olivine. This material underlies the Hanford Site, and may be 
quarried for .use as riprap in the construction of caps  to prevent the migration of contaminants in 
surface soils and burial grounds by preventing infiltration of precipitation. 

Benthic. Living on or a t  the bottom of a body of water 

Biodiversity. The diversity of ecosystems, species, and genes,  and the variety and variability of 
life. Biodiversity also is a qualitative measure of the  richness and abundance of ecosystems and 
species in a given area. 

Bounding. Represents the maximum reasonably foreseeable event or impact. All other 
reasonably foreseeable events or impacts would have fewer and/or less severe environmental 
impacts. 

Candidate species.  A plant or animal species that is under consideration by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service o r  Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife for listing as either threatened or 
endangered. 

Cap. Construction of an  engineered barrier over the top of a waste site in order to prevent or 
impede the release of radionuclides or other waste material into the environment. 

Carcinogen. Any substance or agent that is capable of producing cancer. 

Chronic exposure. The absorption or intake of hazardous material over a long period of time 
(e.g., over a lifetime). 

Class I area. Under the Clean Air Act of 7970, the designation applies to pristine areas,  such as 
national parks and wilderness areas,  where substantial growth is effectively precluded in order to 
avoid degradation of air quality. Goat Rocks Wilderness Area is the closest Class I a rea  to the 
Hanford Site, located approximately 90 miles northwest. 

Class I1 area. A designation for areas  under the Clean Air Act of 7970 where moderate 
degradation of air quality is permissible. The Hanford Site and its immediate vicinity a re  in a 
Class I I  Area. 

Cold War. Intense economic, political, military, and ideological rivalry between nations just short 
of military conflict. Major expansions in the production of nuclear materials for military 
applications were undertaken at the Hanford Site so that the Nation could maintain a n  
overwhelming arsenal of nuclear weapons. In the context of this environmental impact 
statement, the Cold War refers to the period from the end of World War I I  to 1989 (when the 
Berlin Wall w a s  dismantled). 

Confined aquifer. An aquifer bounded above and below by less permeable layers. 
Groundwater in the confined aquifer is under a pressure greater than atmospheric pressure. 

Conservation. Areas of ecological, geological, archaeological, and cultural significance and 
sensitivity that a r e  to be protected and managed so as to maintain the essential qualities derived 
from the landscape, but contain supplemental values of scientific, education, historical, scenic, 
and mineral importance that may be suited to human uses  insofar as the essential qualities 
remain intact over the landscape. 

Conservation (Mining) land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact 
statement, a n  a rea  reserved for the management and protection of archeological, cultural, 
ecological, and natural resources. Limited and managed mining could occur as a special use 
Glossary G-2 Final HCP EIS I 
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(e.g., a permit would be required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be 
consistent with resource conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining), 
consistent with the protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 

Conservation (Mining and Grazing) land-use designation. An area reserved for the 
management and protection of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 
Limited and managed mining and commercial grazing could occur as a special use (e.g., a 
permit would be required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent 
with resource conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining and Grazing), 
consistent with the protection of archeological, cultural, ecological and natural resources. 

Controlled area. An area to which access is controlled to protect individuals from exposure to 
radiation or radioactive and/or hazardous materials. 

Contamination. The presence of unwanted radioactive and/or hazardous materials above 
background concentrations in environmental media (e.g., air, soil, water) or on the surfaces of 
structures, objects, or personnel. 

Criteria pollutants. Substances for which national ambient air quality standards have been 
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Critical areas. Critical areas are required by Chapter 36.70A of the State of Washington’s 
Growth Management Act. Guidelines for defining critical areas are given in WAC 365-1 90-080. 
Items to be considered by the local planning agency are as follows: (1) wetlands, (2) aquifer 
recharge areas, (3) frequently flooded areas, (4) geologically hazardous areas, and (5) fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas. Counties and cities may use information prepared by the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to classify and designate locally important 
habitats and species. Priority habitats and priority species are being identified by the WDFW for 
all lands in Washington State. While these priorities are those of the Department, they and the 
data on which they are based may be considered by counties and cities. 

Critical habitat. Any air, land, or water area determined (through a regulatory action under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973) to be essential to the survival of a population of an 
endangered or threatened species or habitat deemed to be necessary for the recovery of a 
threatened or endangered species. Critical habitat has not been designated on the Hanford 
Site. 

Cumulative impact. The impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable, future actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 

Cultural resources. Areas or objects that are of cultural significance to human history at the 
national, state, or local level. Generally includes paleontological, pre-contact, and post-contact 
resources, as well as resources of traditional use or religious value to Native Americans. 

Decommissioning. The process of removing a facility from operation, followed by 
decontamination, entombment, dismantlement, or conversion to another use. 

Decontamination. The actions taken to reduce or remove substances that pose a substantial 
present or potential hazard to human health or the environment, (e.g., removing radioactive 
contamination from facilities, soil, or equipment by washing, chemical action, mechanical 
cleaning, or other techniques). 

Final HCP EIS G-3 Glossary I 
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Development. Any change in use, or extension of the use of the land, including, but not limited 
to, the construction, reconstruction, conversion, structural alteration, relocation, or enlargement 
of any improvements. 

DOE orders. Requirements internal to the U.S. Department of Energy that establish agency 
policy and procedures, including procedures for compliance with applicable laws. 

Derived concentration guides. Concentrations of radionuclides in air and water that an  
individual could continuously consume, inhale, or be immersed in a t  average annual rates 
without receiving an  effective dose equivalent greater than 100 mremlyr. 

Dose (or radiation dose). A generic term that means  absorbed dose, dose equivalent, 
effective dose equivalent, committed dose equivalent, committed effective dose equivalent, or 
total effective dose equivalent. Relates to a chemical to which an  organism is exposed; 
generally denotes the quality of radiation or energy that is absorbed by the organism. 

Dose conversion factor. Any factor used to change a n  environmental measurement to dose in 
units of concern. 

Ecosystem. The interacting system of a biological community and its physical environment, 
considered as a unit in nature. 

Emission standards. Legally enforceable limits on the quantities and/or kinds of air pollutants 
that can be emitted into the atmosphere. 

Endangered species.  Animals, birds, fish, plants, or other living organisms threatened with 
extinction by man-made or natural changes in their environment. Requirements for declaring a 
species endangered are contained in the Endangered Species Act of 7973. 

Emergency planning zone (EPZ). The  EPZ is a n  a rea  surrounding a facility for which 
emergency planning and preparedness efforts a re  carried out to ensure that prompt and . 
effective actions can be taken to minimize the impact to onsite personnel, public health and 
safety, and the environment in the event of a n  operational emergency. The  EPZ begins a t  the 
boundary of the facility and ends  a t  a distance for which special planning and preparedness 
efforts a re  no longer required. Access restrictions a re  not required within a n  EPZ; however, 
DOE would be responsible for ensuring adequate planning and preparedness efforts. A plan 
that evaluates hazard assessments  and determines the size of EPZs is a requirement of DOE 
Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System Order. 

Environmental justice. The fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. Executive Order 12898 required Federal agencies to identify and 
address any potentially disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects of agency policies, programs, and activities on minority and low-income populations. 

Evapotranspiration. The combined processes by which water is transferred from the surface 
of the Earth to the atmosphere, including evaporation of liquid or solid water, and transpiration 
from plants. 

Exclusive use  zone (EUZ). The EUZ is a n  area  designated for DOE operations activities 
associated with a waste site or facility. Each DOE nuclear facility is encouraged by DOE Order 
420.1, Facility Safety, to maintain siting distance for a public buffer zone as part of the defense 
in depth approach to prevent public health effects in the event of an  unmitigated accident. The 
EUZ is reserved for DOE or other hazardous operations with severely restricted public access. 
This zone extends from the facility fence line to a distance at which threats to the public from 
Glossary G-4 Final HCP EIS I 
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routine and accidental releases diminish to the point where public access can be routinely 
allowed. It is inside the emergency planning zone (EPZ). 

Exposure scenario. A set of facts, assumptions, and inferences about how exposure takes 
place that aids the exposure assessor in evaluating, estimating, or quantifying exposures. 

Facility area. An area within the Hanford Site Boundary immediately surrounding a facility or 
group of facilities that functions under process safety management and a common emergency 
response plan. 

Floodplain. The portion of a river valley that becomes covered with water when the river 
overflows its banks at flood stage. 

Food chain. The pathways by which any material entering the environment passes from the 
first absorbing organism through plants and animals, including humans. 

Fugitive dust. The particulate matter that is stirred up and released into the atmosphere during 
excavation or construction activities. 

Grazing. To feed on growing herbage, attached algae, or phytoplankton 

Groundwater. The supply of water below the land surface in the zone of saturation. 

Groundwater mounds. A hydrologic condition, often caused by artificial recharge of an aquifer, 
in which "mounds" of groundwater are created. These mounds have been known to alter the 
natural hydraulic gradients and drainage patterns of an aquifer. The pressure and weight of the 
groundwater mounds can increase the hydrostatic head so all nearby groundwater, and any 
associated contaminant plume, could move more rapidly toward a receptor. 

Grouting. The process of immobilizing or fixing solid or liquid forms of waste to enable safe 
storage or disposal. Generally, grout is a fluid mixture of cementitious materials and waste that 
sets up as a solid mass. 

Half-life. The time in which half the atoms of a particular radioactive substance disintegrate to a 
different nuclear form. Used as  a measure of the persistence of radioactive materials; each 
radionuclide has a characteristic, constant half-life. Measured half-lives vary from millionths of a 
second to billions of years. 

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order. The Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order (also referred to as the Tri-Party Agreement), is a binding 
agreement, negotiated pursuant to Section 120 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 7980, and other regulations signed by the U.S. Department of 
Energy, the U S .  Environmental Protection Agency (Region IO), and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, to organize responsibilities for remediation of the Hanford Site and to 
establish milestones by which the remediation will be accomplished. This agreement commits 
the three agencies to a long-term cooperative program to remediate the contaminated sites at 
Hanford. The Tri-Party Agreement contains a blueprint for remediation and uses enforceable 
milestones to keep t h e  program on schedule. 

Hazard classification. A safety classification based on potential onsite consequences. Criteria 
for this classification are discussed in DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports. 

Hazardous air pollutant. Any air pollutant subject to a standard promulgated under 42 U.S.C. 
Section 7412 or other requirements established under 42 U.S.C. Section 741 2 of the Clean Air 
Act of 7970, including 42 U.S.C. Section 7412 (g), (i), and (r) to the Clean Air Act of 7970. The 
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State of Washington regulates similar pollutants as "toxic air pollutants." However, State 
regulations apply only to new sources; Federal regulations apply to new and existing sources. 
The list of chemicals regulated by the state overlaps with the Federal list, but is considerably 
longer. 

Hazardous material. A substance or material, including a hazardous substance, that has been 
determined by the U.S. Secretary of Transportation to be capable of posing an  unreasonable 
risk to health, safety, and property when transported in commerce. 

Hazardous substance. Any substance that, when released to the environment in a n  
uncontrolled or unpermitted fashion, becomes subject to the reporting and possible response 
provisions of the Clean Wafer Acf of 1977 and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. 

Hazardous waste. Those wastes that are identified as hazardous pursuant to RCRA 
(40 CFR 261). 

High-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter. A filter with an efficiency of at  least 99.95% that 
is used to separate particles from exhaust streams prior to release into the atmosphere. 

Highest and best use  (of property). Section 101-47.4909 of the Federal Property 
Management Regulations defines the "highest and best use" as that use to which a property can 
be put that produces the highest monetary return from the property, promotes its maximum 
value, or serves a public or institutional purpose. The "highest and best use" determination must 
be based upon the property's economic potential, qualitative values inherent in the property, and 
utilization factors affecting land use such as zoning, physical characteristics, other private and 
public uses in the vicinity, neighboring improvements, utility services, access, roads, location, 
and environmental and historical considerations. 

High-Intensity Recreation land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact 
statement, an area allocated for high-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities (commercial 
and governmental) such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, boat launching facilities, 
Tribal fishing facilities, destination resorts, cultural centers, and museums. Includes related 
activities consistent with High-Intensity Recreation. 

High-level waste. The highly radioactive waste material that results from processing or 
reprocessing spent nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly from reprocessing and 
any solid waste derived from the liquid that contains a combination of transuranic and fission 
product nuclides in quantities that require permanent isolation. High-level waste may include 
other highly radioactive material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, consistent with 
existing law, determines by rule to require permanent isolation. 

Historic resources. The sites, districts, structures, and objects that are considered limited and 
nonrenewable because of an  association with historic events, persons, or social or historic 
movements. 

Horticulture. The science and art of growing fruits, vegetables, flowers, or ornamental plants. 

Hydraulic conductivity. The capacity of a porous medium to transport water. The parameter 
relating the volumetric flux to the driving force in flow through a porous medium (particularly 
water through soil); a function of both the porous medium and the properties of the fluid. 

Hydraulic gradient. The slope of the water table. 
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Impact. The effect, influence, alteration, or imprint of an action. Impacts may be beneficial or 
detrimental.. 

Industrial land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact statement, an  
area suitable and desirable for activities, such as reactor operations, rail, barge transport 
facilities, mining, manufacturing, food processing, assembly, warehouse, and distribution 
operations. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial uses. 

Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact 
statement, an area suitable and desirable for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous, 
dangerous, radioactive, and nonradioactive wastes. Includes related activities consistent with 
Industrial-Exclusive uses. 

Infrastructure. The basic services, facilities, and equipment needed for the operation and 
growth of an  area. 

Institutional controls. The term "institutional controls" is intended to be a broad term. It 
generally includes all non-engineered restrictions on activities, access, or exposure to land, 
groundwater, surface water, waste and waste disposal areas, and other areas or media. Some 
common examples of tools to  implement institutional controls include restrictions on use  or 
access, zoning, governmental permitting, public advisories, installation master plans, and legal 
restrictions such as deed notices or other environmental easements. Institutional controls may 
be temporary or permanent restrictions or requirements. 

Interim action (NEPA). An action that may be undertaken while work on a required program 
environmental impact statement is in progress, and the action is not covered by an  existing 
program statement. An interim action may not be undertaken unless such action: (1) is justified 
independently of the program; (2) is itself accompanied by an adequate environmental impact 
statement or has undergone other National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 review; and (3) will 
not prejudice the ultimate decision on the program (Le., interim action prejudices the ultimate 
decision on the program when the action tends to determine subsequent development or limits 
alternatives). 

Ion exchange. The reversible interchange of ions of like charge within a medium. 

Land use. A term used to indicate the utilization of any piece of land. The way in which land is 
being used is the land use. 

Land-use planning. A decision-making process to determine the future or end use  of a parcel 
of land, considering such factors as current land use, public expectations, cultural 
considerations, local ecological factors, legal rights and obligations, technical capabilities, and 
cost. 

Life-cycle costs. All costs, except the cost of personnel occupying a facility, from the time that 
the space  requirement is defined until the facility passes out of government hands. 

Low-Intensity Recreation land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact 
statement, an  area allocated for low-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities, such as 
improved recreational trails, primitive boat launching facilities, and permitted campgrounds. 
Includes related activities consistent with Low-Intensity Recreation. 

Low-level waste. Radioactive waste that is not classified as high-level waste, transuranic 
waste, or spent nuclear fuel. Test specimens of fissionable material irradiated for research and 
development, and not for the production of power or plutonium, may be classified as low-level 
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waste if the concentration of transuranic elements is less than 100 nanocuries per gram of 
waste. The U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission share the responsibility for managing low-level waste. 

Manhattan Project. The code name for the large-scale national project that developed the first 
atomic bomb. 

Maximally exposed individual (MEI). An hypothetical person who lives near the Hanford Site 
who, by virtue of location and living habits, could receive the highest possible radiation dose. 

Maximum contaminant level (MCL). Under the Safe Drinking Water Act of 7974, the  
maximum permissible concentrations of specific constituents in drinking water that is delivered to 
any user of a public water system that serves 15 or more connections and 25 or more people. 
The standards take into account the feasibility and cost of attaining the standard. In this 
environmental impact statement, MCLs are  referred to as Drinking Water Standards. 

Milestone. An important or critical event that must occur in order to achieve the objectives of 
the  Tri-Party Agreement. 

millirem (mrem). One thousandth (IO”) of a rem (see also, rem). 

Mitigation. Those actions that avoid impacts altogether, minimize impacts, rectify impacts, 
reduce or eliminate impacts, or compensate for impacts. 

Mitigation bank. Wetland enhancement, restoration, or creation undertaken to provide 
mitigation (compensation) for wetlands losses from future development activities undertaken in 
advance of development as part of a credit program. 

Mixed waste. Waste containing both radioactive and hazardous components as defined by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 7954 and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, 
respectively. 

Modified Mercalli intensity (MMI). The MMI scale (designated by Roman numerals I through 
XII) is used to measure the intensity of an  earthquake in a particular area. It differs from the 
Richter Scale (which measures the energy released by an  earthquake). Briefly, t h e  scale is: 
I -Barely Felt; I I  - Just  Felt; Ill - Noticeable; IV -- Rattling; V - Felt Strong; VI - Frightening; 
VI1 - Disturbing; Vlll - Panicking; IX - Some Damage; X - Much Damage; and XI - Complete 
Destruction. 

Multiple use  management. Management of the various surface and subsurface resources so 
that they a re  utilized in the combination of ways that will best meet the present and future needs 
of the public, without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land or the quality of the 
environment. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Air quality standards established by the 
Clean Air Act of 7970. Primary NAAQS are  intended to protect public health with a n  adequate 
margin of safety. Secondary NAAQS a re  intended to protect the public welfare from any known 
or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

National Environmental Research Parks. Outdoor laboratories set aside for ecological 
research to study the environmental impacts of energy developments and for informing the 
public of environmental and land use options. The parks were established under the  
U.S. Department of Energy to provide protected land areas  for research and education in the 
environmental sciences and to demonstrate the environmental compatibility of energy 
technology development and use. 
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National Priorities List (NPL). A formal listing of the most hazardous waste sites in the nation, 
as established under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980,. that have been identified for remediation. 

National Register of Historic Places. A list of architectural, historical, archaeological, and 
cultural sites of local, state, or national significance, established by the Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, and maintained by the National Park Service. Sites are nominated to the Register by 
state or Federal agencies. 

Nearest public access location. For facility accident analysis, the location of the nearest point 
where members of the public could be present, such as on an  uncontrolled public highway that 
crosses the Hanford Site. 

Nitrogen oxides (NO,). Gases  formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when 
combustion takes place under high temperature and high pressure. Nitrogen oxides include 
nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO,). Nitrogen oxides are considered to be a major air 
pollutant and are  regulated under the Clean Air Act. In the presence of sunlight, nitric oxide 
combines with atmospheric oxygen to form nitrogen dioxide, which can cause lung damage at  
high concentrations. 

Nonattainment area. An area which is shown by monitoring data to exceed any national 
primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for a pollutant. 

NO,. A generic term used to describe oxides of nitrogen (see nitrogen oxides). 

Nuclear fuel. Materials that are  fissionable and can be used in nuclear reactors for the 
production of energy. 

Nuclide. A generic term referring to all known isotopes, both stable and unstable, of the 
chemical elements. 

Offsite. Any place located outside of the Hanford Site boundary. 

Onsite. A place located within the Hanford Site boundary. 

Operable unit. A discrete se t  of one or more release sites that are  considered together for 
assessment and remedial activities. Criteria for placement of release sites into an  operable unit 
include geographic proximity, similarity of waste characteristics and site types, and the 
possibilities for economy of scale. 

Outfall. The end of a drain or pipe that carries waste water or other effluents into a ditch, pond, 
or river. 

Overlay wildlife refuge. An overlay wildlife refuge is one which is owned by one or more 
Federal agencies and managed by the USFWS. 

Permeability. The degree of ease with which water can pass  through a rock or soil. 

Physiographic province. An extensive portion of the landscape, normally encompassing many 
hundred square miles, which portrays similar qualities of soil, rock, shape, and vegetation of the 
s a m e  geomorphic origin. 

Planning criteria. The factors used to guide development of the land use  plan, or revision, to 
ensure that it is tailored to the issues previously identified and to ensure that unnecessary data 
collection and analyses are  avoided. 
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Plume. The cloud of a pollutant in air, surface water, or groundwater formed after the pollutant 
is released from a source. 

Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (PUREX) Facility. The PUREX Facility on the Hanford Site 
used a chemical process to reprocess spent nuclear fuel and irradiated targets. 

PM,,. All particulate matter in the ambient air with a n  aerodynamic diameter less than or  equal 
to ten (IO) micrometers. 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). A class of chemical substances formerly manufactured for 
use  as a n  insulating fluid in electrical equipment. These chemical substances are  highly toxic to 
aquatic life, persist in the environment, and accumulate in animal tissues. 

Porosity. The ratio of the volume of pores of a material to the volume of its mass. 

Post-contact resources. Sites, districts, structures, and objects considered limited and 
nonrenewable because of their association with renowned events, persons, or social 
movements . 

Pre-contact resources. All evidences of human activity that predate recorded history and can 
be used to reconstruct lifeways and culture history of past peoples. These include sites, 
artifacts, and the contexts in which they occur. 

Pre-contact. Of, relating to, or existing in times antedating written history. Pre-contact cultural 
resources a re  those that antedate written records of the human cultures that produced them. 

Prehistoric resources. All evidence of human activity that predates recorded history and can 
be used to reconstruct lifestyles and cultural history of past peoples, including artifacts and the 
contexts in which the artifacts occur. 

Preservation land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact statement, an  
area managed for the  preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. 
No new consumptive uses  (e.g., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources) would be 
allowed within this area. Limited public access would be consistent with resource preservation. 
Includes activities related to Preservation uses. 

Probable maximum flood. The largest flood for which there is any reasonable expectancy in a 
specific area. The probable maximum flood is normally several times larger than the largest 
flood of record. 

Process knowledge. The set of information used by trained and qualified individuals who are  
cognizant of the origin, use, and location of waste-generating materials and processes in 
sufficient detail to certify the identity of the waste. 

Processing (of irradiated nuclear fuel). Applying a chemical or physical process designed to 
alter the characteristics of the  nuclear fuel matrix or to recover a particular material. 

Production reactor. A nuclear reactor that is used to irradiate target material to produce 
special nuclear material or by-product material. 

rad. The unit of absorbed dose of ionizing radiation. One  rad is equal to a n  absorbed dose of 
100 ergslgram. 

Radiation (ionizing radiation). Alpha particles, beta particles, gamma rays, x-rays, neutrons, 
high-speed electrons, high-speed protons, and other particles capable of producing ions. In the 
Glossary G-I 0 Final HCP EIS 
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context of this EIS, radiation does  not include non-ionizing radiation such as radiowaves, 
microwaves, or visible, infrared, or ultraviolet light. 

Radioisotope. An unstable isotope of an  element that decays or disintegrates spontaneously, 
emitting radiation in the process. Approximately 5,000 natural and artificial radioisotopes have 
been identified. Usually synonymous with radionuclide. 

Raptor. A bird of prey (e.g., hawk, eagle, etc.). 

Red Zone. The Bureau of Reclamation's (BoRs) Red Zone is an  administrative area on the 
Wahluke Slope se t  aside by the BoR from irrigated agricultural development while the BoR 
studies the connection between irrigation in this area and mass wasting events at  the White 
Bluffs. 

Recharge. Replenishment of water to an aquifer. 

Record of Decision (ROD). A public document that records the final decision(s) concerning a 
proposed action. The ROD is based in whole or in part on information and technical analysis 
generated during either the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 process, or the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 process, both of 
which consider public comments and community concerns during the decision-making process. 

Redd. The spawning ground or nest of various fish species; the term usually refers to salmon 
nests. 

Region of influence. The region in which the direct and indirect principal socioeconomic and 
environmental justice effects of actions are  likely to occur and are  expected to be of 
consequence. 

rem. The dosage of ionizing radiation that will cause the same  biological effect as 1 roentgen of 
x-ray or gamma ray exposure. Acronym for roentgen-equivalent man. 

Remediation. The process of cleaning up a site where a release of a hazardous substance has 
occurred. 

Reprocessing (of nuclear fuel). Processing of reactor irradiated nuclear material (primarily 
spent nuclear fuel) to recover fissile and fertile material, in order to recycle the materials, 
primarily for defense purposes. Historically, reprocessing has involved aqueous chemical 
separations of desired elements (typically uranium or plutonium) from undesired elements in the 
fuel. 

Research and Development land-use designation. As presented in this environmental impact 
statement, an  area designated for conducting basic or applied research that requires the use of 
a large-scale or isolated facility. Includes scientific, engineering, technology development, 
technology transfer, and technology deployment activities to meet regional and national needs. 
Includes related activities consistent with Research and Development. 

Reverse-well injection. Process in which solutes are  injected in an  underlying geologic 
formation through wells. During the early years of Hanford, waste solutions were pumped into 
reverse wells as a method of waste disposal. 

Riparian habitat. A specialized form of wetland restricted to areas along, adjacent to, or 
contiguous with perennially flooded and intermittently flowing rivers and streams. Also, 
periodically flooded lake and reservoir shore areas. 
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Riprap. A loose assemblage of stones that may be used in cap construction. In caps, riprap is 
used as a capillary break to retard downward migration of water and to limit biointrusion. 

Risk. Quantitative expression of possible loss that considers both the probability that a hazard 
causes harm and the consequences of that event. 

Safety analysis report. A report, prepared in accordance with DOE Orders 5481.1 B and 
5480.23, that summarizes the hazards associated with the operation of a particular facility and 
defines minimum safety requirements. 

Sanitary waste. Liquid or solid wastes that a re  not considered hazardous or radioactive, 
generated as a result of routine operations of a facility. 

Saturated zone. A subsurface area in which all pores a re  filled with water under pressure equal 
to or greater than atmospheric pressure. 

Scope. In an  environmental impact statement, the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to . 
be considered. 

Scoping process. An early and open public participation process for determining the scope of 
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. 

Sedimentary interbeds. Rock layers composed of materials, such as sand or gravel, which a re  
derived from the breakdown of various rocks and are  layered between other rock types. 

Seismicity. The phenomenon of earth movements; seismic activity. Seismicity is related to the 
location, size, and rate of occurrence of earthquakes. 

Sensitive species.  A Washington State category for plant species considered vulnerable or 
declining, that could become endangered or threatened without active management or removal 
of threats. Also sometimes used as a generic term for any plant and wildlife species that a re  
threatened or endangered, rare, vulnerable or declining, or monitored by state or Federal 
agencies. 

Seral shrub-steppe. The developmental phase of a climax community with characteristic 
structure and plant species composition. The shrub-steppe community is typically a disclimax 
community of sagebrush and grasses caused by heavy grazing and wildland fire control policy. 

Shrub-steppe. Typically a treeless area covered by grasses  and shrubs and having a semiarid 
climate. Precipitation is typically very slight, but sufficient to support the growth of sparse grass 
and other plants adapted to living in conditions where water is scarce. Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife considers shrub-steppe a priority habitat. 

Solid waste. Any garbage, refuse, or sludge from a waste treatment plant, water supply 
treatment plant, or air pollution control facility and other discarded material, including, solid 
liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous material resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, 
and agricultural operations and from community activities. Solid waste does not include solid 
and dissolved material in domestic sewage, or solid or dissolved materials in irrigation return 
flows, or industrial discharges which are point sources subject to permits under Section 402 of 
the federal Water Pollution Confrol Act, as amended, or source, special nuclear, or by-product 
material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. 

SO,. A generic term used to describe oxides of sulfur. The combination of sulfur oxides with 
water vapor produces acid rain (see also, sulfur oxides). 
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Stabilization (of waste sites). Actions taken to reduce the environmental hazards associated 
with an  area used for disposal of hazardous and/or radioactive materials. 

Stakeholder. Any person or  organization with an  interest in or affected by U.S. Department of 
Energy activities. Stakeholders may include representatives from Tribal governments, Federal 
agencies, state agencies, Congress, unions, educational groups, industry, environmental 
groups, other groups, and members of the general public. 

Sulfur oxides. Pungent, colorless gases formed primarily by the  combustion of fossil fuels. 
Sulfur oxides a re  considered to be major air pollutants and may damage the respiratory tract and 
vegetation (see also, SO,). 

Superfund. The common name used for the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 and its amendments. 

Surface water. All waters that a re  open to the atmosphere and subject to surface runoff (rivers, 
lakes, reservoirs, streams, impoundments, seas, estuaries, etc.) and all springs, wells, or other 
collectors that a r e  directly influenced by surface water. 

Surplus facility. Any facility or site (including equipment) that has no identified programmatic 
use and may or  may not be contaminated with radioactive or  hazardous materials to levels that 
require controlled access. 

Syncline. A fold in the rock structure inclining upward on both sides of a median axis as in a 
downward fold of rock strata; opposite of anticline. 

Threatened species. Any species that is likely to become a n  endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant part of its range. 

Transuranic waste. Waste containing more that 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting transuranic 
isotopes, which have half-lives greater than 20 years, per gram of waste, except for 
(1) high-level radioactive waste; (2) waste that the U.S. Department of Energy has determined, 
with concurrence of the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, does not 
need the degree of isolation required by 40 CFR 191; or (3) waste that the US. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission has approved for disposal on a case-by-case basis in accordance with 
10 CFR 61. 

Transmissivity. A measure of the capacity of a water-bearing unit to transmit fluid. The 
product of the thickness and the average hydraulic conductivity of a unit. Also, the rate at which 
water is transmitted through a n  aquifer under a specific hydraulic gradient at a prevailing 
temperature and pressure. 

Tritium. A radioactive isotope of the element hydrogen, with two neutrons and one  proton (H-3). 

Unconfined aquifer. An aquifer that has a water table or surface at  atmospheric pressure. At 
Hanford, the unconfined aquifer is the uppermost aquifer and is the most susceptible to 
contamination from Hanford Site operations. 

Vadose zone. The area between the land surface and the top of the water table. Saturated 
bodies, such as perched groundwater, may exist in the vadose zone. The vadose zone  is also 
known as the zone  of aeration and the unsaturated zone. 

Vegetation type. A classification of the plant community on a site based on the dominant plant 
species in the community. 
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Volatile organic compound (VOC). Chemical containing mainly carbon, hydrogen, and oxygen 
that readily evaporates at  ambient temperature. Exposure to some organic compounds can 
produce toxic effects on biological tissues and processes. 

Vulnerable aggregations. Vulnerable aggregations are animal species that must aggregate at 
some specific location and at  a specific time to complete some action in their life cycle. These 
aggregations include sage  grouse, a bat colony, great blue heron at  a nesting rookery, snakes in 
a hibernaculum, migrating salmon at  a river falls, elk herds during rut, etc. When these animals 
aggregate, the species becomes vulnerable aggregations that can be severely impacted by 
predators or disease. 

Waste management. The planning, coordination, and direction of functions related to the 
generation, handling, treatment, storage, transport, and disposal of waste, as well as associated 
surveillance and maintenance activities. 

Waste minimization. An action that economically avoids or reduces the generation of waste by 
source reduction, reducing the toxicity of hazardous waste, improving energy usage, or 
recycling. These actions a re  consistent with the general goal of minimizing present and future 
threats to human health, safety, and the environment. 

Water level (water table). The top elevation of the groundwater. 

Wetland. Those areas  that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater a t  a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life 
in a saturated soil environment. These areas are frequently transitional between terrestrial and 
aquatic systems. 

Wilderness area. An area formally designated by Act of Congress as part of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

Wild and Scenic River. A portion of a river that has been designated by Congress as part of 
the National Wild a n d  Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. 

Withdrawn lands. Withdrawn lands are lands DOE has "borrowed" from other Federal 
agencies for DOE'S mission. These lands could be either Public Domain lands (as in the case of 
the BLM and some  of the BoR lands) or lands that left the Public Domain and were subsequently 
acquired by another Federal agency for their mission (i.e., BoR lands for the Columbia Basin 
Irrigation Project) that were in turn borrowed by DOE for its mission. 

Worker. Any person whose day-to-day activities a re  controlled by process safety management 
programs and a common emergency response plan. When evaluating the potential 
consequences of an  accident, the worker is defined as an individual located within 100 m (328 ft) 
downwind of the facility location where the accident occurs. 

Zoning. A police power measure, enacted by general purpose unit of local government, in 
which the community is divided into districts or zones within which permitted and special uses  
a re  established as are  regulations governing lot size, building bulk, placement, and other 
development standards. 
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100 Area . .’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I-30,3-19,4-28,4-34,4-94,4-130, 9-9 
1 100 Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1 8, 1-22, 1-29, I-30,3-5, 3-1 6,4-8, 4-96,4-I I O ,  4-1 18, F-I 0 
200 Area . . . . . 1-23, 1-26, 3-5, 3-42,4-12,4-35,4-51,4-72,4-I31 , 4-134, 5-66, 9-12, E-4, E-6, 

300 Area . . . Foreword-3, 1-17, 1-18, 1-22, 1-28-30, 1-34, 3-5, 3-13, 3-22, 3-34, 3-454-7, 4-28, 
F-I 1 

4-30,4-32,4-34,4-35,4-53,4-57,4-95,4-112,4-121, 4-125, 4-1 30,4-134, 5-7, 5-17, 
5-29, 5-39, 5-40, 5-42, 5-43, 5-48, 5-49, 5-66, 5-67, 6-13, 9-3, 9-6, C-4, E-9, E-12, 

E-13, F-IO 

5-49, 5-66, 9-6, E-IO, E-I2 
400 Area . Foreword-3, 1-25, 3-34, 3-35,4-7,4-31,4-49,4-84,4-95,4-105, 4-1 12,4-134, 5-17, 

600 Area . . . . . . . . . . . 3-7, 3-13, 3-14, 3-16,4-95,4-112, 4-125, 4-126, 4-130, 5-17, 5-66, 6-13 
Adams . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-8, 1-34, 1-35, 3-29, 3-37, 4-23, 4-54,4-96, 4-104, 7-16, A-6, A-21 
AEC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, I-8,4-I 1,4-I 8,4-65 
aesthetic . . . . 3-14, 3-52, 3-61,4-115, 5-10, 5-30, 5-44, 5-45, 5-47, 5-68, 5-70, 5-71, 6-2, 6-13, 

c-3 
Agriculture.. . Foreword-3, 1-3, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 3-12, 3-29, 3-32, 3-39-41, 3-43, 3-53-59, 3-61- 

64,4-3, 4-61,4-89,4-95,4-100,4-101, 5-4, 5-6, 5-11, 5-12, 5-14, 5-15, 5-17, 5-27- 
36, 5-38, 5-40-43, 5-45, 5-46, 5-52, 5-55-57, 5-60-62, 5-64, 5-67-73, 7-1 6, 9-1 0, 9-1 1, 

9-1 5, C-I 0, E-I , F-3, F-6, F-8, F-I I, G-I 

ALARA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3-27 

3-19, 3-23-25, 3-28, 3-31, 3-32, 3-36, 3-42, 3-49, 3-51 , 3-57,4-9,4-18, 4-28,4-61, 
4-65,4-68,4-71-73,4-77,4-86,4-89,4-110, 5-11, 5-13, 5-14, 5-28, 5-29, 5-36-39, 
5-42, 5-45, 5-46, 5-48, 5-51, 5-53, 5-65, 5-67, 5-73, 6-13, C-2-4, C-8-11, D-5, D-7, 

E-11, F-5, F-7, F-8 

5-17, 5-28, 5-29, 5-33, 5-36, 5-38-40, 5-42, 5-43, E-9, E-I2 

5-32, 5-34, 5-39, 5-41 , 5-43, 5-45, 5-46, 5-52, 5-53, 5-63, 5-67, E-I 1, F-4 

5-12, 5-1 3, 5-27-30, 5-32, 5-34, 5-37, 5-38, 5-41, 5-42, 5-45, 5-46, 5-49-51, 5-60, 
5-61 , 5-67, C-9, E-I, F-3, F-17 

3-61,3-63, 5-12-14, 5-27-30, 5-32, 5-34, 5-38, 5-39, 5-41-43, 5-45-48, 5-51, 5-52, 
5-62-64, 5-67-71 , 5-73, C-I 0, C-1 1, D-4, D-6, D-8, D-9, E-I , E-1 0, E-I 1, F-2, F-4, F-7 

5-27-29, 5-32, 5-34, 5-37, 5-38, 5-41, 5-42, 5-45, 5-46, 5-50, 5-51, 5-61, 5-67, 5-69- 
73, C-9, C-10, E-I, F-3, F-4 

4-100, 5-3, 5-9, 5-40, 5-43, 5-44, 5-54, 5-57, 5-62, 5-63, 5-69, 5-70, 6-5, 6-8, 7-1, 7-5, 
7-13, 7-14, 7-16, 9-3, 9-8, D-I, D-8-9 

air quality . . . xv, 4-50,4-53-56, 5-44, 5-70, 7-2, 7-9, 7-10, 9-1, 9-2, 9-9, 9-16, G-1-3, G-8, G-9 

ALE . . . . . i, Foreword-3, Foreword-4, xiv, 1-17, 1-19, 1-33, 3-2, 3-5, 3-7, 3-10, 3-14, 3-16, 3-17, 

All Other Areas . . . 3-7, 3-15, 3-19, 3-23, 3-30, 3-35, 3-36, 3-40, 3-42, 3-48-50, 4-7, 4-8,4-125, 

Alternative Four. . . Foreword-3, 1-17, 3-9, 3-43, 3-44, 3-46-51, 3-57, 5-12-14, 5-27, 5-28, 5-30, 

Alternative One . . Foreword-3, Foreword-4, 1-16, 1-19, 3-9, 3-25-30, 3-48, 3-57-59, 3-63, 3-64, 

Alternative Three . . . . Foreword-3, Foreword-4, 1-16, 1-19, 3-9, 3-23, 3-37-41, 3-52, 3-57, 3-58, 

Alternative Two . Foreword-3, 1-16, 3-9, 3-32-35, 3-52, 3-57, 3-58, 3-60, 3-61 , 3-63, 5-12, 5-13, 

American Indian . . 1-6, 1-7, 1-12, 1-15, 1-31, 3-35, 3-36,3-46, 3-48, 3-63,4-90-92,4-95,4-99, 

AMP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 3-2, 3-17, 6-3, 6 4 6 - 7 ,  6-10, 6-13 
amphibians . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-19,4-73,4-74,4-89, C-3, F-19 
aquaculture ......................................................... 3-35,348 
archaeological . . . . 1-31, 3-27, 3-52,4-90-95, 5-3, 5-40-43, 5-70, 7-5,7-7, 7-10, 9-3, 9-13, C-3, 

Area Management Plan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-33, 3-2, 3-1 7, 6-3, 6-1 0, 6-1 3 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve . Foreword-3, xiv, 1-33, 3-2, 3-1 6, 3-24, 3-31, 3-36, 3-42, 3-51, 4-9, 

Atomic Energy Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . xiv, 1-8,4-I1 
Bald Eagle . . . . . 3-30, 3-53, 3-59,4-57,4-74,4-77,4-80, 4-82, 5-37, 5-38, 6-4, 6-13, 9-8, F-17 
basalt . . . 3-4, 3-24, 3-31, 3-40, 3-46, 3-48, 3-49, 3-51, 3-60, 3-61,4-12, 4-16,4-17,4-25,4-31, 
Final HCP EIS 1-1 lndex I 

D-I, D-4, D-5, G-9 

5-3, 6-1, 9-1 3, C-2, D-5, D-7, E-I 1 
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4-36, 4-37, 4-40,4-43-45, 4-55, 4-66,4-71 , 4-72, 4-74,4-88,4-89, 4-1 17, 5-2-4, 5-1 0- 
14, 5-31, 5-33, 5-36-40, 5-44-48, 5-51, 5-68-70, 6-2, 6-1 3, 9-3, D-1 , D-2, D-5-10, G-2 

3-9, 3-1 5, 3-1 6, 3-1 9, 3-21-23, 3-29, 3-30, 3-32, 3-37, 3-39-42, 3-50, 3-62, 4-3, 4-5, 
4-8, 4-23,4-30,4-53, 4-55,4-67,4-96,4-98,4-99,4-101-107,4-109, 4-1 I O ,  4-1 15, 

5-5-7, 5-47-53, 5-63, 7-9, 7-10, 7-16, 7-17, 8-2-3, 9-9, 9-12, 9-14-16, A-I, D-9, E-13, 
F-5, F-12 

Benton i-4, 1-2, 1-8, 1-9, 1-11, 1-15, 1-19, 1-22, 1-29, 1-30, 1-33, 1-34, 1-36, 3-1, 3-3, 3-2, 3-3, 

biodiversity . . . 1-1, I-20,4-30,4-67, 4-72, 4-88, 4-89, 5-3, 5-31-33, 5-36, 5-38, 5-39, 5-69, 6-8, 

Biological Resources Management Plan . . Foreword-2, xiv, 1-31 , 3-30,4-86, 5-2, 6-4, 6-13, 9-8 
bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-36, 4-72-74, 4-86, 4-89, 5-3, 5-39, 7-2, 9-11, A-5, A-6, C-3, D-7, G-11 
BLM . Foreword-3, xiv, 1-2, 1-21, 1-32, 1-33, 3-1, 3-2, 3-9, 3-29,4-5, 4-6,4-9, 4-11, 5-48, 5-74, 

boat ramp . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-21,3-30,5-29,5-50, F-9, F-IO 
BoR . xiv, 1-2, 1-24, 1-32, 1-33, 3-1, 3-2, 3-9, 3-29, 3-39, 3-40,4-9,4-11,4-18, 4-28, 5-48, 5-74, 

BRMaP . . xiv, 1-31, 3-24, 3-30, 3-48-50, 3-53, 3-60, 4-86,4-88, 5-2-4, 5-32-39, 5-60, 5-69, 6-6- 
8 

BRMiS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 4-88,6-6,9-8 
buffer zone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-21, 3-22, 3-28, 3-36, 4-1 31 , 4-1 32, 5-30, G-4 
Bureau of Land Management . . . i, Foreword-2, xiv, 1-2, 3-1 , 3-2, 4-5,4-11, 5-48, 7-7, 8-2, 9-4, 

Bureau of Reclamation . . . . . . . . . . . i, Foreword-2, xiv, 1-2, 1-24, 3-1, 3-2,4-9, 4-1 1, 7-15, 8-2 
CCP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-33, 3-2, 3-16, 3-17, 3-20,4-9, 5-65, 5-67, 5-68 
Central Plateau . . i-3, 1-13, 1-25, 1-28, 3-7, 3-14, 3-15, 3-19, 3-21, 3-22, 3-24, 3-25, 3-27, 3-30, 

CEQ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-1, 1-20, 1-27, 3-7, 3-10, 3-17, 3-52, 4-88, 5-1, 7-15, 9-4 
CERCLA . . xiv, 1-1-3, 1-10, 1-11, 1-15, 1-21, 1-22, 1-30, 1-32, 3-6, 3-9, 3-10, 3-13, 3-15, 3-16, 

9-4, 9-7, 9-15, G-2 

5-75, 7-7, 7-15, 9-4, G-14 

7-1 6, G-11, G-14 

9-8 

3-34-36, 3-39, 3-41 , 3-43, 3-45, 3-47-49, 3-51 , 4-5,4-7, 4-32,4-44, 4-51, 4-66,4-68, 
4-74, 4-81 , 4-121 , 4-1 30,4-132, 5-6, 5-1 6, 5-40, 5-42, C-2, C-8-11 , D-5, E-4, E-1 1 

3-22-24, 3-35, 3-49, 3-64, 4-5, 4-46,4-86, 4-88, 4-1 30, 5-1 , 5-3, 5-55, 5-64, 5-68, 
5-71, 5-74, 6-8, 6-10, 6-14, 7-4, 7-9, 9-7, 9-17, E-5 

cheatgrass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3-24 
CLUP . . . . . Foreword-I, Foreword-2, xiv, 1-1-3, 1-10-12, 1-14, 1-28, 1-35, 1-39, 3-1, 3-3, 3-10, 

Columbia Basin Project. . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . 4-3,4-9,4-11, 5-74 
Columbia River . . . . i, 1-3, 1-6, 1-8, 1-12, 1-18, 1-19, 1-24, 1-27, 1-32, 1-33, 1-35, 3-2, 3-3, 3-2, 

3-14, 3-46, 3-48, 3-50-52,4-136, 5-1, 5-4, 5-5, 5-10, 5-14, 5-31, 5-37-39, 5-42, 5-43, 
5-47, 5-55, 5-59-63, 5-67, 5-74, 6-1, 6-3-9, 6-1 1-14, 7-8, F-15, F-16 

3-5, 3-7, 3-14, 3-19-23, 3-25, 3-28-32, 3-34, 3-35, 3-39-41, 3-47, 3-48, 3-51-56, 3-58- 
61, 3-63,4-I , 4-3-5,4-12,4-16-18,4-21-25, 4-28,4-30, 4-32-37,4-43, 4-45, 4-48-51 , 

4-61 , 4-65,4-66,4-68,4-71-74, 4-77,4-78, 4-80,4-81,4-84,4-88, 4-89, 4-91,4-92, 
4-94,4-109,4-110,4-112, 4-1 15,4-117,4-121 , 4-1 26, 4-1 30, 5-3, 5-7, 5-8, 5-1 4, 

5-1 5, 5-17, 5-29-31, 5-33, 5-36-40, 5-42-47, 5-49, 5-52, 5-53, 5-55, 5-56, 5-60-63, 
5-65, 5-67-70, 6-5, 6-13, 7-6, 9-3, 9-4, 9-7, 9-8, 9-12-15, A-21, A-22, A-26, C-1-4, 

C-8-11 , D-4, E-I , E-2, E-7, E-9, E-1 1, F-9, F-11 , F-17-19 

4-4, 5-36-39, 5-42, 5-49, 5-52, 5-65, 5-67, 5-68, 5-70, 6-1 3, C-4, C-8, C-9, G I 1  , E-2 
Columbia River Corridor . 1-35, 3-2, 3-7, 3-14, 3-19-22, 3-29, 3-30, 3-34, 3-40, 3-41 , 3-47, 3-48, 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-33, 3-2, 3-1 6,4-9, 5-65, 5-67, 6-1 , 6-1 3 
comprehensive land-use plan . i-I, xiv, xv, 1-1, 1-1 1, 1-12, 1-14-16, 1-18, 1-32, 1-34, 3-2, 3-35, 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation . i-3, xiv, 1-2, 3-1 , 3-9, 3-43, 4-49,4-90, 

Conservation (Mining and Grazing) . . . . Foreword-4, 1-17, 1-19, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-14, 3-39, 3-41, 

Conservation (Mining) . . Foreword-4, 1-1 7, 1-1 9, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-1 7, 3-20-24, 3-28-31 , 3-39-42, 

5-1, 5-4, 6-1, 6-14-17, 9-6, D-2, F-I, F-14, F-15, F-18, F-20 

7-1, 8-3 

3-53-56, 5-4, 5-9, 5-38, 5-64, 5-72, 6-2, C-IO, F-8, F-9, G-3 

3-46, 3-49-51 , 3-53-57, 5-2,5-4, 5-9, 5-14, 5-35-39, 5-48, 5-51 , 5-64, 5-67, 5-72, 
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5-73, 6-2, C-8-11 , D-4, D-6-9, E-I 1 , F-7, G-2, G-3 
Conservation Reserve Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -4 -3  
consultation . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1 1, I-31,4-5,4-77,4-90,4-91, 5-1 1 , 5-74,7-3-5, 7-1 1-16, 9-5, ~ - 4  
consulting Tribal governments . . . i-2, 1-1 1 , 1-12, 1-39, 3-1 , 3-3, 3-7, 3-9, 3-17, 6-5, 6-1 1, 7-15, 

contaminated . 1-3, 1-15, 1-26, 1-34, 3-5, 3-15, 3-19, 3-22, 3-34, 3-35, 3-39, 3-40, 4-4, 4-8,4-9, 

contamination . . . . xv, 1-12, 1-17, 3-7, 3-9, 3-15, 3-19, 3-21, 3-23, 3-30, 3-34, 3-36, 3-39, 3-63, 

cooperating agencies . . . i, Foreword-1-2, 1-11, 1-12, 1-18, 1-29, 1-35, 1-39, 3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-9, 
3-17, 3-19, 3-24, 5-1, 5-2, 6-1, 6-2, 6-4, 6-5, 6-8, 6-11, 7-15, 7-16, 8-2, B-i, F-6, F-7, 

Council on Environmental Quality . . . . . . . . . - - . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-1 , 1-27, 7-15, 9-4 
County . Foreword-3, Foreword-4, 1-8, 1-9, 1-11, 1-15, 1-16, 1-18, 1-19, 1-22, 1-26, 1-29, 1-30, 

7-16, 8-3, F-13, F-16 

4-46,4-47,4-112,4-119,4-126,4-130, 5-31, 5-54, 5-56, 5-59-63, 7-4, E-3, E-11, 
F-13, F-15, G-5, G-13 

4-35,4-43,4-44,4-46-48,4-50,4-118,4-119,4-121,4-126,4-130, 4-1 31,4-I 34, 
5-15, 5-16, 5-27, 5-29-31 , 5-54, 5-55, 5-62-64, 5-68, 5-71, G-3, G-13 

F-9, F-14, F-16 

1-33-36, 3-3, 3-2, 3-15, 3-16, 3-21, 3-22, 3-29, 3-30, 3-32,3-37, 3-39-42, 3-50, 3-62, 
4-3,4-5,4-8,4-23,4-28,4-53,4-55,4-96,4-98-100,4-102-106,4-109, 4-115, 5-5-7, 

5-9, 5-17, 5-48-54, 5-56, 5-63, 6-5, 6-1 1 , 6-12, 7-10, 7-16, 7-17, 8-2-3, 9-9, 9-12, 
9-14, 9-16, E-12, F-I, F-2, F-4, F-5, F-7, F-11, F-12 

CTUIR . . . . . . . . Foreword-2, Foreword-3, xiv, 1-2, 3-1, 3-25, 3-43, 3-46-50, 7-1, 7-14, 7-16, 8-3 
cultural resources Foreword-2, Foreword-3, xiv, xv, 1-13, 1-31, 3-4, 3-6, 3-32, 3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 

3-39, 3-42, 3-46, 3-47, 3-52, 3-60, 4-1,4-4, 4-90-92,4-94-96, 5-1, 5-2, 5-15, 5-40-44, 
5-47, 5-54, 5-56, 5-61 , 5-69, 5-70, 5-72, 5-73, 6-4-8, 6-13, 9-8, D-I , D-4, D-9, D-IO, 

E-2, E-5, E-6, F-9, F-I 9, G-I, G-3, G-IO 
cumulative impacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-52, 5-65, 5-67-71, E-I , E-I 1, E-12, G-I , G-3 
demographics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-98,4-99 
Department of the Interior . . . . . . . . i, Foreword-2, xiv, 1-2, 1-27, 3-1 , 3-47, 7-5, 9-7-9, 9-12, E-I 
disturbed . . 4-3,4-22,4-66,4-67,4-71 , 4-89,4-94,4-95, 5-2, 5-40, 5-42, 5-43, 5-45, 5-60, 5-73, 

DO1 . . xiv, 1-2, 1-1 I , 1-27, 1-33, 3-1 , 3-2, 3-6, 3-14, 3-20, 3-22, 3-29, 3-30, 3-47, 4-4,4-5, 4-28, 

easement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9-14 
ecological resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . - 3-21, F-20 
Emergency Planning Zone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 4-1 31,4-I 34, G-4 
Endangered Species Act . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-2, 3-31 , 4-24, 5-39, 7-5, 9-9, G-3, G-4 
environmental justice . . . . 1-18, 1-21 , 3-52, 3-63,4-99, 5-9, 5-10, 5-53, 5-54, 5-56, 5-60, 5-61, 

Environmental Protection Agency . . . . . i, P-I , xiv, 1-1 0, 2-1, 3-2, 3-5,4-35,4-125, 7-2, 9-1, 9-9, 

EPA . i, xiv, 1-10-12, 1-14, 1-21, 1-22, 1-42, 3-2, 3-5, 3-15, 3-16,4-35,4-36,4-53,4-54,4-118, 

EPZ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 4-131,4-132,4-134, G-4 

EUZ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 4-131,4-132,4-134-136, 6-3, 6-5, G-4 
Exclusive Use Zone . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1 32,4-I 34,6-3,645, G-4 
executive order . . . . . . . . . 1-1, 1-3, 1-20, 1-21, 5-9, 7-4, 7-10-13, 9-5, 9-9, 9-10, C-I, F-13, G-4 

6-5, 6-7, D-4, D-6, E-2-7 

4-66,4-91 , 4-92, 5-75, 7-5, 7-7, 7-15, 9-7, 9-8, E-I, E-2, F-12, F-14, F-20 

7-12, 9-5, 9-10, F-13, G-4, G-11 

9-1 1, E-5, F-I, G-3, G-5, G-8, G-I 3 

4-121, 4-124,4-125,4-130, 7-2-4, 7-6, 7-10, 745, 9-9, C-2, E-5, F-I , F-19 

ESA .................................................................... F-9 

FFTF . xv, 1-17, 1-25, 1-27, 4-7,4-8,4-31 , 4-95,4-134, 5-13, 5-37, 5-39, 5-40, 5-42, 5-43, 5-50, 
E-6 

Franklin . . . . . i-3, 1-2, 1-8, 1-34, 1-35, 3-1 , 3-3, 3-2, 3-9, 3-29, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41,4-3,4-53,4-61, 
4-96,4-98,4-99, 4-101-104,4-106,4-107,4-109, 5-5, 5-6, 5-47, 5-56, 7-9, 7-16, 8-3, 

9-10, E-13, F-7, F-12 
Future Site Uses Working Group . . xv, 1-2, 1-12-14, 3-3, 3-7, 3-39, 3-43, 3-48, 6-5, 7-15, 7-16, 

9-10, c-4 
Gable Butte . . . 1-17, 3-23, 3-31, 3-36, 3-48, 3-49, 3-57, 3-60, 3-61, 4-1,4-31,4-37, 4-68, 4-74, 
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4-88,4-115, 5-10, 5-1 1 , 5-13, 5-14, 5-31 , 5-33, 5-40, 5-44, 5-47, 5-51 , 5-56, 5-59, 
5-62, 5-63, 5-68, 9-15, D-5, D-8, D-9, F-7 

4-37,4-44,4-45,4-68,4-72,4-74, 4-77, 4-84,4-88,4-115,4-116, 4-121, 5-10, 5-1 1, 
5-1 3, 5-14, 5-31, 5-33, 5-40, 5-44-47, 5-51 , 5-56, 5-59, 5-62, 5-63, 5-68, D-5, D-8, 

F-7 

Gable Mountain . 1-17, 1-33, 3-23, 3-31 , 3-36, 3-48, 3-49, 3-57, 3-60, 3-61 , 4-1, 4-5, 4-30,4-31 , 

general services administration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xv, 1-1, 1-33, 1-40, 7-8 
geographic information system . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xv, 1-21 , 3-17,4-119 
geology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-34,4-11,8-3,9-I1 

Grant. . i-3, 1-2, 1-8, 1-16, 1-18, 1-34, 1-35, 1-40, 3-1, 3-3, 3-2, 3-9, 3-29, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41,4-3, 

grazing . . Foreword-3, Foreword-4, 1-8, 1-16-20, 1-27, 3-3, 3-4, 3-6, 3-14, 3-39-41, 3-47, 3-53- 

GIS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . W ,  1-3,1-21,5-2,5-33,5-50 
GMA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . XV, 1-34, 3-3, 3-23, 3-37, 3-39, 3-64,467, 7-9 

4-28, 4-49,4-89, 4-96, 4-1 04, 5-5, 5-6, 5-47, 5-56, 7-9, 7-1 6, 8-3, 9-7, E-1 3, F-2, F-4, 
F-7, F-1 1 , F-12 

62, 4-1 , 4-3,4-4, 4-1 1 , 4-31, 4-61,4-65, 4-67, 5-4, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-1 1, 5-12, 5-14, 
5-1 5, 5-1 7, 5-27-32, 5-34-36, 5-38, 5-41, 5-43-47, 5-52, 5-53, 5-64, 5-68-70, 5-72-74, 

6-2, 6-3, 9-1 6, A-1 , A-3, A-1 4, C-IO, E-2-4, F-8, F-9, G-1 , G-3, G-5, G-I 2 

3-43, 3-46, 3-58, 4-8,4-18, 4-22,4-24,4-30,4-32,4-35-37, 4-43-50, 4-65, 4-1 09, 
4-1 12,4-118,4-121-130,4-136, 5-2-4, 5-14-17, 5-27, 5-29-31, 5-50, 5-55, 5-64, 5-68, 

6-7, 6-13, 9-8, 9-14, 9-17, E-5, E-7, F-12, G-2, G-5, G-7, G-IO, G-13, G-14 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . XV, I-33,1-35,1-40 

4-3,4-9,4-32,4-35,4-49,4-57,4-61 , 4-66,4-67,4-71-74, 4-77, 4-81, 4-84,4-88, 
4-89, 5-2, 5-3, 5-9, 5-31-33, 5-36-39, 5-60, 5-68, 5-69, 5-72, 5-73, 5-75, 6-6, 6-7, 

9-13, C-3, C-I 0, D-4, E-2-7, E-9, E-1 0, F-2-4, F-8, F-9, F-I 1, F-15, F-17, F-I 9, G-3, 
G-1 1 , G-12 

3-23, 3-25, 3-32, 3-34,3-35, 3-39, 3-41, 3-45, 3-47, 3-48,4-4,4-5, 4-12,4-22,4-28, 
4-30, 4-34,4-35,4-54,4-68,4-72,4-73,4-77,4-81, 4-84,4-88-93, 4-126,4-130, 5-8, 

5-14, 5-29, 5-30, 5-33, 5-36, 5-37, 5-54, 5-65, 5-66, 5-68, 5-69, 5-74, 7-6, 9-4, 9-8, 
9-10, 9-12, 9-13, (2-4, E-1-3, F-2, F-5, F-7, F-14, F-17-20 

groundwater . . . . 1-3, 1-12, 1-30-32, 1-35, 3-3, 3-7, 3-15, 3-17, 3-19, 3-22, 3-34-36, 3-39, 3-40, 

GSA 
habitat . . 1-3, 1-16-19, 1-27, 1-34, 1-39, 3-4, 3-25, 3-27, 3-30-32, 3-34-37, 3-40, 3-45-50, 3-59, 
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3-58-62, 3-64,4-3,4-5,4-7,4-8,4-30,4-49, 4-61 , 4-67, 4-71,4-89, 4-91, 4-94, 4-95, 

4-110,4-117,4-118,4-135, 5-1,5-3-7, 5-11, 5-14, 5-15, 5-17, 5-28-31, 5-33, 5-35-40, 
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Land- and Facility-Use Policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-2, 1-10, 1-14, 3-25, 6-6, 9-5 
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5-17, 5-27-48, 5-50-53, 5-55, 5-57, 5-58, 5-61-65, 5-67-70, 5-72, 5-73, 6-2, 6-3, 7-6, 
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3-57, 3-59, 3-60,4-88,4-136, 5-4, 5-5, 5-9, 5-10, 5-14, 5-15, 5-31, 5-36-39, 5-42, 
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Real Estate Officer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xvi, 6-4,6-I 1 , 6-1 2 
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5-64, 5-67, 5-68, 5-70, 5-72-74, 6-2, C-9, C-I 1, D-8, F-IO, G-7, G-I 1 
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5-53, 5-61, 5-66, 5-71, 5-73, 6-4, 7-2, 7-9, 7-17, 8-1-15, 9-17, D-5, E-12, E-13, F-I, 
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F-7, F-16 

(2-2-4, C-8-10, E-2, G-I 1 
riparian . . . . 1-3, 3-27, 3-41,4-66, 4-68,4-71-74,4-77,4-84,4-89, 5-17, 5-32, 5-33, 5-36, 5-55, 

RMP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . mi, 4-131,6-4,6-7,6-I3 
road . Foreword-4, 1-19, 1-20, I-22,3-21, 3-42,3-57, 3-62,4-22,4-31,4-71,4-93,4-95,4-I I O ,  

Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge . . . . . . . i, Foreword-3, 1-33, 3-2, 4-4, 5-1 1, C-4, C-9 
safeguards and security . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1 12,4-I 155-74 
sagebrush . . 1-8, 1-17, 3-30, 3-35, 3-48, 3-50,4-25,4-31,4-61, 4-65,4-66,4-68,4-71-74, 4-89, 

salmon . . . . 1-3, 1-16, 1-18, 3-2, 3-27, 3-30, 3-32, 3-34, 3-35, 3-46, 3-47, 3-59,4-1,4-22, 4-24, 

seismic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-36,4-I 1 , 4-22,4-I 34, G-I 2 
sewer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-42,4-I 12,9-6, E-I2 
socioeconomic . . 1-1 3, 3-52,4-96,4-97, 5-1, 5-5, 5-8, 5-47, 5-49-51, 5-60-63, 5-65, 5-71, E-I , 

soil . . 1-20, 1-23, 1-30, 3-4, 3-20, 3-24, 3-29, 3-31, 3-34-36, 3-40,3-47, 3-49, 3-51, 3-57, 3-58, 

4-1 15,4-117, 5-1 I, 5-14, 5-48, A-7, A-28, C-8, D-I 0, E-2, E-I 2 

4-1 15, F-7, F-I 1, G-I 2 

4-28,4-49,4-74,4-77,4-80,4-81,4-83,4-84,4-110, 5-38, 5-68, 6-13, 7-2, 7-14, 
7-15, 9-12, 9-13, A-16, A-21, F-17, F-18, G-11, G-14 

E-8, E-13, F-20, G-I 1 . 

4-1,4-3,4-11,4-16,4-18,4-21-27,4-43,4-46-48,4-66, 4-67, 4-88, 4-1 18,4-I 19, 
4-1 26,4-I 30,4431, 5-4, 5-1 1, 5-1 3-1 5, 5-1 7, 5-31, 5-33, 5-48, 5-51 , 5-55, 5-56, 5-60- 

63, 5-68, 5-69, 6-2, 7-16, 9-9, 9-12, 9-14, C-3, D-2, D-6, F-11, G-I, G-3, G-6, G-9, 
G-I 4 

South 600 Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-7,3-14,5-17,6-13, C-9 
species of concern . . . . . . . . . 3-14, 3-20,4-67,4-74,4-77, 4-78, 4-80, 4-89, 5-72, 9-13, C-3-9 
steelhead . 1-3, 1-18, 3-2, 3-22, 3-27, 3-30, 3-59, 4-24, 4-74,4-77,4-80,4-81, 4-84, 5-68, 6-13 
stratigraphy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1 1,4-I 2 
surface water . . . . . 1-3, 3-3, 3-14, 3-34, 3-52-56, 3-58,4-1,4-24,4-29,4-30,4-32,4-35, 4-45, 

TPA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  xvi 
treaty . Foreword-3, 1-6, 1-15, 1-32, 3-6, 3-22, 3-25,3-48, 3-59,4-24,4-28,4-86,4-90, 5-3, 5-7, 

Tri-Party Agreement . Foreword-2, P-I, xvi, 1-1, 1-1 1 , 1-14, 1-31, 3-14, 3-21, 3-47,4-I 18, F-20, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xvi, 1-8, 1-24, 3-2,4-28, 7-10, 9-9, 9-15 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . . . . . i, Foreword-2, xvi, 1-2, 3-1-3, 9-9, 9-16, D-4, E-I 1, F-3, G-2 
Umtanum Ridge . . . 3-23, 3-24, 3-36, 3-49,4-1,4-30,4-31,4-44,4-45,4-68,4-72,4-77, 4-115, 

USACE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . xvi, 1-8, 1-24, 1-32, 3-2,4-28,4-34, 5-7, 9-15, C-I 
U S W S  . . . . Foreword-3, Foreword-4, xvi, 1-2, 1-19, I-33,3-I, 3-2, 3-9, 3-14, 3-16, 3-17, 3-20, 

4-1 18, 5-3, 5-1 5, 5-1 7, 5-28-31, 5-50, 5-68, C-2, G-7, G-I 0, G-I 3, G-14 

5-39, 5-43, 5-53, 5-54, 5-60, 5-61, 7-1, 7-2, 7-14, 7-16, 9-11, 9-12, 9-15, A-1-4, A-7- 
11, A-14, A-16-19, A-21-24, A-26-29, F-18 

G-5, G-8 

I-28,3-5,4-7,5-66, E-7 U.S. Ecology . . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

5-33, 5-68 

3-24, 3-28, 3-29, 3-36, 3-47, 3-51, 4-3,4-4,4-9,4-65,4-67, 4-77,4-86, 5-3, 5-65, 
5-67, 7-2, 7-5, 7-15,7-16, 9-15, C-3-4, E-11, F-3-7, F-11, F-12, F-17, F-19, F-20, G-9 

6-8, 6-11 

4-130,4-131, 5-15, 5-17,5-27, 5-29-31, 5-68, 6-13, 9-8, G-13 

4-72,4-84,4-I 18,4-130, 5-4, 5-1 1, 5-1 3-1 5, 5-17, 5-30-33, 5-36, 5-37, 5-39, 5-40, 
5-42, 5-44, 5-46, 5-55, 9-1 0, 9-1 6, 9-17, C-2, C-3, E-2, E-6, E-I 2, G-9, G-I 3, G-14 

4-77,4-110,4-115, 5-7, 5-29, 5-30, 5-39, 5-50, 5-53, 9-15, D-5, F-9, F-10 

utilities . . 1-28, 3-5, 3-6, 3-39, 3-50,4-28,4-96, 4-98,4-109,4-110,4-I 12, 5-2, 5-48, 5-49, 5-57, 

vadose zone . 1-31, 1-32, 3-3, 3-1 9, 3-23, 3-30, 3-58, 4-1 6,4-37,4-46-48,4-I 18,4-I 19,4-I 21, 

vegetation . . 1-20, 1-27, 3-24, 3-35, 3-59,4-9,4-12,4-22,4-32,4-47,4-61,4-65,4-66,4-68-70, 

Vernita Bridge . . . . . Foreword-4, 1-19, 3-14, 3-20, 3-21, 3-30, 3-39, 3-41, 3-48,4-4,4-18,4-35, 

VernitaTerrace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-42, 3-63, 5-7, 5-30, 5-38, 5-40, 5-43, 5-49, 5-52 
visual. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - .  . 4-18,4-115,6-13, E-3, E-5 
volcanic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-8,4-I 1,4-16,4-22,4-23,4-25,4-53 
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29 
30 
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34 
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39 
40 
41 
42 

WAC . . . . . . xvi, 3-15,4-44, 4-54,4-57, 4-79, 4-80,4-118,4-131, 5-44, 5-50, 7-8-10, 9-16, G-3 
Wahluke Slope . . . i ,  Foreword-3, 1-12, 1-16, 1-18, 1-19, 1-32-35, 3-2, 3-7, 3-10, 3-14, 3-19-22, 

. 3-25, 3-28, 3-29, 3-34, 3-39, 3-40, 3-46, 3-47, 3-58, 3-59, 3-61, 3-63, 4-3-5, 4-11, 
4-21,4-28,4-32,4-54,4-61,4-65,4-67,4-89,4-110, 5-1, 5-6, 5-8, 5-1 1, 5-14, 5-30, 

5-31, 5-36-39, 5-42-44, 5-46, 5-48, 5-52, 5-53, 5-56, 5-60-65, 5-67-70, 5-73, 5-74, 
6-13, 7-16, (2-3, C-4, C-8-11, E-1-2, F-5-7, F-I 1, F-13, F-14, F-17, F-19, F-20, G-11 

Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-33, 3-28, 3-47, 4-4, 4-65, F-9 
Wanapum . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-6, 1-8, 4-16, 4-36, 4-37, 4-43,4-90, 4-92, 5-44, 7-16, D-9, F-18 
Washington Administrative Code . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xvi, 3-1 5, 7-8, 9-1 6 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife . . . . . . . . xvi, 1-33, 3-1, 5-49, 6-6, 9-16, G-2, G-3 
Washington Growth Management Act of 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I-34,3-2 
Washington Public Power Supply System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xiv, 1-22, 5-29 
Washington State Department of Ecology . . xiv, 1-10, 2-1,4-35, 7-3, 9-7, 9-9, 9-1 1, 9-16, F-14, 

waste site . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-51,4-131, G-2, G-4 
WDFVV . xvi, 1-33, 3-1, 3-14, 3-20, 3-27, 3-28, 3-30, 3-37, 3-39, 3-47,4-4, 4-49, 4-55, 4-57-61, 

West Lake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . .4-30,4-32,4-81,4-84,9-13 
West Richland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-99,4-103-105,5-5 
wetlands . . 1-34, 3-4, 3-20, 3-22, 3-37, 3-41, 3-46, 4-32,4-73,4-84-86, 5-2, 5-3, 5-30-33, 5-40, 

White Bluffs . Foreword-4, 1-8, 1-17-22, 3-28, 3-30, 3-34, 3-40, 3-41, 3-46, 3-48, 3-57-59, 3-61, 

G-5 

4-65,4-66,4-72, 4-73, 5-49, 9-16, C-3, F-19, G-3 

5-72, 7-1 1, 7-14, 9-1, 9-9, 9-15, C-1-4, C-7-11, F-7, G-1 , G-3, G-8 

4-12, 4-16-18, 4-21, 4-22,4-34, 4-67,4-72,4-74,4-77,4-79,4-81,4-88, 4-93-95, 
4-115, 5-3, 5-4, 5-10, 5-11, 5-13-15, 5-29-31, 5-33, 5-38, 5-39, 5-42, 5-43, 5-53, 5-56, 

5-63, 5-68, 5-70, 5-73, C-IO, E-3, F-4, F-9, F-11, F-17, F-19, F-20, G-11 

5-69, 5-75, E-2, E-3, F-2, F-18, G-14 
Wild and Scenic River . . . Foreword-3, 1-16, 1-19, 1-27, 1-33, 3-14, 3-20, 4-4, 4-54, 5-36, 5-66, 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-457-5,9-17, G-14 
wildlife . . . . i-4, xv, xvi, 1-2, 1-3, 1-16-20, 1-27, 1-33, 1-34, 1-39, 1-40, 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 3-14, 3-20, 

3-24, 3-27-29, 3-31, 3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 3-40, 3-41, 3-47-49, 3-51, 3-52, 3-59-61 , 3-63, 
4-3-5,4-9,4-11,4-24, 4-31,4-35,4-49,4-54,4-55, 4-65-67,4-71, 4-73, 4-74, 4-77, 

4-80,4-86,4-89, 4-1 10,4-117,4-118, 5-3, 5-1 1, 5-31 -33, 5-36, 5-39, 5-44, 5-46, 5-47, 
5-49, 5-50, 5-54, 5-55, 5-61, 5-65, 5-67-69, 5-75, 6-6, 7-2, 7-5-7, 7-1 6, 8-2, 8-3, 9-2, 

9-9-1 1, 9-1 3-17, C-1 , C-3, C-4, C-9, D-4, D-6-9, E-I , E-2, E-1 1, F-2-9, F-I 1, F-12, 
F-14, F-15, F-17-20, G-2, G-3, G-9, G-12 

wind . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-16,4-17,4-24, 4-25,4-51,4-52,4-117, 4-131, 5-15, 5-31, A-21, D-2 
Working Group . . xv, 1-2, 1-12-14, 3-3, 3-7, 3-27, 3-37, 3-39, 3-43, 3-48, 6-5, 7-12, 7-15, 7-16, 

9-10, c-4 
Yakama Indian Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-19, F-17 
Yakima Training Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-27, 3-31, 3-45, 4-61, 4-73, 5-33, 5-69, D-4 
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TRIBAL CHAIRS: 
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Samuel Penney, Chairman, Nez Perce Tribe 
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CONGRESSIONALS: 

U.S. Senate -Washinnton 
Attn: The Honorable Slade Gorton 
Attn: The Honorable Patty Murray 

U.S. House of Representatives - Washinaton 
Attn: The Honorable Jay lnslee 
Attn: The Honorable Jack Metcalf 
Attn: The Honorable Brian Baird 
Attn: The Honorable Doc Hastings 
Attn: The Honorable George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Attn: The Honorable Norman D. Dicks 
Attn: The Honorable Jim McDermott 
Attn: The Honorable Jennifer Dunn 
Attn: The Honorable Adam Smith 
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Attn: The Honorable Ron Wyden 
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Attn: The Honorable Frank Murkowski 
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GOVERNORS: 

Office of the Governor - Washinaton 
Attn: The Honorable Gary Locke 
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Attn: The Honorable John Kitzhaber 
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Attn: Christine Gregoire 
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Washinnton State House of Representatives 
Attn: The Honorable Bruce Chandler 
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Attn: The Honorable Jerome Delvin 
Attn: The Honorable William A. Grant 
Attn: The Honorable Shirley Hankins 
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Attn: The Honorable Dave Mastin 
Attn: The Honorable Joyce Mulliken 
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Adams County Commissioners Office 
Attn: W.L. Schlagel 

Adams County 
Planning Department 
Attn: Dee  Caputo 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Office of Planning and Review 
Attn: Don Kiirna 

Benton City 
Attn: J.D. Fluckiger, Mayor 

Benton County Commissioners 
Attn: Max Benitz, Jr. 
Attn: Leo Bowman 
Attn: Claude Oliver, Chairman 

Benton County 
Attn: Darin Arrasmith 
Attn: Ben Floyd 
Attn: Adam J. Fyall 
Attn: Terry A. Marden 
Attn: Phil Mees 

Benton-Franklin County Health Department 
Attn: Fred Jamison 

Benton County Public Utility District 
Attn: J a m e s  W. Sanders 

Bonneville Power Administration 
Attn: Tom McKinney 
Attn: Roger Seifert 
Attn: John A. Smith 
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Citv of Kennewick 
Attn: Bob Kelly, City Manager 
Attn: James Beaver, Mayor 

Citv of Pasco 
Attn: Gary Crutchfield, City Manager 
Attn: Charles Kilbury, Mayor 

Citv of Richland 
Attn: Ron Rabun, City Manager 
Attn: Larry Haler, Mayor 

Citv of Richland Plannina DeDartment 
Attn: Herb Everett 
Attn: Bill King 
Attn: BenRea 

City of Richland 
Attn: Pam Brown, Hanford Analyst 

Citv of West Richland 
Attn: Stan Stave, City Administrator 
Attn: Jerry Peltier, Mayor 
Attn: Dennis Rhodes, Planning Department 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
Attn: Thomas Bailor 
Attn: Christopher Burford 
Attn: Michael Burney 
Attn: Stuart Hams 
Attn: Don Sampson 
Attn: Jeff Van Pelt 
Attn: J.R. Wilkinson 

CRESP 
Attn: Tim Nyerges 

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safetv Board 
Attn: Andrew Thibadeau 

Enerav Northwest (formerly Washinaton Public Power SUDD~Y System) 
Attn: Jack Baker 
Attn: David Fralby 
Attn: Rod Webring 

Federal Enerwv Renulatow Commission 
Division of Licensing and Compliance 
Attn: Mark Robinson, Director 



Federal Emergencv Management Agency 
Attn: Richard Shivar 

Franklin County 
Attn: Jerrod MacPherson 

Franklin Countv Commissioners 
Attn: Neva Corkrum, Chairman 

General Accounting Office 
Energy, Resources, and Science Issues 
Attn: Vic Rezendes, Director 

General Services Administration 
Office of Business Performance 
Attn: Constance Ramirez, Director, Cultural, Environmental, and Accessibility Programs 

Grant Countv Commissioners 
Attn: LeRoy Allison 
Attn: Tim Snead  
Attn: Deborah Moore 

Grant Countv 
Attn: Matt Morton, Planning Department 

Grant Countv Economic DeveloDment Council 
Attn: Terry Brewer 

National Academy of Sciences 
Board on Environmental Studies and Toxicology 
Attn: J ames  Reisa 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Attn: William Steele 
Attn: Menitt Tuttle 

National Park Service 
Attn: DanHaas  
Attn: Charles Odegaard 

Nez Perce Tribe 
Attn: Charles Hayes 
Attn: Dan Landeen 
Attn: John W. Stanfill 
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CRl.0 Introduction 

On April 23, 1999, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Revised Draft 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
(DOE/ElS-O222D) for review by Washington and Oregon state governments, Indian Tribes, 
other Federal agencies, county and municipal governments, special-interest groups, 
environmental groups, and the general public. The formal comment period ran for 45 days, from 
April 23, 1999 to June 7,1999. 

As part of the public comment process, DOE held four public hearings to receive 
comments. These hearings were held in Portland, Oregon on May 18, 1999; Richland, 
Washington on May 20,1999; Mattawa, Washington on June 2,1999; and Spokane, 
Washington on June 3, 1999. 

The DOE solicited public comment on a proposed name change for the document as well 
as on the document itself. The DOE proposed changing the name of the EIS from the Hanford 
Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA- 
EIS) to,a title that better reflects land use. The  public endorsed this change and, in the Final 
EIS, the name of the HRA-EIS has  been changed to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement (HCP EIS). 

The DOE received more than 400 comment documents on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 
Comment documents included letters, postcards, questionnaires, and surveys as well as 
electronic mail. Comment documents were received from tribes and Federal agencies, 
Washington and Oregon state agencies, county and municipal governments, environmental 
groups, and private citizens. In addition, more than 200 pages of transcripts were generated 
during the public hearings. 

Comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS as well as the transcripts from the 
public hearings are contained in a Final HCP EIS Comment Response Document which, in 
addition to being sent to the EIS mailing list, is available for review in the DOE public reading 
rooms. The Comment Response Document consists of three parts: 1) a summary of the major 
topics raised by public comments received and DOES generalized responses (also included as 
Appendix F in the Final HCP EIS), 2) specific public comments and DOE'S specific responses, 
and 3) a copy of each public comment received by DOE on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, and 
copies of the complete transcripts from,each of the four public hearings. Indices a r e  provided in 
the Comment Response Document to enable commenters to find comment documents and their 
responses. 

The Final EIS is being transmitted to commenting agencies, made available to the public, 
and filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A DOE decision on proposed actions 
would not be made earlier than 30 days after EPA publishes a Notice of Availability for the Final 
EIS in the Federal Register. The DOE would record its decision in a publicly available Record of 
Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register. 

1. I Methodology 

The DOE considered all comments. Equal weight w a s  given to spoken and written 
comments, to comments received a t  the public hearings, and to comments received in other 
ways. The  comment period was not intended to solicit "votes" or "endorsements" regarding the 
proposed action or any alternative analyzed. Rather, comments were reviewed for content and 
relevance to the environmental analysis contained in the EIS. 
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Spoken comments presented a t  the public hearings were recorded by a court reporter 
and a verbatim transcript produced (see transcripts at  the end of this document). The written 
comments and transcripts were reviewed and major topics were identified. These major topics 
are summarized in Section 2.0 of this Comment Response Document, and included as Appendix 
F in the Final HCP EIS. The summarized topics are followed by DOE'S generalized responses. 

The Revised Draft HRA-EIS was  published in April 1999 and the Notice of Availability was  
published in the Federal Register on April 23, 1999, initiating the 45-day public comment period 
that ended on June 7,1999. Public hearings were held on May 18, May 20, June 2, and June 3 
in Portland, Oregon and Richland, Mattawa, and Spokane, Washington; and transcripts of these 
meetings were produced. Comments were received throughout the public comment period and, 
to accommodate as many as respondents as possible, comments were accepted after the close 
of the comment period. The last comment was received on August 3, 1999. The complete 
transcripts of the public hearings are presented at the end of the document, following copies of 
the individual comments. 

1. I. I Commenf Coding Sysfem 

All comments received during the public comment period were initially coded "R," to 
signify Revised Draft HRA-EIS and keep them separate from the 1996 Draft EIS comments. 
Written comments were then assigned an "L" for letter, and a number according to the order in 
which the letter was  received by DOE during the public comment period. The DOE received 
more than 400 letters on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 

Written comments turned in at  public hearings (as opposed to being mailed) received 
additional coding, as follows, to indicate at  which hearing they were accepted and in what order 
they were accepted: 

RLPOO? R = Revised Draft L = Letter P.= Portland 
RLROO? R = Revised Draft L = Letter R = Richland 
RLMOO? R = Revised Draft L = Letter M = Mattawa 
RLSOO? R = Revised Draft L = Letter S = Spokane 
STROO? STR=Save The Reach petitioner number 
FTSOO? FTS=Farm The Slope petitioner number 

O? = order in which received 
O? = order in which received 
O? = order in which received 
O? = order in which received 

E-mails were coded "RE" (for Revised Draft - E-mail), followed by a number for the order 
in which they were received. The DOE received 30 E-mails on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The 
DOE also accepted a binder with 922 endorsements for the Wild and Scenic River (with the 
inclusion of a Wahluke Wildlife Refuge) that was  collected for the Department of the Interior's 
Hanford Reach EIS in 1994. More than 200 request forms for farmland on the Wahluke Slope 
(also generated for the Hanford Reach EIS in 1994) were accepted in the s a m e  spirit. The DOE 
recorded the names of all the endorsees, but only assigned one comment number to each 
signature-gathering effort. These comments are  listed in the index as "Save The Reach," (STR) 
and "Farm The Slope" (FTS). 

If a letter, e-mail, or transcript comment contained more than one comment, then the 
comment was assigned additional numbers to label the individual comments. For example, 
letter number RL-318, from the Nez Perce Tribe, contained 62 individual comments that were 
somewhat out of the normal comment path and which were numbered sequentially as follows: 
RL318-01, RL318-02, RL318-03, RL318-04, etc. The individual comment documents in the 
back are  generally ordered by when the public hearing was  held. For example the comments 
associated with the first public hearing in Portland are  the first comments and the comments 
associated with the Spokane public hearing are nearer to the back. Letters are listed first, 
followed by E-mail and transcripts from the public hearings last. 
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1. 1.2 Specific Public Comments 

Some comment letters and transcript statements contained one or more specific 
comments as opposed to addressing a major topic. Following the "R" number that was assigned 
to all comments, these specific comments were given specific comment codes, which were 
recorded and answered with specific answers in sequential order by the DOE. These specific 
comments are also coded sequentially as to where they appear in a letter or transcript. The 
responses also indicate whether or not the text of the EIS was corrected or revised because of 
the comment and, if so, which section of the EIS was revised. 

1. 1.3 Finding Your or Someone Else's Comments 

Three indexes were generated for your use and are found at the beginning of CR3.0. 
One complete index is based on your last name and the other complete index is based on the 
comment number DOE used to track the comments. Once you have. looked up your comment 
letter number you can find your comment responded to generically in CR2.0 below or specifically 
if your comment contained issues outside of our CR2.0 Major Topics section. If you want to 
know who had comments like yours or opposing yours you can use the index by comment 
number to see who made the comment. The third partial index is to assist you in finding out 
what elected officials, government officials and special interest organizations provided for 
comment. 

CR2.O Major Topics (Summarized) and DOE'S Responses 
The DOE considered all comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Many of the 

comments supported particular alternatives or a combination of alternatives, while others 
addressed environmental issues, such as the value of wildlife habitat and the importance of 
preserving habitat for plants and animals (including the diminishing population of salmon). 
A significant number of comments addressed designating the Hanford Reach as a Wild and 
Scenic River. 

2. 1 Major Topics 

The major topics associated with the comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
are presented collectively in this section. Each major topic raised through the comment process 
(including the number of comments supporting or opposed to a particular subject) is summarized 
below, followed by DOES generalized response to the summarized comments and the numbers 
(codes) of those who commented. An index of commenters names and numbers is provided at 
the end of this section. 

2.1. I No-Acfion Alfernafive 

Four letters commented on the No-Action Alternative. Two of the three opposed the lack 
of planning in this alternative. One comment supported this alternative. One commenter 
supported the No-Action Alternative if Alternative Three was not selected. (Total No-Action 
Alternative = 4). RL075, RL291 , RL322, RTMOI 5 

DOE'S Response: The No-Action Alternative does not provide for overall planning at the 
Hanford Site. The DOE is required, under 42 USC 7274k (Public Law 104-201 , Section 31 53, 
National Defense Authorizafion Act for Fiscal Year 1997), to develop a future-use plan for the 
Hanford Site. The DOE policy is to support critical DOE missions, stimulate the economy, and 
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protect the environment. This land-use plan provides a means for coordinating planning and 
plan implementation with Tribal governments and local jurisdictions, as well as facilitating site 
and infrastructure transition and privatization activities. 

2.1.2 DOE’s Preferred Alternative 

Numerous people offered comment on the DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS, with 27 letters in favor of the alternative, and 6 opposed. Many of the supporting 
letters favored some modification of the alternative to further protect the environment, while 
those opposing this alternative did so because of lack of economic development (specifically in 
Grant County), and putting the Wahluke Slope under Federal control. Two of these specifically 
expressed support of the B Reactor museum. Several expressed that this was the most 
balanced of the alternatives, providing both development and protection. (Total DOE’s Preferred 
Alternative = 33). RE028, RL024, RL025, RL032, RL039, RL098, RL106, RL120, RL121 , 
RL181, RL205, RL228, RL244, RL291 , RL306, RL319, RL322, RL361 , RL381, RL440, RL445, 
RLM002, RLR002, RLR004, RTM008, RTMOI 0, RTMOI 1 , RTPOI 1 , RTR001 , RTRO14, RTR021 , 
RTS003, RTSOlO 

DOE’sResponse: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS in 
response to these comments. The DOE believes that its new modified Preferred Alternative 
gives the same balanced approach to future land development and protection of the 
environment as did the DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, while 
supporting the DOE missions of Environmental Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup 
mission”) and science and technology at the Hanford Site. The B Reactor museum is retained in 
DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. This alternative supports economic 
development on a regional level, and protects the environment by placing a large portion of the 
Hanford Site under management of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as an overlay 
refuge. 

2.1.3 Alternafive One 

Alternative One was the subject of 15 letters, with 14 in favor of this alternative and 
1 opposed. Those in favor were particularly interested in the emphasis on preservation and the 
additional protection that it provides for high value or sensitive ecological areas on the Hanford 
Site, and the prohibition against agriculture, mining, grazing, and intensive recreational use that 
would compromise the ecological and wildlife values presented. They felt the DOE’s Preferred 
Alternative as presented in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS did not go far enough in furthering this 
goal. A desire to further protect the unique shrub-steppe habitat was also expressed. The 
opposing letter expressed the need for some economic development, in addition to some 
environmental protection. (Total Alternative One = 15). RL003, RL222, RL282, RL283, RL291 , 
RL322, RL340, RL352, RL439, RL445, RTPOOI , RTPOI 1 , RTRO14, RTROI 5, RTROI 8 

DOE’s Response: While Alternative One does meet the goal of environmental protection, it 
does not fulfill all of DOE’s missions. These include planning for continuation of the primary 
missions of the site and planning for future economic development. In response to public 
comment, DOE has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or 
adjacent to, land already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of 
Science and Technology. Mining areas are needed for the primary mission of the site, which is 
Environmental Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup mission”). To the extent that a 
significant portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions, these 
areas would be placed under management of the USFWS, to be managed as an overlay wildlife 
refuge. 
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2.1.4 Alternafive Two 

Alternative Two was  supported by 47 commenters, with 2 opposing the alternative. The 
primary issue expressed in the supporting comments was the additional protection given to the 
environment, particularly that afforded to the high value ecological areas and natural and 
sensitive lands on the Hanford Site. Some commenters expressed the desire for even more 
protection of the environment, citing this alternative as the one closest to total preservation and 
restoration of the site. One  commenter was supporting this alternative also because of the 
alternative's support for the B Reactor museum. The two opposing commenters cited the lack of 
any areas for economic development. (Total Alternative Two = 49). REO1 3, RLI 19, RL154, 
RL159, RL185, RL226, RL230, RL264, RL270, RL283, RL286, RL287, RL288, RL291 , RL295, 
RL296, RL309, RL310, RL311, RL312, RL322, RL331, RL338, RL339, RL344, RL346, RL347, 
RL356, RL358, RL445, RLS002, RLS003, RLS004, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOl3,OR014, 
RTROI 9, RTSOI 3, RTSOI 6, RTSOI 8, RTSOO2, RTSOO3, RTSOO4, S008, RTSOO9, RTS020, 
RTSO22, RTSO25 

DOE's Response: While Alternative Two does meet the goal of environmental protection, it 
does  not meet DOEs desires. These include planning for continuation of the primary missions 
of the site, and planning for future economic development. In response to public comment, DOE 
has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the 
Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or adjacent to, land 
already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of science and 
technology. Mining a reas  are needed for the primary mission of the site, which is Environmental 
Management (othetwise known as the "cleanup mission"). To the extent that a significant 
portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions, these areas  would be 
placed under management of the USWS, to be managed as an  overlay wildlife refuge. 

2.1.5 Alternafive Three 

Alternative Three was discussed by 69 commenters, with 12 in opposition to the 
alternative and 57 in favor. Commenters who supported this alternative cited the need for 
economic development of the land in Grant County (by turning the land over to farming). These 
commenters felt that to b e  fair, the land should be given back to the farmers from whom it was  
taken to create the Hanford Site in the 1940s. A comment was also made that the property tax 
that would have been collected by the county would have gone into schools for children. These 
commenters believed that Alternative Three supports environmental protection goals, and is 
balanced between environmental protection and economic development. They supported 
Alternative Three as the alternative which best represented the Wahluke 2000 Plan. Those 
opposed to Alternative Three expressed the need for protection of the shrub-steppe habitat, and 
the concern that irrigation would undermine the White Bluffs. (Total Alternative Three = 69). 
RE028, RLIOO, RL120, RL131 , RL200, RL220, RL222, RL258, RL285, RL291 , RL297, RL298, 
RL301 , RL305, RL307, RL314, RL322, RL329, RL330, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, 
RL340, RL341 , RL345, RL348, RL349, RL350, RL351 , RL354, RL358, RL372, RL373, RL374, 
RL375, RL381 , RL384, RL436, RL437, RL441 , RL442, RL447, RLM003, RTMOOI , RTM002, 
RTM003, RTMOO4, RTMOO5, RTMOOG, RTM007, RTMOO9, RTMOI 1 , RTM012, RTM014, 
RTMO15, RTMO16, RTM017, RTMO19, RTM020, RTM021, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOI I , 
RTP013, RTR014, RTSOOI, RTSOO5 

DOE'S Response: While Alternative Three does have some aspects of balance, there is no 
area se t  aside that is large enough.to support DOEs Science and Technology Mission which 
includes site stewardship. Alternative Three does support DOE's mission to provide economic 
growth, and provides for the current and future missions of DOE on the Hanford Site. In the 
DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS, there is a balance of development and 
environmental protection. In a regional context, the area is served by both land area for 
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economic development and future missions, and by protecting a large area of shrub-steppe 
habitat that supports many wildlife species, and provides an  outdoor lifestyle. 

2. I. 6 Alternative Four 

Seven comments were received regarding Alternative Four. Five were in favor, and two 
were against this alternative. The commenters opposing Alternative Four expressed concern 
that there was no economic development allowed, while those in support cited either the 
necessity of using the McGee Ranch silt in the cleanup effort as a modification, or support for 
the large amount of preservation in this alternative. (Total Alternative Four = 7). RL270, RL291 , 
RL322, RL438, RTPOI 1, RTS003, RTS012 

DOE’s Response: While Alternative Four does meet the goal of environmental protection, it 
does not meet  DOEs desires. These include planning for continuation of the primary missions 
of the site and planning for future economic development. In response to public comment, DOE 
has eliminated grazing and increased the  area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the 
Final HCP-EIS, while allowing industrial development on land used for, or adjacent to, land 
already used for industrial-type functions. This supports the DOE mission of science and 
technology. Mining areas  are  needed for the primary mission of the site, which is Environmental 
Management (otherwise known as the “cleanup mission”). To the extent that a significant 
portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions, these a reas  would be 
placed under management of the USRNS, to be managed as an  overlay wildlife refuge. 

2. I. 7 National Wildlife RefugdDOE’s Preferred Alternative 

More than 300 cornmenters wrote concerning the DOEs Preferred Alternative, with the 
modification that a National Wildlife Refuge be created/expanded for additional protection of the 
environment. Six commenters were against this combination, citing as their reasons the 
USFWS’s lack of adequate resources to properly manage the land, and the DOE’s ignoring the 
previous u s e  in farming and future economic development. (Total RefugeIPreferred Alternative 
= 306). REOOI, RE002, RE003, RE004, RE006, RE007, RE009, REOIO, RE014, RE015, 
RE017, REO1 9, RE021, RE026, RE029, RL002, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL009, RLOIO, 
RLOIl, RL012, RL013, RL014, RL015, RL016, RL017, RL018, RL019, RL020, RL021, RL022, 
RL023, RL026, RL027, RL028, RL029, RL030, RL033, RL034, RL035, RL036, RL037, RL040, 
RL041, RL042, RL043, RL044, RL045, RL046, RL048, RL049, RL051, RL052, RL053, RL055, 
RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, RL065, RL066, RL067, RL068, RL069, RL071 , 
RL072, RL074, RL076, RL077, RL078, RL079, RL080, RL081, RL082; RL083, RL084, RL085, 
RL086, RL087, RL089, RL090, RL091 , RL092, RL093, RL094, RL095, RL096, RL099, RL100, 
RLI 01, RLI 02, RLI 03, RL104, RLI 05, RLI 07, RLI 09, RLI I O ,  RLI 1 1, RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, 
RL122, RL123, RLI 24, RL125, RL127, RL128, RL129, RL130, RL132, RL133, RL134, RL135, 
RL136, RL137, RL138, RL139, RL140, RL141 , RL142, RL145, RL148, RL149, RL150, RL151, 
RL152, RL153, RL156, RL157, RL158, RL160, RL161, RL162, RL163, RL164, RL165, RL167, 
RL168, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL175, RL177, RL179, RL180, RL183, RL184, RL186, 
RLI 87, RLI 88, RLI 89, RL190, RLI 91 , RLI 92, RLI 93, RL194, RL195, RLI 96, RL197, RLI 98, 
RL203, RL204, RL207, RL208, RL209, RL211, RL213, RL214, RL215, RL216, RL217, RL218, 
RL219, RL220, RL223, RL224, RL225, RL227, RL228, RL229, RL231, RL236, RL238, RL240, 
RL241, RL242, RL243, RL245, RL246, RL247, RL248, RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, 
RL256, RL257, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, RL269, RL271, RL272, RL273, RL274, 
RL275, RL276, RL277, RL278, RL279, RL280, RL281, RL288, RL289, RL291 , RL294, RL300, 
RL302, RL314, RL315, RL316, RL320, RL321, RL323, RL326, RL327, RL340, RL342, RL352, 
RL353, RL355, RL359, RL360, RL362, RL363, RL364, RL365, RL366, RL367, RL368, RL369, 
RL370, RL376, RL377, RL378, RL379, RL380, RL382, RL383, RL443, RL444, RL445, RL448, 
RL450, RL451, RLROOl , RLR003, RLR005, RLROO6, RLS005, RTMOOI, RTM004, RTMOO5, 
RTM007, RTMOIO, RTPOO4, RTPOO6, RTPOI 1, RTPO12, RTR002, RTR005, RTROO6, RTR007, 
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RTR008, RTROO9, RTROIO, RTROI 1, RTROl2, RTROl3, RTR014, RTROl6, RTROI 9, RTR024, 
RTR026, RTSOOI , RTSOO2, RTSOO3, RTSOO6, RTSOO7, RTSOO9, RTSO14, RTSOI 5, RTSOI 6, 
RTS018, RTSO19, RTS020, RTS024 

DOE’s Response: The DOE has proposed a Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS which 
embraces this combination of economic development, future missions, and environmental 
protection. The USFWS would be given the responsibility to manage the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach (including the islands outside of Benton County), McGee Ranch, the riverlands, 
and the Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve as an overlay wildlife refuge, while DOE retains 
ownership of the land. 

2.1.8 Other Combinafions 

More than 100 comments expressed concern or support for parts of alternatives or 
additional alternatives. A few commenters submitted alternative maps they had made 
themselves for DOE’s consideration. Some commenters addressed specifically the issue of 
local versus Federal control. A few supported an extension to the public comment period. Two 
commenters suggested that additional mapping be done to better represent the wildlife 
population picture. Others suggested that cleanup, not planning, b e  the focus of the mission at  
the Hanford Site. These “other combinations’’ comments are  summarized below. (Total Other 
Combo = 118). RE004, RE005, RE008, RE012, RE015, REO16, RE020, RE022, RE023, 
RE024, RE025, RE027, RE030, RLOOI, RL031, RL038, RL047, RL054, RL056, RL070, RL073, 
RL097, RLI 08, RLI 17, RLI 18, RL143, RL144, RL152, RL166, RL169, RL176, RLI 81, RLI 82, 
RL197, RL199, RL200, RL201, RL202, RL205, RL206, RL210, RL226, RL230, RL232, RL234, 
RL235, RL237, RL239, RL240, RL241, RL248, RL249, RL251, RL259, RL260, RL263, RL270, 
RL282, RL283, RL284, RL285, RL289, RL290, RL297, RL298, RL299, RL301, RL303, RL304, 
RL305, RL306, RL308, RL309, RL311, RL313, RL314, RL317, RL318, RL319, RL321, RL322, 
RL325, RL328, RL329, RL330, RL332, RL333, RL334, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL341, RL344, 
RL345, RL347, RL349, RL350, RL351 , RL356, RL357, RL358, RL361, RL371, RL373, RL381, 
RL384, RLMOOI , RLM002, RLPOOI, RLSOOI , RLS004, RTM003, RTM018, RTM021, RTPOO4, 
RTPOO6, RTPOl4, RTROO9 

- 
. 

Local Confrol vs. Federal Confrol. Many commenters were concerned about the issue of local 
control versus Federal control of the land that currently comprises the Hanford Site. Overall, 65 
commenters cited this issue, with 37 preferring Federal control and 28 preferring local control. 

DOE’s Response: The Federal government would likely retain control of the entire Hanford Site 
for the next 50 years, during which time it would be managed by a Federal agency. The DOE 
has proposed that the USFWS manage a large portion of the Hanford Site as an overlay wildlife 
refuge, while the current ownership remains under Federal control. Therefore, the decision 
being made a t  this time is not whether the Federal government is relinquishing ownership of the 
land, but instead, the decision of how to manage the land until such time that the land is 
considered surplus. 

Extension to the Public Comment Period. Three commenters requested a longer comment 
period. 

DOE’S Response; The DOE carefully considered the appropriate comment period length and 
came to the decision that the NEPA-required 45 days was  adequate. This decision was  based 
on several factors. These include the extended public comment period for the original Draft EIS 
in 1996, and the fact that this is a revised draft of a descoped document. From the time the first 
draft was issued in August 1996, to April 1999, extensive work was done with the participation of 
the nine cooperating agencies to prepare a Revised Draft EIS that demonstrated many 
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perspectives of the  land-use decision at the Hanford Site. The alternatives developed 
encompassed the  values and goals of many diverse groups within the region. 

friorifizing Cleanup. Six commenters urged DOE to keep cleanup efforts as its top priority, 
and not allow land-use planning questions to delay any of the cleanup work. 

DOE’s Response: The DOE recognizes the cleanup work a t  Hanford as its primary mission 
and it is that cleanup mission that is the reason to implement a land-use plan which does not 
address individual cleanup sites, but looks a t  the entire Hanford Site instead. 

Customized Alternatives. Approximately 100 letters cited support for parts of alternatives, or 
the comment writer‘s own alternative. By an overwhelming majority, the support for more 
preservation was expressed, ranging from more protection of the entire Hanford Site, to support 
for additional wildlife refuge land. The commenters supporting local control cited the need for 
agriculture on the  Wahluke Slope. 

DOE’s Response: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS in 
response to these  comments. The new Preferred Alternative embraces additional wildlife refuge 
acreage, yet retains economic development, planning for potential future site missions, and 
recreational opportunities on the Hanford Site. 

Wi/d/ife Mapping. Two commenters suggested that additional wildlife mapping b e  done  to 
several of the  maps  in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, to more accurately reflect t h e  Hanford Site’s 
current wildlife populations. 

DOE’s Response: The maps (figures) included in the Final HCP-EIS have been labeled with 
the caveat that any wildlife population map cannot be  completely accurate, since nesting and 
burrowing sites vary from season to season and year to year. 

Wahluke 2000 Plan. Ten commenters supported the Wahluke 2000 Plan as a n  alternative that 
was  not considered by the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. These commenters expressed concern that 
even the land u s e  described in Alternative Three was  not as balanced as the Wahluke 2000 
Plan. The commenters also cited that the Wahluke 2000 Plan had already gone through a 
public process. 

DOE’s Response: The DOE worked with the Grant and Franklin County Planning Departments 
as cooperating agencies on preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and, subsequently, on 
preparation of this Final HCP EIS. The basis for the  Wahluke Slope planning was  the  Wahluke 
2000 Plan, as it was sent  to Mr. Ron Izatt, then Director of the Environmental Restoration 
Division for the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office, on November 18, 1992, from 
Mr. Mark Hedman, representing the Wahluke 2000 Committee. The only difference between the 
map submitted then, and the map  presented in Alternative Three of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
is the inclusion of wetlands protection as required by state and Federal regulations. 

2.1.9 Preservation 

Several commenters expressed their support for preservation of the Hanford Site. Fifty- 
eight letters supported preservation in some aspect, although the amount of preservation cited 
varied from the addition of the 200 West Area sagebrush, to preservation of the entire Hanford 
Site. Many cited the  Hanford Reach, the creation of a National Wildlife Refuge, McGee Ranch, 
May Junction, the  islands, the LIGO land (when LIGO is complete), Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, and the  sand  dunes. Reasons cited were historical, ecological, cultural, biological, and 
economic. S o m e  commenters thought there was  enough preservation already. (Total 
Preservation = 58). RE018, RE020, RL004, RL016, RL029, RL040, RL050, RL061, RL063, 
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RL074, RL088, RL102, RL113, RLI16, RLI19, RL123, RL126, RL146, RL171, RL178, RL204, 
RL206, RL212, RL243, RL250, RL265, RL282, RL283, RL288, RL289, RL291 , RL299, RL302, 
RL322, RL326, RL355, RL358, RL360, RL367, RL439, RL440, RL443, RL445, RLROOI, 
RLR003, RLROO4, RTPOOS, RTPOl2, RTROI 5, RTROl7, RTROI 8, RTR021 , RTR022, RTR023, 
RTR025, RTS008, RTSOIO, RTSO19 

DOE'S Response: It is because of the need to protect the environment (e.g., meeting D O E s  
policy as a Natural Resource Trustee), that acreage for preservation was  considered a high 
priority. Many of the plants and animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to 
survive. The DOE'S Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the 
environment by placing a large portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USFWS as 
an  overlay wildlife refuge. 

2.7.70 Conservafion (Mining) 

Of the 149 commenters expressing a view on Conservation (Mining), only 11 felt that no 
mining a t  all should b e  allowed on the Hanford Site. The overwhelming majority felt that some  
mining could be allowed but only for the necessary materials for the cleanup of the Hanford Site. 
Some  suggested that mining areas should be reclaimed and transferred into the Refuge after 
the cleanup mission. One  commenter wanted the definition of mining in the Final HCP EIS to 
state that no removal of ore bodies or extraction of precious minerals would be included in the 
mining activity. Ten letters described specific areas that should not be mined (primarily the ALE 
Reserve), while one commenter cited the need for McGee Ranch silt specifically for the cleanup 
program. (Total Conservation [Mining] = 149). RE006, RE007, RE009, REOIO, RE014, RE017, 
REO1 9, RE020, RE021 , RE026, RL002, RL009, RL014, RL027, RL042, RL051, RL068, RL076, 
RL077, RL085, RL086, RL092, RL095, RL099, RLI 00, RLI 03, RLI 07, RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, 
RLI 20, RL121 , RL124, RL125, RL136, RL139, RL141, RL148, RL149, RL154, RL155, RL162, 
RL167, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL179, RL180, RL184, RL185, RL186, RL187, RL188, 
RL189, RL190, RL191, RL192, RL196, RL197, RL203, RL206, RL207, RL213, RL217, RL220, 
RL222, RL224, RL225, RL226, RL229, RL230, RL236, RL238, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL249, 
RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, 
RL277, RL279, RL280, RL281, RL282, RL283, RL289, RL294, RL309, RL314, RL320, RL326, 
RL327, RL338, RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL346, RL355, RL360, RL362, RL366, 
RL368, RL371, RL376, RL379, RL438, RL443, RL446, RL448, RL450, RL451, RLR003, 
RLR004, RLR005, RLROO6, RTP005, RTPOO6, RTP007, RTPOO8, RTPOI 1, RTP012, RTR002, 
RTR005, RTROO6, RTR008, RTR012, RTRO16, RTRO19, RTR022, RTSOO2, RTSOIO, RTSO13, 
RTSO16, RTSOl7, RTSOl8, RTSOI9 

DOE'S Response: The total Conservation acreage (Conservation [Mining and Grazing] and 
Conservation [Mining]) in the DOEs Preferred Alternative in approximately the s a m e  in the Final 
HCP-EIS as it was  in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. However, in response to public comment, the 
definition of mining has been modified to clarify what type of mining might be allowed. The  new 
definition specifies that mining on the Hanford Site must first undergo a permit application 
process to determine need, and that only governmental mining would be allowed. The DOE 
needs mineral resources to adequately perform the cleanup mission, and the State of 
Washington needs mining capability to maintain the state highway that runs through the Hanford 
Site. DOE has just converted its first gravel pit near the river into a wetland as a reclamation 
project and intends to complete some type of reclamation when finished at the major mining 
areas. No commercial mining would be allowed on the Hanford Site. Big Bend Alberta Mining 
Company, which currently holds mining rights on about 51 8 ha ( I  ,280 ac) on the ALE Reserve, 
is not under the control of DOE. 
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2.1. I I Conservation (Mining and Grazing) 

More than 200 commenters were against allowing any commercial grazing on the 
Hanford Site. Many commenters cited grazing as being incompatible with wildlife protection. 
One commenter specifically mentioned the adverse impact on the elk population if fences were 
put up to contain livestock. The spreading of noxious weeds was also attributed to livestock 
grazing, because hoofs tear up the delicate ground cover habitat. There was a concern for 
possible plutonium contamination, and it was expressed that livestock grazed on the Hanford 
Site would be bad perceptually for all of Washington State agriculture. Three commenters 
supported limited grazing, or supported local control instead of this being a Federal decision. 
(Total Conservation [Mining and Grazing] = 240). RE006, RE007, RE009, REOIO, RE014, 
RE017, REO1 9, RE020, RE021, RE023, RE026, RL002, RL004, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, 
RL009, RL012, RL013, RL014, RL015, RL016, RL017, RL018, RL019, RL020, RL021, RL023, 
RL026, RL027, RL028, RL029, RL032, RL034, RL036, RL037, RL038, RL039, RL040, RL041, 
RL042, RL043, RL045, RL049, RL051, RL055, RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, 
RL065, RL067, RL068, RL072, RL074, RL076, RL077, RL084, RL085, RL086, RL087, RL092, 
RL095, RL099, RLIOO, RLI 01, RL103, RLI 07, RLI 12, RLI 14, RLI 15, RLI 19, RL120, RL121., 
RL124, RL125, RL136, RL139, RL140, RL141, RL145, RL148, RL149, RL153, RL154, RL157, 
RLI 58, RL161, RL163, RL164, RL165, RL167, RL168, RL170, RL172, RL173, RL174, RL175, 
RL176, RL177, RL178, RL179, RLI 80, RLI 81, RL184, RLI 85, RLI 86, RLI 87, RLI 88, RLI 89, 
RL190, RL191, RL192, RL196, RL197, RL198, RL203, RL204, RL206, RL207, RL208, RL210, 
RL212, RL213, RL217, RL218, RL219, RL220, RL224, RL225, RL226, RL227, RL229, RL230, 
RL236, RL238, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL261, 
RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, RL269, RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, RL277, RL279, RL280, 
RL281, RL282, RL283, RL288, RL289, RL292, RL293, RL294, RL296, RL302, RL309, RL312, 
RL314, RL320, RL326, RL327, RL338, RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL346, RL355, 
RL356, RL360, RL362, RL366, RL368, RL369, RL371, RL376, RL379, RL383, RL438, RL439, 
RL443, RL445, RL448, RL449, RL450, RL451, RLROOI , RLR003, RLR004, RLROO5, RLROO6, 
RLS002, RLSOOS, RTPOO4, RTPOOS, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOI 0, RTPOI 1, RTP012, 
RTPO13, RTR002, RTR003, RTR004, RTR005, RTROO6, RTROO7, RTR008, RTROI 0, RTROI 1, 
RTR012, RTR014, RTROl6, RTRO19, RTR022, RTS002, RTSOIO, RTS013, RTSO16, RTSO17, 
RTS018, RTSOl9 

DOE’s Response: In response to the strong public sentiment on this issue, DOE has 
eliminated grazing from its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS. In doing so, DOE 
considered the effects of grazing on the wildlife habitat, including the potential for the spread of 
noxious weeds when livestock hooves damage the ground cover. The land-use definition of 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing) was included in DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS to accommodate a grazing permit granted by the State of Washington for the 
Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area. The state allowed this permit to expire on 
December 31 , 1998. 

2.1.72 Low-lnfensify Recreation 

Twenty-five letters addressed Low-Intensity Recreation on the Hanford Site. Eight 
commenters supported boat launches. Four of these supported a boat launch only at Vernita 
and not at White Bluffs, while four supported a boat launch at both locations (although one 
stated the boat launch at White Bluffs should be moved downstream of the White Bluffs 
townsite). Seven commenters opposed a boat launch at White Bluffs, citing the need to 
minimize damage to the bluffs. Two commenters opposed recreation of any type on the Hanford 
Site. Several expressed the view that only non-motorized vehicles or recreation be allowed on 
constructed trails. Several others supported access for limited recreation citing, as examples, 
camp sites for paddlers and access for kayakers and rafters. (Total Low-Intensity Recreation = 
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25). RL104, RL120, RL154, RL159, RL181, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL222, RL225, RL230, 
RL242, RL243, RL249, RL296, RL314, RL346, RL355, RL360, RL438, RL440, RLR004, 
RTPOI 0, RTROOG, RTSOI 9 

DOE’S Response: When the cooperating agencies looked at expanding recreational 
opportunities along the Columbia River (e.g., boat launches at Vemita and the White Bluffs), two 
resources areas - biological and cultural -were always scrutinized. The White Bluffs boat 
launch has cultural significance that would be best preserved by continued operation of the old 
ferry launches on both sides of the river. Further, establishing a new boat launch would most 
likely impact existing tribal cultural resources. The two Hanford avian species that are currently 
protected under the Environmental Species Act (ESA) have been placed in the delisting process 
and will be removed in one to two years. Those Hanford species left on the ESA are three 
fishes that could be impacted by installation of a new boat ramp near the Vernita Bridge. This 
type of balancing between resource protection issues and greater access to those resources is 
why advice from the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) (see Chapter 6) would be so valuable 
to DOE. 

2.1.13 High-Intensify Recreation 

Thirty-two comments were received regarding High-Intensity Recreation. Twelve were 
opposed to this land-use designation, while of the twenty in favor, most were in support of the 
B Reactor museum proposal. One commenter supporting the designation disagreed with 
closing off recreational opportunities (river access, for example) for 50 years, while another letter 
expressed support for recreational opportunities in general. One letter expressed the view that 
no High-Intensity Recreation should be allowed. (Total High-Intensity Recreation = 32). RL042, 
RL147, RL159, RL170, RL179, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL221, RL225, RL242, RL243, RL249, 
RL266, RL282, RL314, RL339, RL342, RL344, RL346, RL355, RL440, RL445, RTMOO9, 
RTPOO3, RTPOO5, RTPOO7, RTPO‘lO, RTPOI 1, RTROOl , RTROOG, RTSOl9, RE028, RL046, 
RL185, RL201, RL204, RL206, RL230, RL288, RL296, RL314, RL343, RL347, RL360, RL445, 
RTROI 2 

DOE’S Response: One of the assumptions DOE used in developing its Preferred Alternative 
was that the public would support preservation of the Manhattan Project’s historical legacy 
consistent with the B Reactor Museum Association’s proposal. The public validated this 
assumption by supporting the B Reactor Museum proposal during the public comment period on 
the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to 
allow tourism of the Federally registered landmark. The High-Intensity Recreation area near 
Vernita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) would be expanded 
across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other visitor-serving 
facilities. Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns, a boat dock at the 
B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities were completed. 
However, upon completion of the ER efforts, the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for 
the appropriate permits to construct a boat dock. Rail access to the site would not be hindered 
by DOES Preferred Alternative because the extant rail lines are considered pre-existing 
nonconformances. 

2.1.14 Research and Development 

Letters received on this land-use designation cited the need for restricting or prohibiting 
Research and Development. Two letters expressed the view that this land use would be too 
costly and too speculative at this time. Suggestions to limit Research and Development to the 
300 Area, LIGO, and FFTF were made. One commenter discussed the need for the EIS to 
distinguish between large-scale R&D and smaller scale, time-limited activities that would, by 
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their nature, consume less resources. (Total Research and Development = 15). RE028, RL046, 
RL185, RL201, RL204, RL206, RL230, RL288, RL296, RL343, RL347, RL360, RL445, RTR012 

DOE’s Response: The  DOE considered the need for Research and Development land use  on 
the Hanford Site and included in its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS an  appropriate 
amount of acreage to provide for any potential future missions for the Hanford Site as well as 
economic development. The Research and Development land-use areas  in the HCP EIS are  
adjacent to, or on areas currently used for activities similar to, or the s a m e  as potential future 
uses. This land-use designation reflects the DOE mission of science and technology as well as 
economic development. 

2.1.15 Industrial 

Thirty-five commenters addressed the Industrial land-use designation. S o m e  
recommended limiting industrial development to the 300 Area and 1 I00 Area, or areas near  the 
Tri-Cities, which could support the industry with infrastructure. One  commenter suggested that a 
corridor from Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) south to the 300 Area. S o m e  expressed that 
timing was important, that cleanup proceed first, then development, and that existing high- 
density industrial a reas  should be filled up first, before expanding land use. One  commenter 
made it clear that industrial development occur only where a documented need exits. A few 
commenters were against any further industrial development on the Hanford Site. (Total 
Industrial = 35). RE023, RLI74, RL179, RL181, RL204, RL206, RL225, RL230, RL233, RL242, 
RL249, RL288, RL289, RL314, RL319, RL320, RL322, RL326, RL342, RL343, RL344, RL349, 
RL355, RL358, RL360, RL443, RL445, RLROOI , RTM008, RTPOOI , RTPOO5, RTROO6, 
RTROIO, RTROI 1, RTR012 

DOE’S Response: The  need for the Industrial land-use designation is to support the  DOE 
missions of science and technology and Environmental Management (i.e., the  cleanup mission). 
The industrial a reas  would not be  developed a t  the expense of the  cleanup mission, in either 
budget or  schedule. The land designated as Industrial would be developed only with a strategy 
that embraces development along with the infrastructure to support it. 

2.1.16 Industrial-Exclusive 

Several commenters stated that the Industrial-Exclusive use  area as shown in the 
Revised Draft Preferred Alternative should be  reconfigured to represent what was shown for 
Industrial-Exclusive in Alternatives One and Two. Specifically, they felt the  small western 
extension of t h e  200 Areas should be  Preservation. (Total Industrial-Exclusive = 9). RL174, 
RL179, RL204, RL206, RL314, RL343, RL344, RL445, RTROO6 

DOE’s Response: Preservation was  only applied if there was  some  combination of exceptional 
resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, and edaphic). This approach allowed Preservation to 
be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic soil greasewood community, t h e  sand  dune  
dependent Indian rice grass  community, and other location dependent communities. Still, not all 
areas  with exceptional vegetational structure (e.g., the 200 West Area sagebrush stands) a re  
considered appropriate of the Preservation designation. The presence of sagebrush in the 200 
Areas could interfere with DOES conducting one of its primary missions and there is no 
combination of values that would elevate the 200 Area sagebrush into a Preservation 
designation. 

2.7.77 Agriculfure 
‘ I  

Over 200 commenters addressed Agriculture as a land use. More than 180 were 
opposed to any agriculture on the Hanford Site, citing the possible endangering of the health of 
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the Columbia River from irrigation runoff, the potential damage to the White Bluffs from 
irrigation, the need for preservation of the shrub-steppe habitat for wildlife, and the possibility 
that agriculture on the Hanford Site would be bad, perceptually, for all Washington State 
agriculture. The 20 letters in support of agriculture cited the need to support world food 
production, schools (with the resultant taxes), and the rural area in Grant County in need of 
economic growth. (Total Agriculture = 202). RE004, RE006, RE014, RE017, REOl9, RE020, 
RE021, RE023, RE026, RE029, RL004, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL012, RL013, RL015, 
RLOl6, RLOI 7, RLOl8, RLOl9, RL020, RL021, RL023, RL025, RL026, RL028, RL029, RL032, 
RL034, RL036, RL037, RL038, RL039, RL040, RL041, RL042, RL043, RL044, RL045, RL049, 
RL055, RL056, RL057, RL058, RL059, RL060, RL062, RL064, RL065, RL067, RL070, RL072, 
RL074, RL076, RL077, RL084, RL086, RL090, RL092, RL094, RL095, RL099, RLIOI , RL107, 
RLII2, RL114, RLI15, RL117, RL121, RL125, RL131, RL136, RL139, RL140, RL142, RL145, 
RL148, RL153, RL156, RL3 57, RLI 58, RLI 59, RL161 , RL162, RL163, RL164, RL168, RL174, 
RL175, RL176, RL178, RL179, RL180, RL181, RLI 82, RLI 85, RL186, RL187, RL188, RL189, 
RL190, RL191, RL192, RL194, RL196, RL198, RL206, RL208, RL210, RL212, RL213, RL217, 
RL218, RL219, RL221, RL223, RL224, RL225, RL227, RL229, RL230, RL236, RL238, RL239, 
RL242, RL243, RL250, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL258, RL261, RL266, RL269, RL271, 
.RL280, RL283, RL284, RL289, RL307, RL312, RL314, RL320, RL321, RL326, RL327, RL330, 
RL339, RL340, RL342, RL343, RL346, RL355, RL356, RL362, RL363, RL369, RL371, RL376, 
RL379, RL384, RL439, RL451 , RLM003, RLROOI , RLS005, RTMOOI , RTM002, RTM004, 
RTMOO5, RTM007, RTMOO9, RTMOIO, RTM013, RTMOI5, RTM017, RTMOI 9, RTP003, 
RTPOO4, RTP008, RTPOI 1 , RTR002, RTR003, RTR004, RTROI 1 , RTR012, RTROI 3, RTR014, 
RTRO16, RTROl8, RTRO19, RTR020, RTR024, RTSOO7, RTSOII, RTSOl3, RTSO17, RTSO18, 
RTSOl9 

DOE'S Response: In its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS, DOE would preclude any 
agriculture on the Hanford Site. In keeping with its policy as a Natural Resource Trustee, DOE 
has placed entire Wahluke Slope under management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife 
refuge. 

2.1.18 Policy 

Forty-one letters relating to policy were received. Half of these addressed the payment in 
lieu of taxes (PILT), expressing that future payments should be based on lost opportunity instead 
of current use, and that these payments are  important to providing equal educational opportunity 
to the children of Grant County. Two commenters wanted to add tothe Policy Statement in 
Chapter 6 regarding protection and preservation of environmental resources. One  commenter 
wanted the Hanford Sfrafegic Plan to go out for public review. One  commenter wanted it noted 
that there are groundwater and basaltic problems in the area by the river. One  commenter 
expressed a concern that land-use planning should not be used to drive cleanup standards. 
Another commenter wanted DOE to remain open to the idea of bartering as a way to reach 
agreement on land use. A summary of comments received under the "policy" category a r e  listed 
below. (Total Policy = 41). RL154, RL204, RL233, RL297, RL298, RL301 , RL303, RL307, 
RL329, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL350, RL351, RL441, RL445, RL447, RLM003, 
RTMOOI , RTM004, RTM005, RTMOO6, RTMOIO, RTMOI I, RTMOl2, RTMOl6, RTM017, 
RTM020, RTPOOI , RTP092, RTPOO3, RTPOO9, RTR012, RTSOO4, RTSOO6, RTSOO9, RTSO12, 
RTSO22, RTSO23 

PlLT Paymenk Twenty letters were received addressing the payment of PlLT to Grant 
County. Fourteen of these cited the need to base future PlLT payments on lost opportunity 
instead of current land use. The remaining 6 letters cited the need for Grant County to receive 
PlLT and the importance of PlLT to schools. One commenter cited the preference for 
opportunity, instead of entitlement. 
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DOE’s Response: Because DOE has chosen to work with the USFWS to manage the 
proposed wildlife refuge as an “overlay refuge,” DOE would retain land ownership which, in turn, 
would maximize the PlLT payments to the affected counties. (The DOE pays about 10 times 
what DO1 pays.) 

The Grant County Assessor determined the value of developed farmland by computing the 
average assessed value per acre for personal property, improvements, and land and trees, to 
arrive at a total average of $3,091.67. Personal property includes farm machinery and 
equipment, including above ground irrigation systems. Improvements include the value of 
farmhouses and farm buildings, including sheds, warehouses, cold storage, etc. Land includes 
the value of land, plus underground irrigation systems. Trees include the value of orchards, 
vineyards, etc. In addition, the assumption was  made that 33,000 acres, or 94 percent of the 
imgable or previously irrigated land under DOE control in Grant County would be developed 
farmland to arrive a t  a total estimated taxable value of $102 million. 

One commenter said h e  believes there is an  inequality since DOE only pays PlLT based upon 
the value of land ($1,225 a n  acre for irrigable land) and does not include additional values listed 
above. This commenter’s computation of PlLT does not comply with DOE’s PlLT policies and is 
not equitable, considering DOE uses  very little of the services provided by the County. If the 
land were transferred, individuals living on and farming the land would require significantly more 
services by the County, the additional cost of which would probably be more than the additional 
taxes, collected. The assumption that 33,000 acres would be developed is an  aggressive one. 
The Grant County Assessor has assumed only 27,000 acres would be developed farmland. The 
same  conditions a re  set forth in signed intergovernmental agreements with Benton and Franklin 
Counties and PlLT is being consistently applied. 

Confinuafion of Cleanup. Five commenters reiterated the need for continuation of the cleanup 
mission. 

DOE‘S Response: The DOE considers the cleanup mission at  Hanford to be its primary 
mission, and the land-use planning effort is complementary to and not in conflict with that 
mission. In fact, the land-use plan would facilitate the cleanup mission. 

Human Healfb and Safety. Commenters cited the need to consider human health and safety, 
since parts of the Hanford Site would be contaminated for a long time, if not forever. 

DOE’S Response: The DOE has taken into consideration that cleanup would take years to 
complete to an  acceptable level. This land-use plan would enable regulators to s e t  cleanup 
standards to levels commensurate with the land use planned at  each cleanup site. 

Environmenfal Jusfice: Some commenters stated that DOE did not adequately address the 
Environmental Justice impact caused by not expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke 
Slope to Hispanic agricultural workers. 

DOE’S Response: On February 11,1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898 
(59 Fed. Reg. 7629, 1994), Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-lncorne Populations. This Executive Order directs each Federal agency to 
make environmental justice part of the agency mission. To the greatest extent practicable and 
permitted by law, Federal agencies must identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations. 

As stated in the President’s February 11, 1994 memorandum that accompanied the Executive 
Order, “Each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, 
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economic, and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities and 
low-income communities, when such analysis is required by NEPA (42 USC Section 4321 , 
et seq.). Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in an  environmental assessment, 
environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever feasible, should address 
significant and adverse environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority 
communities and low-income communities." The memorandum and Executive Order ensure 
that minority and low-income communities will have a voice in the development and 
implementation of any Federal action that might adversely affect those communities. 

In addition, the memorandum and Executive Order indicate that all Federal agencies are  to be 
proactive in identifying and, to the extent practicable, mitigating any potential disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities that could result from 
proposed Federal actions. 

In order to implement the provisions of Executive Order 12898, the US. Deparfment of Energy 
Environmental Justice Strategy, Executive Order 12898 (DOE 4 995a) was  prepared. Guidance 
provided in this publication, as well as C E Q s  Environmental Justice Guidance under NEPA 
(March 1998), and EPA's Guidance for lncorporating Environmental Jusfice Concerns in EPA's 
NEPA Compliance Analyses (April 1998) were used, to the extent practicable, in the Revised 
Draft HRA-EIS. 

Because the proposed action for the Wahluke Slope is Preservation, there would no impacts to 
the Hispanic population because no changes would b e  made to the current use of the lands. 
Preservation is consistent with the wishes of the two Tribal Nations who served as consulting 
Tribal governments for this EIS, and who represent the minority and low-income communities 
who would be most directly affected by the proposed Federal action. 

2.7.19 Procedure 

Several letters had comments regarding membership of the Site Planning Advisory Board 
(SPAB). The SPAB could be established upon adoption of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
in the HCP EIS Record of Decision. The inclusion of equal seats  for: 1) each Tribe as a 
sovereign nation, 2) regulators, 3) the National Marine Fisheries Service, 4) the National Science 
Foundation, and 5) the Washington State Department of Ecology; and less seats  for the 
counties were offered by six commenters as improvements to the SPAB membership as 
described in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS (Chapter 6). Two commenters wanted the name of the 
document changed to better reflect the emphasis on land-use planning. Several commenters 
expressed the opinion that the Secretary of Energy's announcement in April 1999 of the Revised 
Draft's Preferred Alternative prejudiced the outcome. One commenter noted that cultural 
reviews should be prepared before land use is designated. One  commenter would like the DOE 
to slow down the decision, and one would like to speed up the decision. One  commenter noted 
that all land-use plans must support and preserve natural resources. A more detailed 
description of these comments, along with DOES responses, a re  listed below. (Total Procedure 
= 11). RL124, RL154, RL204, RL290, RL292, RL293, RL446, RTMO18, RTPOl3, RTPOO3, 
RTSOO4 

SPAB Membership. Commenters cited concerns regarding membership of the SPAB. 

DOE'S Response: As presented in the Final HCP EIS, the  makeup of the SPAB would be the 
nine cooperating agencies that participated in the preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and 
development of the land-use alternatives. However, membership is not necessarily fixed. As an 
advisory board, the board would support DOE by reviewing and providing advice for Area 
Management Plans and Resource Management Plans, providing policy advice to DOE in areas 
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involving coordination of land and resource management, and advising DOE during 
consideration of nonconforming proposals within the boundary of the Hanford Site. 

Predecisional Announcement. Some commenters felt the outcome of the public review had 
been prejudiced by the Secretary of Energy’s announcement in April 1999 of the DOE’s 
Preferred Alternative prior to the document being published and in the hands of the public. 

DOE’S Response: The Secretary’s announcement is consistent with the NEPA process and 
consistent with the DOE’s Preferred Alternative. The DOE has indicated in previous drafts of the 
EIS its support for the proposal to expand the wildlife refuge to include the entire Wahluke Slope 
and management of the Wahluke Slope for Preservation. The Secretary’s announcement 
supported the DOE’s Preferred Alternative proposed in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 
Management of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation is consistent with the ROD for the 
DO1 Hanford Reach EIS issued in 1996. 

The DOE has both the right and the responsibility under NEPA to identify the agency’s Preferred 
Alternative. Federal NEPA regulations under 40 CFR 1502.14(e) require the Agency to 
“...identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one of more exists, in the draft 
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the 
expression of such as preference.” The Secretary’s announcement is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

The DOE does not believe that the Secretary’s announcement has in any way prejudiced the 
outcome of the HCP EIS or the development of the NEPA ROD. The DOE has repeatedly 
expressed its support for management of the Wahluke Slope for Preservation, beginning in 1994 
when the DOE concurred in the Hanford Reach EIS. 

Name Change: Commenters wanted a name change for the document. 

DOE’S Response: During the public review and comment period on the Revised Draft HRA- 
.EIS, DOE solicited public input on a proposed name change for the EIS document to better 
reflect its purpose. The DOE proposed changing the name from the Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) to the Hanford 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact Statement (HCP EIS). The public 
supported this change, and in the Final EIS the name has been changed. 

Timing of the Decision: The timing of the decision was  commented on, both for speeding it up 
and slowing it down. 

DOE’S Response: The DOE has several legal and policy drivers requiring the preparation of a 
land-use plan. (Please see comment response under “No-Action Alternative”). 

CulfuraUNafura/ Resources Reviews: Cultural reviews and natural resources should be taken 
into account when land use  is being planned. 

DOE’S Response: Both cultural reviews and natural resources have been, and would continue 
to be taken into account when land-use decisions are made. The purpose of the SPAB is to 
advise the DOE when land-use implementation is being considered. 

2.1.20 Plan 

Eight letters addressed the comprehensive land-use plan. One of the commenters cited 
concern that what appears to be “management by committee” is too risky. Another commenter 
thanked DOE for keeping the process open. One commenter was glad that Hanford was  
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created, or there would not be all the land there is today available to preserve. One  commenter 
expressed that the time frame for land-use planning should be about seven generations out. 
Another cited the lack of impacts described from industrial development. Two commenters were 
concerned that the sensitivity of LlGO to noise and vibration from other activities at  Hanford was 
not adequately addressed. (Total Plan = 8). RL269, RL446, RTMOl5, RTROO9, RTSOl3, 
RTSO20, RTSO25, RTSO26 

DOE'S Response; The CLUP is meant to be a living document that brings DOE into 
cooperative planning with the local governments where possible, but also allows DOE to fulfill its 
Federal missions. To make the CLUP a viable planning tool, DOE has  proposed a SPAB that 
would provide a forum for local governments to discuss their planning intentions and how 
Hanford might fit in as a regional complex. The DOES NEPA process suggests that ElSs which 
establish land-use plans be reviewed by the NEPA Compliance Officer for revisions on a five- 
year schedule. As an advisory board, the SPAB would be able to tackle such issues as: 

b The extreme sensitivity of the LlGO facilities to noise and vibration created by 
other activities on the Hanford Site even though such activities may be at  large 
distances from LIGO. 

b The Energy Northwest lease to continue WNP-2 for power production and also 
allow for economic reuse of WNP 1 and 4. 

b The 200 Areas where contaminated areas are also important wildlife habitat. 

b How economic development should be coordinated, and where PlLT payments fit 
into the economic health of the region. 

2.1.21 Public Involvement 

The DOE received 65 letters and testimonies related to the public involvement process 
for the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Specifically, these included comments on the "opportunity to 
comment" (33), comments on the multiple public hearings (15), and comments on the quality of 
the document and the work that went into preparing the document (24). A summary of the 
comments received under this category is provided below. (Total Public Involvement = 65). 
RE012, REO1 3, RE028, RL003, RL006, RL043, RL052, RL054, RL103, RL153, RL154, RL166, 
RL178, RL179, RL185, RL200, RL204, RL205, RL206, RL225, RL228, RL230, RL234, RL270, 
RL273, RL281, RL290, RL291, RL292, RL304, RL314, RL318, RL319, RL322, RL328, RL341, 
RL342, RL344, RL345, RL349, RL355, RL361, RL381, RL443, RL445, RLM001, RTM012, 
RTPOOI , RTPOO2, RTP004, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTPOO8, RTPOIO, RTR004, RTROO6, RTROI 1 , 
RTR012, RTROl3, RTR014, RTSOO9, RTSOI 1 , RTSO15 

"Opporfunity fo Comment" Commenters thanked DOE for the opportunity to review and 
comment on the document. All but one commenter was  appreciative of the comment process, 
including the consideration DOE was  giving to the comments received, and for listening to the 
public on this topic. One commenter was  discouraged, citing the perception that the decision 
had already been made. 

DOE'S Response; The Federal regulations for NEPA, 40 CFR 1500-1 508, require DOE to 
make an EIS available to the public for review and comment. The DOE has considered all 
comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, and has  made changes to its Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP EIS based on public comments received. 

Multiple Public Hearings. Commenters were appreciative of DOE holding public hearings both 
in Richland, and outside of the Tri-Cities. One  commenter pointed out that a hearing is required 
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by NEPA regulations. Commenters in Portland complimented the DOE for going outside 
Washington State to listen to Oregon residents’ concerns regarding ”this profound and very 
important issue.” A Mattawa resident cited his appreciation for the DOE going to the location 
where the issues are closest to the people. One Richland commenter said it was “refreshing” for 
the DOE to listen. 

DOE’s Response: The Federal regulations for NEPA, 40 CFR 1503, require DOE to solicit 
comments from those persons or organizations who may be interested or affected by the 
decision. 

Document Qualify/Preparafion: Commenters were complimentary about the quality of the 
document and the amount of work that went into preparing the document. Citations included: 
”a lot of progress has been made,” It was a tremendous amount of work. It took years to 
accomplish,” “give the DOE congratulations,” “good work,’’ “well researched and 
comprehensive,” “excellent research and enormous staff work,” ”good job of reaching out to the 
community,” “extensive and excellent qualitative evaluation and comparison,” “thoughtful and 
comprehensive,” and “high quality assessment.” These comments were directed at DOE and 
the nine cooperating agencies who prepared the document. Commenters also were pleased 
that DOE was addressing the land-use issue. 

DOE’s Response: A first draft of the HRA-EIS was published for public review in August 1996. 
In response to comments received on that first draft, DOE worked with the cooperating agencies 
and consulting Tribal governments to establish a framework for the environmental analyses and 
the proposed CLUP policies and implementing procedures presented in this Final HCP EIS. 
Substantial agreement was reached among the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments on the development of land-use designations, and on the format for determining 
the potential environmental impacts associated with the land uses proposed in this EIS. 

2.1.22 Salmon 

Several letters commented that the salmon need protection. Fifty-two letters were 
received, all supporting protection of salmon and salmon habitat, supporting salmon recovery 
efforts, and expressing concern for the dwindling salmon population, the health of the salmon 
and the people who eat them, and restoration of the salmon runs. Some recommended that we 
do everything in our power to protect and preserve the salmon and other anadromous fish. 
(Salmon total = 52). RE005, RE015, RE017, RE021, RL003, RL014, RL025, RL044, RL063, 
RL069, RL118, RL122, RL146, RL151, RL156, RL162, RL182, RL194, RL209, RL212, RL222, 
RL223, RL246, RL251, RL261, RL266, RL268, RL284, RL299, RL321, RL324, RL338, RL347, 
RL356, RL363, RL378, RLROOI, RTP004, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPO12, RTR014, RTROI 8, 
RTSOO7, RTSOO8, RTSOO9, RTSOIO, RTS012, RTSO17, RTSO18, RTSO19, RTS021 

DOE’s Response: The Hanford Site is home to some of the region’s most unique natural 
resources. In two years, the salmon will be the only endangered species on the Hanford Site. 
(The Bald Eagle and the Peregrine Falcon have increased in population enough to be taken off 
the Endangered Species List.) Salmon prime habitat is in the Columbia River in the Wahluke 
Slope and along the Hanford Reach. The concern for the erosion of the White Bluffs into the 
river is the silting of the gravel beds where the salmon spawn. This was a significant factor 
behind the decision to disallow farming as a land use on the Wahluke Slope in the DOE’s 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

2.1.23 Hanford Reach 

More than 100 letters were received supporting protection of the Hanford Reach. Most 
letters cited the critical salmon spawning habitat, as well as the eagles and other wildlife that eat 
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the salmon. Some feel that the future of the entire Northwest depends on the cleanliness of the 
river. Concern was expressed for the erosion of the White Bluffs, and the effects of orchard 
growth on the spawning habitat. Although all commenters supported protection of the Reach, 
three opposed Federal control to achieve that end. One commenter stated that DOE is 
responsible for contaminating the Reach. (Total Hanford Reach = 109). RE002, REO1 3, 
RE015, RE018, RE028, RL031, RL032, RL041 , RL042, RL043, RL048, RL052, RL059, RL063, 
RL074, RL084, RLI 14, RLI 16, RLI 17, RL132, RL133, RL142, RL146, RL154, RL160, RL162, 
RL177, RL179, RL188, RL191, RL209, RL212, RL214, RL219, RL221, RL235, RL237, RL240, 
RL241 , RL244, RL25l , RL262, RL265, RL266, RL268, RL272, RL278, RL281, RL284, RL288, 
RL291, RL296, RL299, RL303, RL324, RL342, RL344, RL363, RL364, RL366, RL369, RL440, 
RL448, RL449, RL450, RL451 , RLROOI, RLR004, RLROO6, RTMOO6, RTMOO9, RTPOOI , 
RTP002, RTP005, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOI 1, RTPOl2, RTR002, RTR004, RTR005, 
RTROO6, RTR008, RTROIO, RTROII, RTROl3, RTR014, RTR015, RTRO16, RTR018, RTR020, 
RTR022, RTR024, RTR026, RTSOOI , RTSOO3, RTSOO4, RTSOO7, RTSOO9, RTSOI 0, RTSOI 1, 
RTSO12, RTSOl3, RTSOl6, RTSO17, RTSO18, RTSO19, RTSO20 

DOE'S Response: The Hanford Reach is a valuable national resource, abundant in natural 
beauty and home to a large biologically diverse wildlife. It is because of the intrinsic value of this 
free-flowing section of the Columbia River and the area surrounding it that DOE has  included the , 

Hanford Reach in the area placed under USFWS management as an  overlay wildlife refuge. 

2.1.24 Tribal Rights 

Several of the commenters expressed their concern that Tribal rights b e  honored by 
DOE. Ten of the twenty-one commenters held firm that all Tribal rights must be supported. 
Many of the letters also expressed support for the protection of cultural and religious sites from 
disturbance. One  commenter noted that Tribal rights would be protected by local control. One  
commenter recommended working with the Yakama Indian Nation. One  commenter supported 
modifications to Alternative One  to accommodate the needs of the Tribes. One  commenter 
noted that the land need not b e  given back to farmers since the land was originally stolen from 
the Wanapum, Yakama, and Nez Perce. One commenter wished DOE had considered an  
option to deed stewardship back to the Tribes. (Total Tribal Rights = 21). RE023, RL044, 
RL155, RL159, RL168, RL267, RL291, RL292, RL293, RL354, RL356, RL358, RTPOOI, 
RTPOO2, RTPOO9, RTPOI 1 , RTPO13, RTSOO4, RTSOOG, RTSOI 1, RTSO13 

DOE'S Response: Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal governments' treaty- 
reserved right of taking fish a t  all "usual and accustomed" places applies to the Hanford Reach 
of the Columbia River where it passes  through Hanford, and that treaty rights a r e  inalienable 
rights exercised by tribal members. 

Nevertheless, Tribal governments and DOE disagree over the applicability to the Hanford Site of 
Tribal members, treaty-reserved rights to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock. Both the 
Tribal governments and DOE can point to legal justification for their positions in this dispute. As 
this dispute could take years to resolve, the Tribal governments who worked as consulting 
agencies and DOE decided not to delay completion and implementation of a comprehensive 
land-use plan for the Hanford Site while awaiting the resolution of this dispute. Instead, the 
Tribes and DOE have gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights 
to assert their respective positions regarding treaty rights. Neither the existence of this EIS nor 
any portion of its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the treaty 
rights dispute. There are too many instances where DOE and the Tribal governments agree that 
actions need to b e  taken to protect Tribal interests where arguing over the legal bases  of those 
interests would b e  counterproductive to both parties. 
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Of all the commenters addressing a Wild and Scenic River designation for the Columbia 
River flowing through the Hanford Reach, 37 were in favor of the designation and 6 were 
opposed. Some of the commenters noted that the designation must be made without delay, and 
several noted that the river and riverbanks must be protected at all costs. Those opposed cited 
that such a designation gives no assurance that the area would be managed to meet existing 
and future local needs, such as water rights. (Total Wild and Scenic = 43). RLI 19, RLI 31, 
RL133, RL134, RL147, RL168, RL182, RL185, RL204, RL206, RL230, RL235, RL240, RL241, 
RL248, RL268, RL286, RL287, RL289, RL314, RL320, RL321, RL326, RL352, RL356, RL360, 
RL366, RL440, RLROOI , RLR003, RLR004, RTMOl5, RTPOO2, RTPOO3, RTP004, RTROI 9, 
RTSOOI, RTSOO7, RTSOO8, RTSO16, RTSO17, RTSO19, RTSO24 

DOE’s Response: The Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended, protects selected 
national rivers possessing outstanding scenic, recreational, geological, fish and wildlife, 
historical, cultural, and other similar values. These rivers are to be preserved in a free flowing 
condition to protect water quality and for other vital national conservation purposes. The 
Columbia River, along the Hanford Reach, is a 52-mile-long, free-flowing section which is 
irreplaceable spawning ground for salmon and other anadromous fish. This area, including the 
banks of the Columbia River, exhibits a unique diversity of plant and animal life, and DOE is 
committed to protecting the environment along this stretch of the river. However, the 
designation of the Hanford Reach portion of the Columbia River as a Wild and Scenic River is 
not within DOE’s authority. Public Law 100-605, passed by Congress on November 4, 1988, 
authorizes a comprehensive study of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River to identify the 
outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its immediate environment, and to examine 
alternatives for their preservation. The Secretary of the Interior has affirmed the addition of the 
Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and is waiting for Congressional 
action to implement the decision. 

2.1.26 Habifat 

More than 70 commenters addressed wildlife habitat. Sixty-nine of the letters were in 
favor of setting aside land for conservation and preservation of habitat, noting that the wildlife 
needs our protection. Many of the commenters noted that the number of native species, plants, 
animals, and native plant communities at Hanford; and the diversity and scale of the ecosystem 
is unique in this area. Many of the commenters mentioned the valuable shrub-steppe habitat, 
which is home to many species, including the sage sparrow, desert butterflies, and species of 
snakes, other reptiles, and amphibians. It was noted that at least two new plants to science 
have been discovered on the Hanford Site. Concern for the well-being of wildlife, plants, 
wildflowers, and fish habitat was expressed. Some emphasized the need for large areas of land 
for the wildlife, noting that if the land is fragmented, the wildlife cannot survive. Three 
commenters did not support wildlife habitat, noting that it is only weeds, and that DOE should not 
support wildlife over children’s education. One of the opposing commenters noted that it is 
possible for wildlife to coexist with farming and development. (Total Habitat = 72). RE006, 
RE012, RE015, RE017, RE020, RE023, RL007, RL008, RL013, RL029, RL032, RL038, RL056, 
RL059, RL060, RL061, RL063, RL067, RL070, RL086, RL087, RL103, RLI 14, RL123, RL139, 
RL146, RLI 58, RL161 , RL163, RLI 64, RL165, RL168, RL171 , RL175, RL178, RL179, RL222, 
RL227, RL238, RL256, RL257, RL261, RL267, RL268, RL272, RL276, RL278, RL288, RL291, 
RL314, RL326, RL338, RL379, RL445, RL452, RLPOOI, RLROO6, RTM002, RTM007, RTMOO9, 
RTPOOl , RTPOO7, RTPOO8, RTPOO9, RTPOl1, RTPOl3, RTPO14, RTR002, RTR023, RTSO14, 
RTSOl7, RTSOl8 

DOE’s Response: The DOE recognizes the unique shrub-steppe ecosystem on the Hanford 
Site, and the abundance of plant and animal life that flourish in the natural state of this area. It is 
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because of the need to protect the environment (meeting DOEs policy as a Natural Resource 
Trustee), that acreage for preservation is considered a high priority. Many of the plants and 
animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to survive. The DOEs Preferred 
Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the environment by placing a large 
portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge. 

2.1.27 Wahluke Slope 

The Wahluke Slope was the topic for many commenters. A total of 63 commenters cited 
concerns regarding the Wahluke Slope. More than half (59 percent) were against any farming 
on the Wahluke Slope. Ten supported farming for the area, particularly its suitability for irrigated 
production. Seventeen commenters supported a n  impartial study of all of the potential u ses  of 
the Wahluke Slope. (Total Wahluke Slope = 63). REOIZ, RE029, RL117, RL121, RL131, 
RL160, RL161, RL163, RL179, RL204, RL221, RL222, RL250, RL268, RL283, RL288, RL297, 
RL298, RL301 , RL305, RL308, RL324, RL329, RL332, RL333, RL335, RL336, RL337, RL347, 
RL350, RL351, RL352, RL363, RL441 , RL447, RL450, RLMOOI, RTM005, RTMOIO, RTMOI 1 , 
RTMOI 2, RTM013, RTMO14, RTMOl5, RTM020, RTPOO5, RTPOO6, RTPOO7, RTPOO8, 
RTROO2, RTROO6, RTROO9, RTROl3, RTR014, RTSOOI, RTSOO2, RTSOO3, RTSOO7, RTSOIO, 
RTSOI 1, RTS012, RTSOl7, RTS021 

DOE’S Response: The DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS would preclude 
agricultural activities on the Hanford Site. The DOE has placed the entire Wahluke Slope under 
the management of the USRNS as a n  overlay wildlife refuge, as the WDRN, the USFWS, and 
the U.S. EPA support the designation of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation. The 
WDFW, the USFWS, and DOE have recognized that the White Bluffs overlooking the Columbia 
River are  fragile and have been sloughing off into the Columbia River, in part due to irrigation 
runoff. Also, t he  Wahluke Slope is the last remaining large and healthy shrub steppe ecosystem 
in the Pacific Northwest, and the Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing section of the Columbia 
River. In recognition of the fragility of the White Bluffs and the important ecological and cultural 
resources of the Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach, DOE has, in its Preferred Alternative in 
the Final HCP EIS, designated the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation as an  overlay wildlife 
refuge. 

The DOE believes that further studies of the potential uses of the Wahluke Slope are not 
warranted. The  DOE believes that adequate studies have already been conducted to assess the 
potential impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope. Potential environmental, cultural, 
and socioeconomic impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope were assessed. Further 
studies would essentially duplicate analyses already conducted for the Draft and Revised Draft 
HRA-EIS and studies conducted by the National Park Service in support of the 1994 Hanford 
Reach Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive River Conservation Study 
(referred to as the Hanford Reach EIS) and the ensuing 1996 DO1 ROD. The Hanford Reach 
EIS and ROD were Congressionally mandated to assess the outstanding features of the Hanford 
Reach and its environs, including environmental and cultural values, and to examine alternatives 
for preserving those values. The ROD concluded that, in order to protect the White Bluffs and 
the cultural and ecological resources of the Wahluke Slope, the entire Wahluke Slope should be 
managed as a wildlife refuge by the USFWS. 

The DOE concurred in the 1994 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS. Management of the Wahluke Slope 
for Preservation as an overlay wildlife refuge under the Preferred Alternative is consistent with 
that concurrence. The 1996 ROD for the Hanford Reach EIS precludes DOE from managing the 
Wahluke Slope in a manner that would any adverse impacts on the values for which the 
Wahluke Slope is under consideration for National Wildlife Refuge status. 
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2.1.28 Split Record of Decision 

Many commenters supported a split ROD to expedite the designation of a wildlife refuge 
(Le., without waiting for the cleanup to be completed). One hundred and eighty-six commenters 
wrote concerning this issue. A few commented that they wanted the separate decision no later 
than December 1999. (Total Split ROD = 186). RE002, RE003, RE009, REOIO, RE019, 
RE021, RE026, RL005, RL006, RL007, RL008, RL009, RLOIO, RL013, RL014, RL015, RL016, 
RL017, RLOl8, RLOl9, RL022, RL023, RL027, RL033, RL034, RL035, RL037, RL041, RL042, 
RL048, RL049, RL051, RL052, RL053, RL055, RL057, RL064, RL065, RL066, RL068, RL069, 
RL074, RL076, RL078, RL079, RL080, RL081, RL082, RL083, RL084, RL085, RL087, RL089, 
RL092, RL093, RL095, RL096, RL099, RL1 00, RLIOI , RL102, RLI 03, RL104, RL105, RLI 07, 
RL109, RLI 12, RLI 15, RL125, RL127, RL128, RL129, RL130, RL132, RLI 33, RLI 34, RLI 35, 
RL136, RL138, RL139, RL140, RL148, RL149, RL150, RL151, RL154, RL158, RL160, RL165, 
RLI 67, RLI 72, RL174, RL177, RL179, RL184, RL185, RL187, RL189, RL191, RL192, RL193, 
RLI94, RL203, RL204, RL206, RL207, RL211, RL213, RL215, RL216, RL220, RL222, RL223, 
RL224, RL225, RL228, RL230, RL231, RL236, RL239, RL242, RL243, RL245, RL246, RL247, 
RL249, RL252, RL253, RL254, RL255, RL256, RL257, RL261, RL262, RL266, RL267, RL268, 
RL271, RL273, RL274, RL275, RL276, RL277, RL280, RL281, RL282, RL294, RL309, RL312, 
RL314, RL315, RL316, RL320, RL323, RL340, RL342, RL360, RL363, RL365, RL368, RL369, 
RL371, RL376, RL377, RL378, RL379, RL380, RL382, RL448, RL450, RLR005, RLROO6, 
RLS002, RLS005, RTPOO4, RTPOO6, RTPOO8, RTP012, RTR005, RTROO6, RTR008, RTROI 2, 
RTSO14, RTSOl8, RTSOI 9, RTSO20. 

DO€ Response: While the scope of the Final HCP-EIS covers land-use planning for the entire 
Hanford Site, it defers the evaluation of impacts associated with individual remedial actions to 
Tri-Party Agreement documents. The ROD for this Final HCP-EIS is scheduled to be published 
in November 1999; therefore, no "separate" ROD needs to be published in order to expedite the 
implementation of the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. 
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CR3.0 Specific Public Comments and DOE'S Responses 

The Revised Draft HRA-EIS was published in April 1999 and the Notice of Availability 
was published in the Federal Register on April 23, 1999, initiating the 45-day public comment 
period that ended on June 7,1999. Public hearings were held on May 18, May 20, June 2, and 
June 3 in Portland, Oregon and Richland, Mattawa, and Spokane, Washington; and transcripts 
of these meetings were produced. Comments were received throughout the public comment 
period and, to accommodate as many as respondents as possible, comments were accepted 
after the close of the comment period. The last comment was received on August 3,1999. The 
complete transcripts of the public hearings are presented at the end of the document, following 
copies of the individual comments. 

3. I Comment Coding Sysfem 

All comments received during the public comment period were initially coded "R," to 
signify Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Written comments were then assigned an "L" for letter, and a 
number according to the order in which the letter was received by DOE during the public 
comment period. The DOE received more than 400 letters on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 

Written comments turned in at public hearings (as opposed to being mailed) received 
additional coding, as follows, to indicate at which hearing and in what order they were received: 

RLPOO? 
RLROO? 
RLMOO? 
RLSOO? 
STROO? 
FTSOO? 

R = Revised Draft L = Letter P = Portland O? = order in which received 
R = Revised Draft L = Letter R = Richland O? = order in which received 
R = Revised Draft L = Letter M = Mattawa O? = order in which received 
R = Revised Draft L = Letter S = Spokane O? = order in which received 
STR=Save The Reach petitioner number 
FTS=Farm The Slope petitioner number 

E-mails were coded "RE" (for Revised Draft - E-mail), followed by a number for the order 
in which they were received. The DOE received 30 E-mails on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. The 
DOE also accepted a binder with 922 endorsements for the Wild and Scenic River (with the 
inclusion of a Wahluke Wildlife Refuge) that was collected for the Department of the Interior's . 
Hanford Reach EIS in 1994. More than 200 request forms for farmland on the Wahluke Slope 
(also generated for the Hanford Reach EIS in 1994) were accepted in the same spirit. The DOE 
recorded the names of all the endorsees, but only assigned one comment number to each 
signature-gathering effort because they occurred before the Revised Draft HRA-EIS was 
available for comment. These comments are listed in the Index as "Save The Reach," (STR) 
and "Farm The Slope" (FTS). 

If a letter, e-mail, or transcript comment contained more than one comment, then the 
comment was assigned additional numbers to label the individual comments. For example, 
letter number RL-318, from the Nez Perce Tribe, contained 62 individual comments which were 
numbered sequentially as follows: RL318-01 , RL318-02, RL318-03, RL318-04, etc. 

3.2 Specific Public Comments 

Some comment letters and transcript statements contained one or more specific 
comments as opposed to addressing a major topic. Following the "R" number that was assigned 
to all comments, these specific comments were given specific comment codes, which were 
recorded and answered with specific answers in sequential order by the DOE. These specific 
comments are also coded sequentially as to where they appear in a letter or transcript. The 
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responses also indicate whether or not the text of the EIS was  corrected or  revised because of 
the comment and, if so, which section of the EIS was  revised. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLM001-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that the Wahluke area is not pristine habitat; however, it is the best large block 
of south slope shrub-steppe habitat that can be found in the Columbia Basin. The s a m e  
environmental factors that make the Wahluke Slope unique for farming (e.g., deep  soils and 
warm microclimate), contribute to its uniqueness for wildlife habitat. With the widespread 
practice of irrigated farming from the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project, several of the 
cooperating agencies and other EIS commenters have counseled DOE to preserve this habitat 
to ensure that shrub-steppe dependent species, such as the sage sparrow or s a g e  grouse, don’t 
move onto the Endangered Species List and create more problems for established farming 
communities. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLMOOI -02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
On February 11, 1994, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 12898 
(Executive Order 12898, 59 FR 32, 1994), Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and  Low-Income Populations. This Executive Order mandates each 
Federal agency to make environmental justice part of the agency mission. To the greatest 
extent practicable and permitted by law, Federal agencies must identify and address  
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, 
policies, and activities on minorii  populations and low-income populations. 

As stated in the President‘s February 1 1, 1994 memorandum that accompanied the  Executive 
Order, “Each Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects, including human health, 
economic, and social effects, of Federal actions, including effects on minority communities and 
low-income communities, when such analysis is required by NEPA (42 USC Section 4321, 
et seq.). Mitigation measures outlined or  analyzed in a n  environmental assessment,  
environmental impact statement, or record of decision, whenever feasible, should address 
significant and adverse environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority 
communities and low-income communities.” The memorandum and Executive Order ensure 
that minority and low-income communities will have a voice in the development and 
implementation of any Federal action that might adversely affect those communities. 

In addition, the memorandum and Executive Order indicate that all Federal agencies a re  to be 
proactive in identifying and, to the extent practicable, mitigating any potential disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities that could result from 
proposed Federal actions. 

In order to implement the provisions of Executive Order 12898, the US.  Department of Energy 
Environmenfal Justice Sfrafegy, Executive Order 72898 (DOE 1995a) was prepared. Guidance 
provided in this publication, as well as the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ’s) 
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Environmental Justice Guidance under NEPA (March 1998), and EPAs  Guidance for 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses (April 1 998) 
were used, to the extent practicable, in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. 

Because the action is Preservation for the Wahluke Slope, there are  no impacts to the Hispanic 
population because no changes to the current use of the lands were made. If farming was  
planned, Environmental Justice impacts would have been made to the two Tribal Nations who 
served as consulting Tribal governments for this EIS - both chose Preservation as the land use 
for the Wahluke Slope. Preservation is consistent with the wishes of the minority and 
low-income communities that would be most directly affected by the proposed Federal action. It 
has  been D O E s  experience that many (over 50 families) use the Wahluke Slope wetland areas 
as  a campground (albeit illegally) during the cherry harvest. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLM001-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
.None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that Grant County and the Port of Mattawa should be included in Hanford’s 
Economic Development Mission, and DOE encourages the public agencies to seek DOE 
assistance for economic development. The fact that current reindustrialization benefits are 
being captured almost exclusively by Benton County, the Port of Benton, and the City of 
Richland is because Benton County is where all of the Hanford industrial facilities are located. 

An example of a successful reindustrialization effort is the transfer of the Hanford 11 00 Area and 
Hanford railroad southern connection (from Horn Rapids Road to Columbia Center) from DOE 
ownership to Port of Benton ownership. A key to transfer was that the land use of the 1100 Area 
and the railroad southern connection would remain Industrial, as proposed in all alternatives of 
this EIS. The DOE prepared a n  Environmental Assessment (EA) that resulted in a finding of no 
significant impact (FONSI) on August 27, 1998, transferring the 1 100 Area and the Southern rail 
cpnnection to the Port of Benton (DOWRL EA-1260). The Port officially took ownership and 
control of the “1 100 Area” (consisting of 786 acres, 26 buildings, and 16 miles of rail tract) on 
October 1 , 1998. 

For more information about regulations pertaining to land transfe; 0; facility leasing, see Table 1- 
4 of the HCP EIS. For more information about the process for transferring property, refer to the 
guidebook, Cross-Cut Guidance on Environmental Requirements for DOE Real Property 
Transfers, or the Washington State Department of Ecology’s guidebook, Hanford Land Transfer. 

The DOE tried to accommodate every party when determining the DOEs Preferred Alternative, 
while still fulfilling a primary or secondary DOE Mission. Of the 66,000 acres in Grant County, 
about 10,000 acres belong to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and wasn’t available for 
DOE to transfer to a local governmental authority. Benton County is being asked to accept a 
continuation of the Grant .and Franklin County Wildlife Refuge that is twice the size of either 
Wahluke Slope county’s contribution to the Refuge. By helping establish this large overlay 
wildlife refuge as a shrub-steppe habitat bank, DOE expects the region would gain overall by 
reducing the chance that new ESA listings appear from the shrub-steppe habitat alternating or 
limiting current land uses. The wildlife refuge would help protect the last wild stocks of 
anadromous fish spawning in the Columbia River Hanford Reach; add ecotourism, thereby 
diversifying the largely agrarian economy; and help ensure there is open space critical to the 
quality of life in eastern Washington. Because DOE has chosen to work with the USFWS to 
establish the wildlife refuge as an  “overlay refuge,” DOE would retain the land ownership which, 
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in turn, would maximize the payment in lieu of taxes (PILT) to the affected counties. The DOE 
sees its Preferred Alternative, as presented in the Final HCP EIS, as the best outcome for local, 
regional, and national interests. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL147 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
One of the assumptions used to develop DOE‘s Preferred Alternative was that the public would 
support preservation of the Manhattan Project’s historical legacy and development of a High- 
Intensity Recreation area, consistent with the B Reactor museum proposal. In the DOE’s 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS, the 100 Areas would include High-Intensity 
Recreation, Conservation (Mining), and Preservation land-use designations. 

The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to allow tourism of the Federally 
registered landmark consistent with the B Reactor museum proposal. The High-I ntensity 
Recreation area near Vernita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) 
would be expanded across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other 
visitor-serving facilities. Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns, a 
boat dock at the B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities 
were completed. At that time, the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for the 
appropriate permits to construct a boat dock. Rail access to the site would not be hindered by 
DOE’S Preferred Alternative because the extant rail lines are considered pre-existing 
nonconformances. 

In its comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, the Port of Benton expressed a desire to use 
the Hanford rail system and to extend the current system upriver where there is currently only an 
abandoned railroad grade. Provisions for that connection would be made in the permit to the 
USFWS for management of the refuge. Although DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP 
EIS would not hinder the rail option because it is a pre-existing, nonconforming use (e.g., any 
existing lawfully established use that is neither allowed nor conditionally permitted within a land- 
use designation, but exists therein, having been established prior to the CLUP land-use 
designation), DOE does not intend to maintain the northern portions of the existing rail line and, 
under General Policy Number 8 (see Chapter 6 of the Final HCP EIS), it is DOE’s policy to, “as 
feasible and practical, remove pre-existing, nonconforming uses.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL154-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In the Notice of Intent in 1992, establishing future land uses was listed as one of the HM-EIS 
objectives. The Implementation Plan for the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOH-93-66, June 1995) states, on page E-28,” Although the HRA-EIS would not 
make specific land-use decisions, it will support long-term future land-use objectives by 
analyzing the environmental impacts associated with remediation. The HRA-EIS will establish a 
framework of future land-use objectives for different areas of the Hanford Site.” Since that time, 
various considerations (including public comment received on the 1996 Draft HRA-EIS) have led 
to this Final HCP EIS in which future land use is the EIS’s focus. 
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A revised Implementation Plan for the HRA-EIS, withdrawing the statement, "the HRA-EIS will 
not make specific land-use decisions," would have been issued sometime after the 1995 
document and before the August 1996 Draft EIS was issued but, the DOE Policy requiring 
preparation of Implementation Plans was  rescinded during that time period. The Implementation 
Plan was  not subject to public comment (as you state), but it did include DOE's reiteration of 
public comment received during scoping meetings on the HRA-EIS. As recorded in the HRA- 
EIS Implementation Plan, public comment received during scoping was  broad enough on land- 
use decisions that DOE could apply any level of land-use decision making in its Draft EIS. The 
DOE's intent to include specific land-use planning was evidenced by the inclusion of the 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan-Appendix M in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. 

You are correct that DOE received comment on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS stating that the 
regulators would make clean-up decisions. Additionally, commenters said that DOE should limit 
its decision making to that decision that is truly DOES to make (i.e.,'land use). To reflect this 
reduction in scope from the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, DOE solicited comments on a 
proposed name change for the EIS as well as the contents. In response to comments received 
on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, the DOE has changed the name of the document from the 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
(HRA-EIS) to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HCP EIS). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL154-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes the biological and cultural resource surveys that were done for the referenced 
report, Site Evaluation Reporf for Candidate Basalt Quarry Sites (BHI-0005), are adequate for 
NEPA purposes. In addition, Appendix D of the EIS gives a clear review of what site-specific 
biological and cultural resources would be impacted by choosing a particular site. The decision 
to use the ALE Reserve quarry as a basalt and soil source for 200 Area caps is adequately 
examined within the context of a comprehensive land-use plan. The DOE agrees that additional 
NEPA probably would be required before the site is actually impacted by mining due  to the 
transient nature of biological resources. Whether the NEPA analysis would b e  simply a 
Categorical Exclusion (CX) or an  Environmental Assessment (EA), or a more complex 
Supplemental EIS or EIS would depend on many factors that would be debated a t  that time. 
Until then, the decision to not mine in significantly large areas of the site would allow 
environmentally friendly programs, such as habitat mitigation, to go forward with assurance that 
those decisions would not be easily rescinded. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLl54-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Figure S-5, Figure S-6, Figure 4-35, Figure 4-36, Table 4-14, Sections 4.1 1 .I and 4.1 1 .I .I 

RESPONSE 
Section 4.1 1, Environmental Monitoring Programs, contains additional information on the actual 
extent and content of contamination of Hanford's soils and waters. The vadose zone 
contamination areas  a r e  shown as Figure 4-34, Hanford Surface Waste Sites; and the 
groundwater plume maps  are  shown in Figure 4-35, Distribution of Hazardous Chemicals in 
Groundwater Wthin the Hanford Site, and Figure 4-36, Distribution of Radionuclides of Concern 
in Groundwater Wthin the Hanford Site. Additionally, an  extensive list of groundwater 
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contaminants is given in Table 4-14, Detected Concentrations Greater Than Drinking Water 
Standards: 1995 Groundwater Sampling Rounds. 

In the Final HCP EIS, these figures and monitoring lists have been updated based on the 
Hanford Groundwater Monitoring Annual Report 7998. Several principal contaminants (Tc-99, 
C-14, cis 1,2-dichloroethylene, and tetracholorethylene) have been added to the Quick Facts 
box. However, as vinyl chloride and arsenic have not been detected in two years, they will 
remain off the list. 

To address future issues, we have added to the Final EIS the groundwater modeling results of 
maximum activity-concentration plots prepared from three-dimensional model results that 
represent the maximum concentration vertically at each x-y location. The contour plots of 
concentration represent the areal distribution of the maximum model simulated activity 
concentration at any depth within the aquifer at the year 2050. 

The year 2050 was chosen as the beginning of the compliance period, which corresponds to the 
Hanford Site closure assumed in the composite analysis (PNNL-11801). Figures that were 
added to the Final HCP EIS show the predicted distributions of contaminants in the unconfined 
aquifer in 2050. Figures 4-37,4-38,4-39,4-40, 4-41,4-42,4-43, and 4-44 model the 
distributions of tritium, iodine-I 29, technetium-99, uranium, strontium-90, carbon-14, chlorine-36, 
and selenium-79, respectively, for the start of the compliance period (e.g., 2050). Extant Figure 
4-37 has been changed to Figure 4-45. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
‘The concept of using grazing to control fire danger and the spread of noxious weeds was 
provided to DOE by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). A Washington 
State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) was in effect on 9,280 acres of the Wahluke Slope but, has 
since been rescinded. During the preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, the cooperating 
agencies were informed by a WDFW representative that the grazing permit was in effect to 
control fire danger by removing the cheatgrass and, because cheatgrass is a non-native invader, 
the grazing also helped control noxious weeds. In the State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) the 
lease says, “The goal of this grazing program is to reduce the amount and vigor of cheatgrass 
on this site and increase the amount and diversity of perennial vegetation.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Alternative Two reflects tribal views and therefore includes the right to graze livestock as a 
cultural activity. In the Yakama Treaty of Camp Stevens (1855), and in Article 3 of the Nez 
Perce Treaty (1855), the following is secured as a treaty right: “The exclusive right of taking fish 
in all the streams where running through or bordering said reservation is further secured to said 
Indians”; as also (is) the right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places in common with 
citizens of the Territory; and of erecting temporary buildings for curing, together with the privilege 
of hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing their horses and cattle upon open and 
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unclaimed land." Similar language is found in Article 1 of the Walla Walla Treaty of Camp 
Stevens (1 855). 

Although DOE maintains that the Hanford Site is not open and unclaimed, Alternative Two is the 
Nez Perce Alternative and the Nez Perce maintain the Tribal view that pasturing horses and 
cattle and other consumptive uses  are still cultural treaty reserved rights even if the Federal 
agency in charge prohibits those activities for commercial or environmental reasons. The same  
can be said for the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) Alternative 
Four. This is why Alternative One, sponsored by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), is 
the Environmentally Preferred Alternative, even though less is actually Preserved under 
Alternative One  than under Alternative Two. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The potential grazing or  land transfers beyond the 200 Areas fence is predicated by Tri-Party 
Agreement (TPA) cleanup achieving a standard that would allow the grazing or land transfers. 
As explained in the Foreword of this EIS, Implementation of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
(CLUP) will begin a more detailed planning process for land-use and facility-use decisions at the 
Hanford Site. The DOE will use the CLUP to screen proposals. Eventually, management of 
Hanford Site areas will move toward the CLUP land-use goals. This CLUP process could take 
more than 50 years to fully achieve the land-use goals. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
G-7 

RESPONSE 
In the Final HCP EIS, the glossary definition of institutional controls has been changed to the 
following: 

Insfifufional confrols. The term "institutional controls" is intended to be a broad term. It 
generally includes all non-engineered restrictions on activities, access, or exposure to land, 
groundwater, surface water, waste and waste disposal areas, and other areas  or media. Some 
common examples of tools to implement institutional controls include restrictions on use  or 
access, zoning, governmental permitting, public advisories, installation master plans, and legal 
restrictions such as deed notices or other environmental easements. Institutional controls may 
be temporary or permanent restrictions or requirements. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 
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RESPONSE 
The DOE does not agree that this EIS is significantly deficient in that TPA CERCIA ROD 
decisions a re  not analyzed with respect to the RODs being made, and "not addressing all 
applicable and substantive ARARs," since that is a TPA issue. 

Originally, this EIS was intended to provide a n  environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 7969 (NEPA) for all aspects of the developing Hanford 
Environmental Restoration Project. At the request of the regulators, the document, however, no 
longer directly considers remediation issues. Instead, remediation issues are  now integrated 
into specific TPA-remediation decision documents. Remediation decisions are  made by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Washington State Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) as lead regulatory agencies, and DOE as the lead implementing agency. The  DOE 
does expect that the  EIS process would assist Hanford remediation effol'ts by determining 
reasonably foreseeable land uses  and establishing land-use, decision-making processes to 
ensure the  viability of any future institutional control that might be required. 

The restrictions posed by approved CERCIA RODs were taken into consideration in the 
development of the land-use alternatives in this Final HCP EIS. Conversely, the land-use 
alternative selected for implementation in the ROD for this EIS would be useful for remediation 
decisions yet to b e  made in other areas  of the Hanford Site. The EPA, Ecology, and DOE 
consider land-use designations in a given area when determining clean-up levels. If the  desired 
"highest and best use" land use  cannot be  attained because of remediation-linked technical or 
economic constraints, or if the  remedial action required to achieve that land use would cause  
unacceptable-unavoidable impacts, then the land-use designation of this EIS would be amended 
to the next "highest and best use" land use  using the policies and implementing procedures in 
Chapter 6. If required by the CERCWRCRA ROD, a deed restriction would be  filed with the 
local land-use jurisdictional agency to conditionally implement the land use. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
G-6 

RESPONSE 
The  following definition of Highest and Best Use  has  been added to the Glossary in the 
Final HCP EIS: 

Highesf and Besf Use (ofproperfyl. Section 101-47.4909 of the Federal Property 
Management Regulations defines the "highest and best use" as that use  to which a property can 
be put that produces the  highest monetary return from the property, promotes its maximum 
value, or serves  a public or institutional purpose. The "highest and best use" determination must 
be based upon the  property's economic potential, qualitative values inherent in the property, and 
utilization factors affecting land use  such as zoning, physical characteristics, other private and 
public u ses  in the vicinity, neighboring improvements, utility services, access, roads, location, 
and environmental and historical considerations. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RLI 54-1 0 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Yes, it is true that the mitigation measures are premised on potentialities and not on an analysis 
of actual cultural and biological resource impacts. As the actual final RODS for the 100 Areas 
have not yet been established, however, potential impacts are still speculative. The CEQ has 
guidance about uncertainty and how NEPA documents should deal with speculative issues. 
Specifically, Question 18 of the  C E Q s  40 Questions guidance says: 

Q 18. Uncertainties About Indirect Effects of A Proposal. How should uncertainties about 
indirect effects of a proposal be addressed, for example, in cases of disposal of Federal lands, 
when the identity or plans of future landowners is unknown? 

A. The EIS must idenfify all the indirect effects that are known, and make a good faith effort to 
explain the effects that are not known but are ''reasonably foreseeable. I' Section 7508.8(b). In 
the example, it there is total uncertainty about the identity of future land owners or the nature of 
future land uses, then of course, fhe agency is not required to engage in speculation or 
contemplation about their future plans. But, in the ordinary course of business, people do make 
judgments based upon reasonably foreseeable occurrences. It will offen be possible fo consider 
the likely purchasers and the development trends in that area or similar areas in recent years; or 
the likelihood that the land will be used for an energy project, shopping center, subdivision, farm 
or factory. The agency has the responsibility to make an informed judgment, and to estimate 
future impacts on that basis, especially if trends are ascertainable or potential purchasers have 
made themselves known. The agency cannot ignore these uncertain, but probable, effects of its 
decisions. 

The DOE believes that the effort to establish "reasonably foreseeable" land uses was 
accomplished by inviting each governmental body that could receive management responsibility 
for Hanford lands to participate in the preparation of this EIS as a cooperating agency or 
consulting Tribal government. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL166 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In the Introduction to the HCP EIS, DOE states, This land-use plan can be used by the 
regulators to establish goals for the CERCWResource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
(RCRA) cleanup (i-e. , remediation) processes. Remediation will be conducted under 
CERCLARCRA authority. If the remediation process cannot support the proposed land use 
within the National Contingency Plan's (NCP) 10-4 to 106 risk range, then this €IS contains a 
proposed process for changing the "highest and best use" of the land while maintaining 
institutional controls (see Chapter 6). 

The residual human health risk always would be an acceptable CERCLA risk between I O4 to I O -  
independent of whatever land use is chosen. The end risk would always be the same. The 

impacts to land use would be generated by either clearing risk pathways via remediation (e.g., 
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creating physical remediation impacts), or by engineering or institutional controls that remove a 
pathway (Le., land-use opportunities) from risk contribution consideration. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL181-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION61 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
When the  cooperating agencies looked at expanding recreational opportunities along t h e  
Columbia River, two resource areas  - biological and cultural -were always scrutinized. The  
White Bluffs Boat launch has cultural significance that would be preserved best by continued 
operation of the old ferry launches on both sides of the river. Further, establishing a new boat 
launch would most likely impact existing tribal cultural resources. All three Hanford avian 
species that a re  currently protected under the ESA have been placed in the delisting process 
and will be removed in one to two years. Those Hanford species left on the ESA a re  three 
anadramous fishes that could be  impacted from the installation of a new boat ramp. Helping 
with these types of balancing questions between resource protection issues and greater access 
to those resources is why the SPAB’s advice would be  so valuable to DOE because of the 
outside expertise. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 81-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The use  of McGee Ranch as a source of soil material for remediation caps  versus its value as a 
wildlife corridor was discussed extensively by the  cooperating agencies. Wildlife biologists 
believe that the McGee Ranch is key to maintaining a wildlife corridor between the Army’s 
Yakima Training Center and the Hanford Site. The ALE Reserve site also has suitable soils that 
a r e  less in depth and would, therefore, require more surface area,  butthe site also has a below- 
grade basalt source thereby avoiding cultural issues and centralizing the potential cap  
disturbances to one site with the added benefit of no wildlife corridor issue. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL181-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION61 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas  that possess  
significant biological of cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use  is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities a r e  the nature of DOE’s Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are  to clean up the  site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some  of DOE missions require large isolated areas,  blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas  of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses  fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE’s 
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unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as "Open Space" (reserved for future development." 
Only those areas that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under DOEs new Preferred Alternative because of DOEs Congressionally 
mandated industrial production mission. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 85 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE . 
Please see response to comment RL181-03 (above). 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE received differing opinions on what a desirable length should be for a Summary. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE understands that current and future deed restrictions need to contain some type of 
buffer zone to prevent the lateral movement of vadose zone water onto contamination left a t  
depth, especially given the large areal extent of caliche layers at  Hanford. The DOE sees this 
type of site-specific advice as something the SPAB, because of its outside expertise, could help 
with as DOE works with the TPA regulators on deed restrictions. 

COMMENT CODE 
191 -03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see response to comment RL181-03 (above). 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 
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RESPONSE 
The Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP) is to set the boundaries for all follow-up Area 
Management Plans and Resource Management Plans. These plans cannot be independent of 
the CLUP because protection of resources often conflict with each other, as well as with DOE 
missions. For example, a wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to recognize a cultural 
site and could inadvertently destroy an artifact by crushing it underfoot while searching for a 
protected wildlife species. On the other hand, an archaeologist might not have the biological 
expertise to identify a sensitive species and might inadvertently disturb that species. The same  
can be said for a fire management officer dealing with an ongoing sagebrush fire. Each 
resource has its experts and issues. All the issues come together "on the ground." This is why 
the CLUP's role is an integration function that must have the authority to define the boundaries 
of the resource management plans, but only where discretionary actions conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
s1.0, 1.0 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The following text, It is DOE'S responsibility to include in its annual budget 
request sufficient funds for applicable environmental requirements, has been added to the EIS 
text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
It is the responsibility of the managing agency to ask Congress for the appropriate funding levels 
to carry out its Congressionally mandated functions. Funding is a Congressional decision. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
S3.4, 3.3.4.1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The phrase, "and incorporates the federal trust responsibilify to the lndian 
Tribes" has been added to the cited EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees  that one can only speculate about what would happen if a reas  of the site are 
placed in private ownership. However, the CEQ provides guidance about uncertainty and how 
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NEPA documents should deal with speculative issues. (Please see response to comment 
RLI 54-1 0). 

The DOE believes that the effort to establish “reasonably foreseeable” land uses  was  
accomplished by inviting each governmental body that could receive management responsibility 
for Hanford lands into this EIS as a cooperating agency or consulting Tribal government. 

Benton County’s analysis for industrial areas was based on a Growth Management Act (GMA) 
formula tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for areas  not impacted by large 
Federal projects such as Hanford. Benton County also recognizes the nature of DOE’s missions 
and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are  the nature of DOE‘s Congressionally mandated mission. DOES 
current Hanford programmatic missions are  to clean up the site under Environmental 
Management, and to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. These 
programmatic missions can change within a year based on the wishes and whims of the Federal 
government. Other activities, such as economic deveiopment and natural resource stewardship, 
are secondary missions. Because some DOE missions require large isolated areas,  blending 
the current programmatic missions with secondary missions is good business practice. The 
commitment of large contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses  fairly reflects the 
uncertainty of DOE’s unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 
year planning period. The  No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire 
area between the Columbia River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future 
development). Only those areas that possess significant biological or cultural resources have 
been placed into Preservation status under the DOE Preferred Alternative because of DOE’s 
Congressionally mandated industrial production mission. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan, which was  approved by the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) in 1989, was developed to establish guidance for the identification, 
evaluation, recordation, curation, and management of archaeological, historic, and traditional 
cultural resources as individual entities or as contributing properties within a district. The plan 
specifies methods of consultation with affected Tribes, government agencies, and interested 
parties; and includes strategies for the preservation and/or curation of representative properties, 
archives, and objects. 

Cultural resources are  defined as any district, Site, building, structure, or object considered to be 
important to a culture, subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other 
reasons. For the purpose of this EIS, these resources are divided into several categories: pre- 
contact and post-contact archaeological resources, architectural resources, and traditional 
(American Indian) cultural resources. Significant cultural resources a re  those that a re  eligible or 
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) (NPS 
1988). 

Consultation is required to identify the traditional cultural properties that are  important to 
maintaining the cultural heritage of American Indian Tribes. Under separate treaties signed in 
1855, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation and the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) ceded lands to the United States that include 
the present Hanford Site. Under the treaties, the Tribes reserved the right to fish at usual and 
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accustomed places in common with the citizens of the territory, and retained the privilege of 
hunting, gathering roots and berries, and pasturing horses and cattle upon open unclaimed land. 
The Treaty of 1855 with the Nez Perce Tribe includes similar reservations of rights, and the 
Hanford Reach is identified as the location of usual and accustomed places. The Wanapum 
People a re  not signatory to any treaty with the United States and are  not a Federally recognized 
Tribe; however, the Wanapum People were historical residents of the Hanford Site, and their 
interests in the area have been acknowledged. 

The methodology for identifying, evaluating, and mitigating impacts to cultural resources is 
defined by Federal laws and regulations including the National Historic Preservation Act of 7966, 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act of 7990, and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. 
A project affects a significant resource when it alters the characteristics of the property, including 
relevant features of its environment or use, that qualify it as significant according to the National 
Register criteria. These effects may include those listed in 36 CFR 800.9. The DOE recognizes 
that impacts to traditional American Indian properties can be determined only through 
consultation with the affected American Indian groups. 

In 1995, 964 cultural resource sites and isolated finds were recorded in the files of the Hanford 
Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL). Forty-eight archaeological sites and one building are  
included on the National Register. National Register nominations have been prepared for 
several archaeological districts and sites considered to be eligible for listing on the National 
Register. While many significant cultural resources have been identified, only a small portion of 
the Hanford Site has been surveyed by cultural resource specialists and few of the known sites 
have been evaluated for their eligibility for listing in the National Register. Many additional 
cultural resources may remain unidentified, as in the area designated for High-Intensity 
Recreation. Cultural resource reviews are conducted when projects are proposed in areas  that 
have not been previously surveyed. About 100 to 120 reviews were conducted annually through 
1991 ; this figure rose to more than 360 reviews during 1995. 

As long as a Federal agency holds the land, all Federal cultural resource protection regulations 
would still apply. The Tribal Nations would be consulted before any DOE transfer of lands. , 

There have been many instances of mitigation for cultural properties off the Hanford Site. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 0 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal members treaty-reserved right of taking fish 
at all “usual and accustomed” places applies to the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River where 
it passes through Hanford, and that treaty rights are  inalienable rights exercised by tribal 
members. 

Nevertheless, Tribal governments and DOE disagree over the applicability to the Hanford Site of 
Tribal-government, treaty-reserved rights to hunt, gather plants, and pasture livestock. Both the 
Tribal governments and DOE can point to legal justification for their positions in this dispute (see 
below). As this dispute could take years to resolve, the Tribal governments and DOE have 
decided not to delay cornpietion and implementation of a comprehensive land-use plan for the 
Hanford Site while awaiting the resolution of this dispute. Instead, the Tribes and DOE have 
gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights to assert their 
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respective positions regarding treaty rights. Neither the existence of this EIS nor any portion of 
its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the treaty rights dispute. 

Yakama Indian Nation's View of Tribal Rights 

The importance of treaty-reserved rights to the Yakama Nation cannot be overstated. 
Subsistence activities were an indispensable part of the Yakamas' culture before the arrival of 
non-Indian settlers. The time-honored relationship between the Yakama people, our lands, and 
the wildlife and plant resources, has, of necessity, been one of the interdependence "Since Time 
Immemorial." In our culture and beliefs, we are an integral part of the lands and water that we 
occupy. Our very social structure, and religion, are rooted in subsistence activities. 

Over hundreds of generations, the subsistence activities of our people have evolved into 
attitudes and skills that a re  highly-honored and respected in our traditional society. Usufructuary 
harvesting activities remain a substantial underpinning of the economy of the Yakama Tribal 
members. In an  evermore rapidly changing world, traditional subsistence activities continue to 
mirror the very e s sence  of whom we are  - reflecting a lifeway rooted in thousands of years of 
living in harmony with this landscape where we were originally placed by the Creator. The use of 
wildlife and plant resources is one significant means by which the Yakama continue to 
perpetuate the ancestral ways passed down from generation to generation. 

The Yakama Nation does not agree that the body of judicial decisions that discuss "open and 
unclaimed lands" can b e  distilled into a simplistic equation to "public lands of any type." The 
Treaty Article 111 reserved rights phrase "open and unclaimed lands" is at  one both broader and 
narrower than such an  uncritical characterization. 

For example, the exercise of Treaty Article I l l  hunting rights is permitted on private lands. (See 
Washington v. Chambers, a 1973 case involving the Yakama Treaty of 1855, and the 
preeminent Washington State case on the issue of "open and unclaimed" lands.) On the other 
hand, the Yakama Nation recognizes that not all public lands, though arguable "open and 
unclaimed," are suitable for the exercise of Treaty hunting rights. The Nation does not believe 
that is appropriate to hunt on public school grounds, University campuses, hospital grounds, or 
other lands that a re  "publically settled" where safety issues may arise. 

The proper test of "open and unclaimed" lands is based on an  indicia of occupation; underlying 
questions of land ownership are  both insufficient and inappropriate to the construction of off- 
reservation Treaty reserved rights. The record of the 1844 Treaty Council proceedings, and also 
contemporaneous documents of the time, amply shows that the central purpose of the Treaty 
"open and unclaimed lands" provisions was  to segregate the activities of Indians, in continuing to 
pursue their traditional lifeways on their ancestral lands, from non-Indian settlers. Evidence 
shows that inclusion of the Treaty "open and unclaimed" language was  to allow Indians to hunt 
on all lands except those occupied by non-Indian settlers. "Settlement," as Indians would 
understand the term in Treaty times, required physical occupation, or some actual physical 
presence on the land, rather than mere paper ownership. It is obvious that this, too, was  the 
understanding and intent of Isaac Stevens. During the 1855 Treat negotiations, Governor 
Stevens confirmed to the Indians that the off-reservation Treaty rights were limited only "where. 
the land is actually occupied by a white settler." 

Thus, outward signs of settlement or physical occupation, such as houses, outbuildings, 
pasturing animals, etc., would indicate to Indians whether the land had been settled or not. The 
underlying legal title to the land is irrelevant to a determination of whether land is open or 
unclaimed. This "outward appearance" test is substantially supported by the court's decision in 
Chambers. The  test is fact specific, comports with long-honored canons of treaty construction, 
and permits a greater degree of certainty than tests based on the underlying legal status of the 
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land. The Yakama Nation maintains that this view of the Treaty-reserved usufruct better fits with 
the original intent of all parties to the Treaty to preserve our ancestral and traditional lifeways 
(YIN 1998). 

DOE’s View of Tribal Governments’ Rights 

DOE respectfully disagrees with the Tribes’ reasoning regarding Tribal rights at the Hanford Site. 
There is substantial documentation that indicates that the Tribes understood at the time of the 
Treaty signing that lands were no longer “unclaimed” when they were claimed for purposes of 
the white settlers’ activities. Most of Hanford had been so “claimed” at the time it was acquired 
for government purposes in 1943. The DOE is not aware of any judicially recognized 
mechanism which would allow these lands to revert to “unclaimed” status merely through the 
process of being acquired by the Federal government. The portion of the Hanford Site that 
remained in the Public Domain in 1943 (those lands now having underlying BLM ownership) 
arguably could have been considered unclaimed at the time the Hanford Site was established. 
However, those lands, as well as all of the acquired lands were closed to all access initially 
under authority of the War Powers Acts and then under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act. 
In order for the Tribes’ view that these lands should be considered “open” to prevail, a court . 
would have to find that Congress, in enacting the War Powers Acts and the Atomic Energy Act, 
did not intend to authorize the Executive Branch to close these vital sites to Tribal-government 
access when it granted plenary authority to restrict access under these laws. It is, therefore, 
DOE’s position that the Hanford Site lands are neither “open” nor “unclaimed”. Benton County’s 
government also does not agree with the Tribal view that Hanford lands are “open and 
unclaimed.” 

Aside from rights reserved by treaty, Tribes have significant other rights under Federal statues, 
executive orders, Federal court determinations, and executive branch policies. These include 
rights concerning cultural resource management, access to religious sites, and the Federal trust 
responsibility to Indian tribes (see Chapter 7 of the Final HCP EIS). 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 1 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
S5.5.3; not applicable to Main Volume EIS 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. We have changed text in the EIS from “treaty given rights” to “treaty 
reserved rights.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 2 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Development of stabilized dune areas can occur without unintended effects if planned properly. 
The Horn Rapids golf course and subdivision are located on the same sand dune complex as 
would be the expansion of the industrial corridor. Stabilizing sand dunes has brought the 
unintended result of creating endangered species in many parts of the country. Many plants and 
animals are dependent on an active sand dune system. This type of site-specific advice would 
be the purpose of the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), following adoption of the 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan through the HCP EIS Record of Decision. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 3 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONB) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that Alternative Two meets th ds  of Benton County. However, 
DOES needs are not so predictable. (Please see DOE'S response to comment RLI 99-08). 

projected n 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-14 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Not all commenters agree that low-wage agricultural jobs should be eschewed in favor of higher 
paying 'industrial jobs. Job satisfaction is a combination of many things. Some would rather 
work outside with the seasons farming or ranching, as opposed to being in a office or on an  
assembly line, even if it means lower pay. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-I 5 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Table, left as is, provides more information t h  

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 6 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 

n the pro. d change. 

Development of stabilized dune areas can occur without unintended effects if planned properly. 
The Horn Rapids golf course and subdivision a re  located on the s a m e  sand dune complex as 
would be the expansion of the industrial corridor. Stabilizing sand dunes has brought the 
unintended result of creating endangered species in many parts of the country. Many plants and 
animals a r e  dependent on an  active sand dune system. This type of site-specific advice would 
be the purpose of the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), following adoption of the 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan through the HCP EIS Record of Decision. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 7 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
S5.5.2.4, 5.6.2.4 

Comment  Response  Document CR-39 Final HCP EIS 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The word “many” has been added to the EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-1 8 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S5.5.2.4, 5.6.2.4 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The word “many” has been deleted from the EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-19 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Table 6-4 

RESPONSE 
Please see DOE’s response to comment RLI 99-04 for management plan hierarchy discussion. 
The plans mentioned have been added to the Table in the EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-20 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Acronym List in t h e  Summary and Main Volume EIS, and S3.4 and 3.3.4 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. ERWM has been added to the EIS acronym list and corrected in the  EIS 
text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-21 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
SI .O and 1 .O 

RESPONSE 
Please see DOE’s response under comment RLI 99-05. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-22 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Not applicable to Summary; 1 .I .I 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The word “contained” has been changeG ..I “contain 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-23 

in the E S text. 
‘ I  
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LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Foreword in Summary and Main Volume, S1.4, S1.4.1, S.5.5.3, 1.2.5.1, 1.4.2, 1.4.2.1, 7.4, and 
Appendix D 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The words “tribal government’s” have been changed to ”tribal members’” 
where applicable in the EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-24 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Figures 5-2 to 5-9. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that a buffer zone for 200 Area groundwater contamination would eventually be 
established and when this happens, the appropriate institutional controls would be applied. 
However, because the decision would involve the TPA, the buffer area associated with the 
Central Plateau geographic area is not shown. Instead, the Central Plateau geographic area 
represents only the central waste management area and defers the point of compliance for 
groundwater to TPA processes. Several graphics from the Hanford Site Groundwater 
Monitoring Reporf for Fiscal Year 1998 that show modeled groundwater plumes a t  2050 have 
been added to the EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-25 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The BC Cribs Soil Contamination Area (SCA) is about 80 percent-high quality shrub-steppe 
habitat. The DOES policy is to post signs when above background contamination is found. The 
SCA signs that delineate the BC Cribs SCA are posted along roadways (mainly the Army Loop 
road) so the signs can be checked without disturbing the vegetation (a convenience posting). 
The actual contaminated area is about half of the posted area, and the area that would 
eventually be remediated would probably be about 10 acres out of the 20 square miles posted. 
The posted area is shown on the Waste Information Database System (WIDS) graphic so 
people know where it is; however, it does not have the characteristics of a disturbed area so 
DOE believes that it doesn’t belong as such on the No-Action Alternative. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-26 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The geologic hazards were considered by DOE. The probability of large movement along the 
G a b 6  Mountain faults is low, and the probable maximum flood is also questionable given the 
dams that have contained the Columbia River since the 1948 flood. Development on sand 
dunes is easily mitigated as evidenced by the Horn Rapids development, LIGO, and FFTF 
complex. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-27 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The bases each agency used to develop their alternatives were listed as assumptions to avoid 
additional bickering over their legal foundations. The DOE agrees that currently, the fiduciary 
trust responsibility is incumbent on all Federal agencies as the result of supreme court case law. 
Because society can change its direction through either Congressional action or  a refinement 
from case law, it still is pragmatic that all agency bases are  viewed as assumptions. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-28 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Development of residually contaminated areas  outside the 200 Areas supports the EPA 
Brownfields Initiative for contaminated areas. Redevelopment could include leasing or selling of 
idle industrial equipment currently held by DOE, such as has been done for the aluminum 
extrusion presses in the 300 Area or the locomotive machine shop in the 1100 Area, to 
laboratory facilities and other infrastructure. Leases for industrial facilities such as the Energy 
Northwest's reactor or a proposed metal smelter cluster would be  encouraged. (EPA, 
Brownfields Economic Development Initiative, September 1997). 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-29 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Institutional controls could be applied to the Gable Mountain Pond area if it is designated 
Conservation (Mining) just as easily as if it were designated Preservation. However, it might be 
easier to implement those institutional controls under Preservation. This is a good example of 
where the  SPAB could help with institutional control issues. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-30 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees  that there are  many issues associated with developing the area known as May 
Junction. However, DOE believes these issues can all be mitigated, and that the May Junction 
is still desirable because of the  railroad and highway infrastructure on-site, the preponderance of 
cheat grass,  isolation from the other facilities, few cultural resources, and the flat terrain. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL199-31 

LOCATION OF EIS REVlSlONrS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that there are  issues associateG with developing the area just as there would 
be for any development action. However, DOE believes these issues can be mitigated at  this 
site better than they can be mitigated at  the sites designated Preservation. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-32 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Acronym List, Summary and Main Volume 

RESPONSE 
We will be consistent with the acronym. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-33 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Not applicable to Summary; 3.3.4.3.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. We have added “The Nez Perce Tribe supports the designation of the 
Hanford R e a c h a s  a ‘wild and scenic’ river under Federal control” to the EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-34 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that there are  issues associated with developing the area just as there would 
be for any development action. However, DOE believes these issues can be mitigated a t  these 
sites better than they can be mitigated at the sites designated Conservation (Mining) or  
Preservation. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-35 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that local governments are not required to adhere to the s a m e  cultural 
resource protection regulations as is the Federal government. However, the City of Richland 
and Benton County have had some recent successes in cooperative land-use administration 
with the CTUIR, and should be commended for their efforts. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL199-36 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The local governments believe that the Wahluke 2000 Plan is a balanced plan that returns 
unique farmlands to the productive tax roles of Grant and Franklin Counties. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-37 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) is intended to provide farmers with incentives not to 
farm areas that Federal agencies feel have a better alternative use. These uses can be erosion 
control (i.e-, air and water quality), habitat replacement, or the protection of cultural resources. 

In many arid regions of the west, the marginally productive lands are placed into the CRP. 
Typical yields are  therefore marginal, and the crops are often limited by soil conditions (Le., 
sandy or saline) and water availability. Data from the Sustainability of Alternative Uses of Land 
Released From the Conservation Resewe Program: Hay, Cattle Pasture, and Cereal Cropping 
Enterprises study published in 1995 by T.C. Griggs et al. at the University of Idaho showed that 
on land that would normally support 75 bushels/acre of winter wheat, with a annual cropping of a 
wheat-barley-pea rotation, the farmer would at worst lose $3 per acre, and at best under a wet 
summer with good pasture conditions, gain $84 per acre if cattle prices were good. The range 
of profits per acre from three alternative farming scenarios was: annual cropping $-3 to $48, hay 
production $15 to $76, and pasture grazing $3 to $84. Assuming the highest per acre return for 
CRP land of $84 per acre for 73,000 acres in 1995, the opportunity cost was $6,132,000.00. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-38 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE is aware of the White Bluffs slumping and believes that only a coordinated effort of the 
SPAB members can solve the problem. Water quality from the Wahluke tailwaters is not as 
problematic as in the past because the irrigation systems have changed from rill/flood irrigation 
with wastewater collection systems to just-in-time sprinkler irrigation systems. 

COMMENT CODE ’ 

RLI 99-39 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees  that Alternatives One, Two, and Four preserve more areas of the Hanford Site 
and, thereby, mitigate cultural resources by avoidance of impact. However, Alternatives Two 
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and Four also include treaty reserved rights that include consumptive uses such as pasturing of 
livestock. Alternative One, therefore, is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-40 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S4.2,4.1.3 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The following text has been added to the EIS: "All lands in the Hanford 
area were ceded to the United States by the Treaties of 1855. All Federal agencies and 
projects, including the Bureau of Reclamation and the BLM, have a Federal trust responsibility to 
protect the treaty reserved rights of the Tribal members." 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-41 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
For the State of Washington, 100 mm of infiltration is small. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-42 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Figure 4-1 3a and Figure 4-1 3b 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The figure captions have been changed to add June 1988. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-43 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.3.2.3.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The 100 and 300 Areas have been added to the discussion. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-44 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
Not applicable to Summary; 4.3.2.4.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. New language has been added to the EIS text to indicate that up to six 
times the amount reported might have leaked. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-45 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Radioactive and hazardous wastes in the soil column from past intentional liquid waste 
disposals, unplanned leaks, solid waste burial grounds, and underground tanks at the Hanford 
Site are potential sources of continuing/future groundwater contamination. Subsurface source 
characterization and vadose-zone monitoring, using spectral gamma-ray logging, soil-vapor 
monitoring, and sediment sampling and characterization were conducted during 
Fiscal Year 1998. 

Two organizations performed borehole-logging surveys at the Hanford Site in FY 1998. 
MACTEC-ERS conducted single-shell tank vadose-zone characterization (C, BX, SI and TY tank 
farms) and Waste Management Federal Services, Inc., Northwest Operations (WMNW) 
conducted vadose-zone monitoring at several past-practice, soil-column-disposal facilities 
(BY cribs and trenches and Plutonium Finishing Plant liquid disposal facilities). WMNW also 
performed logging surveys on several new and existing wells for the Hanford Groundwater 
Monitoring Project. The equipment, calibration, and operating procedures were equivalent for 
the systems used by both logging organizations, except for administrative and procedural 
controls for data acquisition and handling as indicated in the following subsections. 

The calibration facilities were constructed for long-term stability and designed to represent 
subsurface conditions (PNL-9958, PNL-10801). The detection systems were calibrated in these 
facilities, and corrections were established for differences between the calibration facilities and 
Hanford Site borehole-construction conditions (VVHC-SD-EN-TI-292, WHC-SD-EN-TI-306). 
Procedures in WMNW-CM-004 (Sections 17.0 and 18.0) governed the subsurface geophysical 
surveys and the analysis of the resulting raw data. Logging results, including raw and 
interpreted data, were loaded into a Pacific Northwest National Laboratory database for storage. 

The MACTEC-ERS spectral gamma-ray borehole-logging measurements in the WMAs (tank 
farms) were conducted in accordance with P-GJPO-1786. Depth profiles, or logs, of 
radionuclide activities in all boreholes surrounding a tank were produced and stored 
electronically. The logs were correlated with tank farm gross gamma-ray log data and historical 
information about each tank, and a tank summary data report was prepared for each tank 
characterized. The individual tank reports documented the results of the logging in relation to 
tank-leak history. An interpretive summary tank farm report was prepared for each tank farm to 
provide a complete assessment and correlation of all vadose-zone-contamination data at a 
particular tank farm. These data were used to identify sources and to determine the nature and 
extent of the contamination. 

The MACTEC-ERS logging systems used in the tank farms were calibrated following GJPO- 
HAN-1. The base calibration was performed using the facilities in Grand Junction, Colorado, and 
is reported in GJPO-HAN-1. The field calibrations are published biannually, most recently in 
GJPO-HAN-3. 

Data were recorded by the logging system in accordance with procedures outlined in P-GJPO- 
1783, Rev. 1 and managed as outlined in MAC-VZCP-1.7.10-1, Rev. 2. Details on other aspects 
of the project are provided in MAC-VZCP-1.7.3, Rev. 1; MAC-VZCP 1.7.9, Rev. 1; MAC-VZCP- 
1.7.4, Rev. 1; MAC-VZCP-1.7.10-2, Rev. 1; and MAC-VZCP-1.7.2, Rev. 1. 
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The Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration Project is developing a plan to deal with the vadose 
zone problems. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-46 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
4.4.1.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been changed to 21 F. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-47 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONB) 
None required. 

RESPONSE * 

The Composite Map of Level I I ,  Level 111, and Level IV Biological Resources would be  updated 
when the Draft Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) is updated. To 
update the map before the document is released as a final plan would circumvent the 
concurrence process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-48 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. . 

RESPONSE 
The Draft Hanford Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) is still draft from 1989. - 
Although the draft is often updated, updating the date before the document is released as a final 
plan would circumvent the concurrence process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-49 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
As there are  differences in the text of the Treaties, and as the Treaties a re  presented in their full 
text in Appendix A, w e  will continue to refer the reader to Appendix A. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-50 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
Not applicable to Summary; 4.1 1.3 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The following wording has been added to the EIS text: "This project will 
account for the entire waste inventory on the Hanford Site. Better understanding of vadose zone 
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transport mechanisms may require land-use restrictions where soil contamination is left at depth 
after remediation.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-51 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Benton County’s analysis for industrial areas  was  based on a Growth Management Act (GMA) 
formula tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for areas  not impacted by large 
Federal projects like Hanford. Benton County also recognized the nature of DOE’s missions and 
tried to accommodate that uncertainty. 

Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas  that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOES Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are  the nature of DOE’s Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions a re  to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, a r e  secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with t h e  secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas  of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses  fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE’s 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State  Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” 
Only those areas  that possess  significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under the DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS because of 
DOE’s Congressionally mandated industrial production mission. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-52 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The sentence that introduces the subject provides for the Draft Hanford Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (CRMP) procedures. Proposed mining or  quarrying activities would be  
controlled through the issuance of special-use permits to be consistent with the CLUP policies, 
and CLUP implementing procedures requiring the  protection of natural and cultural resources. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-53 

‘ I  

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
This is a n  example of the type of issue that DOE believes the Site Planning Advisory Board 
(SPAB) would assist DOE with before any changes in the land-use plan a re  considered for an  
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area where deed restrictions or other covenants might b e  applied. How the Institutional Control 
Plan would augment the CLUP procedures is a topic DOE expects to take to the SPAB. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-54 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE welcomes the ERWM support and thanks ERWM for their efforts in creating and 
reviewing this EIS. Your technical staff were excellent to work with and your cultural expertise 
was invaluable. The public supported the Nez Perce Alternative (Alternative Two) second only 
to DOE'S Preferred Alternative with modifications (Le., inclusion of the entire Wahluke Slope, the 
ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch, and the riverlands in the proposed wildlife refuge). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-55 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) is to set  the boundaries for all follow-up Area 
Management Plans and Resource Management Plans (and other plans, including the Hanford 
BRMaP and BRMiS). These plans cannot be independent of the CLUP because protection of 
resources often conflict with each other as well as with the DOE missions. For example, a 
wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to recognize a cultural site and could inadvertently 
destroy an  artifact by crushing it underfoot.while searching for a protected wildlife species. On 
the other hand, an archaeologist might not have the biological expertise to identify a sensitive 
species and might inadvertently disturb that species. The same can b e  said for a fire 
management officer dealing with an ongoing sagebrush fire. Each resource has its experts and 
issues. All the issues come together "on the ground." This is why the CLUP's role is an  
integration function that must have the authority to define the boundaries of the resource 
management plans, but only where discretionary actions conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
. .  

RL199-56 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Draft Hanford Culfural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) is still draft from 1989. 
Although the draft is often updated, updating the date before the document is final would 
circumvent the concurrence process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-57 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S6.3.4, 6.3.4 
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RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been edited to read as follows: 

c. Site, plan, and design development to avoid significant impacts on resources. 
Mitigate unavoidable impacts through design to minimize impacts and mitigation 
costs associated with biological, cultural, air, and groundwater resources. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-58 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
By having multiple land-use designations on the land use map, there can be multiple land uses. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL199-59 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The intrinsic value protection of cultural resources is covered in the previous section, 
6.3.3 Protection of Cultural Resources. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-60 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see response to comment RL199-05 (above). 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-61 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.3.2.3.5 

RESPONSE 
NEPA requires that the Federal agency look at all reasonable alternatives. To not discuss the 
Gable Mountain and Gable Butte sites in Appendix D would put the NEPA decision to not use 
the culturally significant sites in legal jeopardy. The following section was clear on DOE’S choice 
of alternatives. 

Section 5.3.1.2 contains: 

The Preferred Alternative would preclude basalt quarrying from basalt outcrops and soil mining 
from the McGee Ranch. These locations have been identified as the most cost-effective and 
technically feasible sources of geologic materials for remediation (see Appendix D). The 
Conservation (Mining) land-use designation under the Preferred Alternative designates an area 
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in the ALE Reserve as an  alternative basalt source. Alternative soil mining sites are  also 
available under the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation. Increased haul distances from 
quarries to remediation sites would increase remediation costs under the Preferred Alternative, 
as compared to the No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three. 

To clarify further, we  have made  the following changes in the text discussion of the DOE'S 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS: 

3.3.2.3.5 The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE Reserve). Nearly all of the ALE 
Reserve geographic area would be designated as Preservation. This designation would be 
consistent with current management practices of the Rattlesnake Hills Research Natural Area 
and the USFWS permit. A portion of the ALE Reserve would be managed as Conservation 
(Mining) during the remediation of the Hanford Site because the ALE site has  been identified by 
DOE as the preferred quarry site for basalt rock and silty soil materials that could be required for 
large waste-management area covers (RCRA caps or the Hanford Bamer) in the Central 
Plateau. The ALE site was  selected for cap materials as a trade-off developed during the 
cooperating agencies discussions in return for preservation of a wildlife corridor through the 
McGee Ranch. The McGee RanchjUmtanum Ridge area had been identified by DOE as the 
preferred quarry site for basalt rock and silty soil materials that could be required for large 
waste-management area covers (RCRA caps or the Hanford Barrier) in the Central Plateau (see 
Appendix D). In addition to the wildlife corridor function, the mature shrub-steppe vegetation 
structure in the McGee Ranch area has greater wildlife value (Le., BRMaP Levels 111 and IV) than 
the cheat grass (BRMaP Level I )  in the ALE Reserve quarry site (see Section 5.1.2). The 
BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) levels of concern run from Level I through Level IVY increasing in 
biological importance as the numbers increase, with Level I being the level of least importance. 

COMMENT CODE 
RLI 99-62 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
E-5 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. It has been changed. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL200 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Future utilization of the Hanford rail system would not be precluded under any of the alternatives 
of this EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.2.3 and Table 6-1 Table 3-1 , and Table S-I . 
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RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The definitions have been modified. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
3.2.3, Table 6-1, Table 3-1, and Table S-I. 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been modified to indicate that both large scale and 
smaller scale research and development would be included. Low-intensity research and 
development is not excluded under the non research and development land-use designations. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.2.3, Table 3-1, Table 6-1 and Table S-I 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been modified to indicate that both large scale and 
smaller scale, lower-intensity research and development within Preservation and Conservation 
areas where such proposals a re  consistent with the land-use designation. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S] 
.3.2.3, Table 3-1, Table 6-1, and Table S-I 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Wording has been added to Section 3.2.3 in the Final HCP EIS to address 
this. It should be noted that the proposed Hanford Natural and Accelerated Bioremediation 
Research (NABIR) Field Research Center for a portion of the 100-H area is one of several 
proposals being considered in an  Environmental Assessment being prepared by the DOE Office 
of Science. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S6.2, 6.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Clarifying text was  added to the EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL201-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.1.2.5 
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RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Text has been added to Section 4.1.2.5 in the Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.1 1 

RESPONSE 
The constraints and impacts associated with cleanup are considered as preexisting conditions 
common to all alternatives and therefore could not be used to discriminate among the 
alternatives. Further, the TPA decisions that affect cleanup are to include NEPA equivalency or 
NEPA integrated documentation under DOE’S NEPA integration policy. 

As stated in Section 1.3, the CERCIA RODs were considered in developing the land uses 
(words have been bolded for emphasis): 

The resfricfions posed by approved CERCLA RODs were taken into considerafion in 
the development of the land-use altemafives in this Final HCP €IS. Conversely, the 
land-use altemafive selecfed for implementation in fhe ROD for this €IS would be useful 
for remediafion decisions yef to be made in ofher areas of the Hanford Sife. The EPA, 
Ecology, and DO€ consider land-use designafions in a given area when determining 
cleanup levels. If the desired “highest and best use” land use cannot be affained 
because of remediafion-linked technical or economic consfrainfs, or if fhe remedial action 
required to achieve fhat land use would cause unaccepfable-unavoidable impacfs, then 
fhe land use designation of fhis €IS would be amended using the policies and 
implementing procedures in Chapter 6 fo the nexf “highest and besf use” land use. If 
required by the CERCLA ROD/RCRA Permit, a deed restriction would be filed with the 
local land-use jurisdicfional agency to conditionally implement the land use. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. , .  

RESPONSE 
Water rights and water-related issues are discussed in Section 4.3.3.1 of the Final HCP EIS. 
The DOES Preferred Alternative does not include irrigation, and therefore is not expected to 
impact in-stream flows. Additional irrigation of the Wahluke Slope under Alternative Three would 
be accomplished through water conservation in other portions of Columbia Basin Reclamation 
Project in accordance with the Wahluke 2000 Plan. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONG) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Use of ground water is treated as a Special Use in the EIS and would therefore have full review 
by the SPAB before the request was relayed to the TPA regulator. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL202-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Various locations, Chapters 4 and 5 

RESPONSE 
Additional information on groundwater and vadose zone contamination has been added to 
Chapters 4 and 5. The Emergency Planning Zones (EPZ) and Exclusive Use Zones (EUZ) are 
linked to meteorological conditions because they depend on interdiction within a short (i.e., 
hours) time frame. The EUZ is an area designated for operation activities associated with a 
waste site or facility. Each DOE nuclear facility is required to maintain a public buffer zone 
where 25 rem would not be exceeded in the event of an unmitigated accident (DOE Order 
420.1). The EUZ is reserved for DOE or other hazardous operations with severely restricted 
public access. This zone extends from the facility fence line to a distance at which threats to the 
public from routine and accidental releases diminish to the point where public access can be 
routinely allowed. It is inside the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) and is equivalent to the 
exclusion zone boundary required by DOES “Comprehensive Emergency Management System 
Order“ (DOE Order 151.1). The groundwater buffer zone is discussed in: Section 3.2.5, 
“Incorporation of the Future Site Uses Working Group’s Geographic Study Areas into the 
Alternatives”: 

The buffer area associated with the Central Plateau geographic area is not shown; 
instead, the Central Plateau geographic area represents only the central waste 
management area and defers the point of compliance for groundwater to the Tri-Party 
Agreement‘s processes. 

With respect to expected impacts, the EIS Introduction contains text that explains how 
residual risk would not be a discriminating factor in the land-use decision: 

This land-use plan can be used by the regulators to establish goals for the 
CERCLA/RCRA cleanup (i. e., remediation) processes (see Table 1-3). Remediation will 
be conducted under CERCWRCRA authority. If the remediation process cannot 
support the proposed land use within the National Contingency Plan’s (NCP’s) 10-4 to IO6 
risk range, then this EIS contains a proposed process for changing the “highest and best 
use” of the land while maintaining institutional controls (see Chapter 6). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
As stated in Section 1.3, the CERCLA RODs were considered in developing the land uses 
(words have been bolded for emphasis): 

The restrictions posed by approved CERCLA RODs were taken into consideration in 
the development of the land-use alternatives in this Final HCP €IS. Conversely, the 
land-use alternative selected for implementation in the ROD for this €IS would be useful 
for remediation decisions yet to be made in other areas of the Hanford Site. The EPA, 
Ecology, and DOE consider land-use designations in a given area when determining 
cleanup levels. If the desired “highest and best use” land use cannot be attained 
because of remediation-linked technical or economic constraints, or if the remedial action 
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required to achieve that land use would cause unacceptable-unavoidable impacts, then 
the land use designation of this EIS would be amended using the policies and 
implementing procedures in Chapter 6 to the next “highest and best use” land use. If 
required by the CERCLA ROD/RCRA Permit, a deed restriction would be tiled with the 
local land-use jurisdictional agency to conditionally implement the land use. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
2.0, second bullet. 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Ecology and DOE have been added to the second bullet as follows: 

Support the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and DOE remediation decision-making 
processes. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) was not a cooperating agency in the 
preparation of this EIS. The WDRN participated in support of the counties and the City of 
Richland which were cooperating agencies as prescribed by the State of Washington’s Growth 
Management Act. The Growth Management Services Chapter 365-190 of the WAC se ts  the 
minimum guidelines to classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands and critical areas. For critical 
areas  WAC 365-190-080 (5) Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (c) Sources and 
Methods (ii), it is clear that the Counties and Cities determine Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Areas: 

Counties and cities should determine which habitats and species are of local importance. 
Habitats and species may be further classified in terms of their relative importance. 
Counties and cifies may use information prepared by the Washington Department of 
wildlife to classify and designate locally important habitats and species. Priority habitats 
and priority species are being identified by the Department of Wildlife for all lands in 
Washington State. while these priorities are those of the department, they and the data 
on which they are based may be considered by counties and cities. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Yes, the DOE considers the 1975 ERDA 1538 document to be a an environmental impact 
statement or comparable environmental analysis in which irretrievable and irreversible 
commitments for those natural resources was  made, barring DOE liability for those natural 
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resource damages under Section 107(f) of CERCLA. The intent is to follow the wishes of 
Congress and the Administration who wrote CERCLA, including the 107(f) exemption. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S2 
4.3.2.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The following discussion of major recharge sources has been added to 
Section 4.3.2.2 of the Final HCP EIS: 

The major recharge sources of the Hanford and Ringold formations are as follows: 
inflow from Dry Creek, which average 0.035 cm/s; inflow from Cold Creek, which 
averages 0.028 cm/s; and inflow around Rattlesnake Hills, which averages 0.032 cm/s. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-10 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Further discussion on competing future demands for Columbia River water, including in-stream 
flows for salmon recovery, would be only speculation of indirect impacts to changes in land 
ownership. The CEQ has  guidance about uncertainty and how NEPA documents should deal 
with speculative issues. Specifically, Question 18 of the C E Q s  40 Questions guidance says: 

Q 18. Uncertainties About Indirect Effects of A Proposal. How should uncertainties about 
indirect effects of a proposal be addressed, for example, in cases of disposal of Federal lands, 
when the identify or plans of future landowners is unknown? 

A. The €IS must identify all the indirect effects that are known, and make a good faith effort to 
explain the effects that are not known but are "reasonably foreseeable. If Section 1508.8(6). In 
the example, it there is total uncertainty about the identity of future land owners or the nature of 
future land uses, then of course, the agency is not required to engage in speculation or 
contemplation about their future plans. But, in the ordinary course of business, people do make 
judgments based upon reasonably foreseeable occurrences. It will offen be possible to consider 
the likely purchasers and the development trends in that area or similar areas in recent years; or 
the likelihood that the land will be used for an energy project, shopping center, subdivision, farm 
or factory. The agency has the responsibility to make an informed judgment, and to estimate 
future impacts on that basis, especially if trends are ascertainable or potential purchasers have 
made themselves known. The agency cannot ignore these uncertain, but probable, effects of its 
decisions. 

The DOE believes that the effort to establish "reasonably foreseeable" land uses was 
accomplished by inviting each governmental body that could receive management responsibility 
for Hanford lands to participate in the preparation of this EIS as a cooperating agency or 
consulting Tribal government. 
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COMMENT 
RL202-11 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Table 5-14, lines 13 and 14. 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Text addressing the Fast Flux Test Reactor (FFTF) was added to lines 13 
and 14. The proposed missions being considered for FFTF are consistent with the R&D or 
Industrial land-use designations. The wastes generated from FFTF operations could come to 
central Hanford under the existing U.S. Ecology commercial operation, or to a DOE burial 
ground based on the sponsor of the activity at the time. 

In December 1993, the FFTF was shutdown due largely at that time from determinations that the 
facility could not continue to operate economically. In April 1995, defueling was completed and 
usable fuel is stored on site in fuel storage vessels or in the secure vault at the Plutonium 
Finishing Plant at the Hanford Site. Unusable spent nuclear fuel (SNF) has been thoroughly 
washed to remove all sodium residuals, dried, and placed in approved, 50-year Interim Storage 
Casks on the 400 Area Interim Storage Area pad. In November 1995, the reactor was placed in 
standby mode with the main cooling system operating at approximately 2OOOC (4OO0F), to keep 
the sodium coolant liquid and circulating to maintain DOES option to restart and operate the 
reactor in the future. Essential systems, staffing, and support services are being maintained in a 
manner that will support either timely restart or deactivation of the FFTF. In January 1997, the 
Secretary of Energy officially directed that the FFTF be maintained in a standby condition while 
an evaluation was conducted of any future role the facility might have in the DOE'S national 
tritium production strategy. In December 1998, the Secretary determined that the FFTF would 
not play a role in the nation's tritium production strategy. 

In May 1999, the Secretary announced that the DOE would ask the Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL) to complete a 90-day study that would resolve outstanding 
informational needs for the FFTF. Results of this study were completed and documented in a 
program scoping plan presented by PNNL to the DOE in early August 1999. As a result of this 
study, the Secretary decided on August 18, 1999, that the DOE would conduct a programmatic 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review, including an Environmental Impact Statement, 
evaluating the potential environmental impacts associated with proposed expansion of 
infrastructure, including the possible role of the FFTF, for civilian nuclear energy research and 
development activities; production of isotopes for medical, research, and industrial uses; and 
production of plutonium-238 for use in advanced radioisotope power systems for future National 
Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) space missions. The Notice of Intent for this 
programmatic EIS is planned for publication in the Federal Register on September 15, 1999. 
The Final EIS (FEIS) is planned for completion in the Fall of 2000; a Record of Decision utilizing 
the NEPA review, including the FEIS, is planned by December 2000. 

COMMENT 
RL202-12 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Glossary, footnote in Chapter 6, and S6.0 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. A definition of "highest and best use" has been added. 

Comment Response Document CR-57 Final HCP EIS 



I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

COMMENT CODE 
RL202-13 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The BRMaP would be considered a Resource Management Plan and as such is subject to the 
terms of this EIS’s ROD. The Comprehensive Land-Use Plan is to se t  the boundaries for all of 
the follow-up Area Management Plans and Resource Management Plans. These plans cannot 
be independent of the CLUP because protection of resources often conflict with each other as 
well as the DOE missions. For example, a wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to 
recognize a cultural site and could inadvertently destroy an  artifact by crushing it underfoot while 
searching for a protected wildlife species. On the other hand, a n  archaeologist might not have 
the biological expertise to identify a sensitive species and might inadvertently disturb that 
species. The s a m e  can be said for the fire management officer dealing with a n  ongoing 
sagebrush fire. Each resource has its experts and issues. All the issues come together “on the 
ground.” This is why the CLUP’s role is a n  integration function that must have the authority to 
define the boundaries of the resource management plans, but only where discretionary actions 
conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE also accepted a binder with 922 endorsements for the Wild and Scenic River (with the 
inclusion of a Wahluke Wildlife Refuge) that was  collected for the Department of the Interior’s 
Hanford Reach EIS in 1994. More than 200 request forms for farmland on the Wahluke Slope 
(also generated for the Hanford Reach EIS in 1994) were accepted in the s a m e  spirit. The DOE 
recorded the names of all the endorsees, but only assigned o n e  comment number to each 
signature-gathering effort because they occurred before the Revised Draft HRA-EIS was 
available for comment. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
It is DOE’S belief that the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would allow the existing 
wildlife corridors to function just as it would allow the native plant communities to survive. 
Guidance from the Resource Management Plans would mitigate impacts to these resources. 
Preservation was  only applied if there was  some  combination of exceptional resource values 
(e.g., biological and cultural). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-03 
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LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
1.3.1 

RESPONSE 
The Riverlands area is also key to the Port of Benton. The Port and the Washington State 
Department of Transportation and Legislature Transportation Committee, are  funding a major 
study ($600,000) to determine the feasibility of reconnecting the Hanford main rail line to 
Ellensburg, WA, as it was  in the early 1970s. This rail line would be an alternative route for the 
current Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the Tri-Cities. The 
Yakima Valley route passes  directly through all the cities in the Valley, including the cities of 
Yakima and Kennewick which have many crossing points that continually claim lives and put the 
larger urban areas  a t  greater risk for accidents. Further, the rail lines historically pass through 
downtown areas.where the cities are  planning to develop a more people friendly environment. 

The Port of Benton has expressed a desire to use the Hanford rail system and extend the 
current system upriver through the Riverlands where there is currently only a railroad grade. 
Provisions for the reconnection would be made in DOES permit to the USFWS for management 
of a national wildlife refuge. The DOE'S Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS would not 
hinder the rail option because the rail connection would be considered a pre-existing, 
nonconforming use, and was  written into the permit allowing the USFWS to manage the area as 
a National Wildlife Refuge. (The DOE did not remove the rail line; however, the rail and rail ties 
were inadvertently taken by an  adjacent land owner). At this time, DOE has no plans to maintain 
the northern portions of the existing rail line beyond spraying for noxious weed control. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Nature Conservancy also sent an  alternative map in with its comments. While there is merit 
to using the most current biological information, much of the shrub-steppe habit is temporal in 
nature (physiographic climax). Therefore, others contend that vegetation potential based on soil 
mapping (edaphic climax) should be the deciding factor. Some  have argued that the Hanford 
shrub-steppe sagebrush is a n  artificial disclimax maintained by Hanford fire control policies and 
the true climax vegetation is the bunch grass community typified by the ALE Reserve. If DOE 
were to use  the most current biological data, the BRMaP Level 111 and Level IV resources in the 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands that were recently destroyed by the wildfires would be discounted. 

The Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would allow the existing wildlife corridors to 
function just as it would allow the native plant communities to survive. Guidance from the 
Resource Management Plans would mitigate impacts to these resources. Preservation was  only 
applied if there was  some  combination of exceptional resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, 
edaphic). This approach allowed Preservation to be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic 
soil greasewood community, the sand dune dependent Indian rice grass community, and other 
location dependent communities. Still, not all areas  with exceptional vegetational structure (i.e., 
the 200 West sagebrush stands) a re  considered appropriate of the Preservation designation. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-05 
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LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOE’s Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE’s 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” . 
Only those areas that possess diverse resources have been placed into Preservation status 
under the DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Although having LIGO with its many associated activity restrictions is as close to being 
designated Preservation as any R&D facility DOE could place there, the commitment of large 
contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for R&D uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOEs 
unique Congressionally mandated R&D mission as well as DOEs industrial production mission 
over a 50 year planning period. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The City of Richland and Benton County’s analyses for industrial areas was based on a GMA 
formula tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for areas not impacted by large 
Federal projects like Hanford. The City of Richland’s GMA Industrial Area is based on the City’s 
population growth potential. DOE is pleased that Benton County also recognized the nature of 
DOE’s missions and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. DOE’s facilities draw workers from 
Benton, Franklin, Grant, and Walla Walla Counties. 

Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOEs Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
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economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOEs  
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as "Open Space" (reserved for future development." 
Only those a reas  that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under the DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS because of 
DOE'S Congressionally mandated industrial production mission. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
All three Hanford avian species that were protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) at  
the time of the writing of the Revised Draft EIS have been placed in the delisting process, and 
the American peregrine falcon was delisted on August 25, 1999. The other two listed bird 
species, the bald eagle and the Aleutian Canada goose (proposed for delisting on July 6, and 
August 3, 1999, respectively), might also be removed from the endangered species list in one to 
two years. The bald eagle is a regular winter resident and forages on dead salmon and 
waterfowl along the Columbia River; they have not successfully nested on the Hanford Site 
although they have attempted to for the past several years. The bald eagle (a Federal and 
Washington State threatened species) is the only Federally listed wildlife species known to 
regularly u s e  the 100 Areas. Bald eagles use groves of trees (e.g., black locust, white poplar, 
and Siberian elm) along the Hanford Reach for winter perching, night roosts, and nesting sites 
(DOE-RL 1994b). Buffer zones around primary night roosts and nest sites have been 
established in consultation with the USFWS. While the night-roost locations a re  consistent from 
year to year, the nesting sites have varied and are readjusted in consultation with the USFWS 
each year (see Figure 4-24). 

The white Bluffs Landing has several advantages as an  access point to the River. It has access 
on both sides of the river, it is previously disturbed, it is of historical significance, and it is 
centrally located along the Reach. The advantages of the White Bluffs Landing are  many and 
the delisting of the Bald Eagle could significantly expand the management options. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVlSlONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The concept of using grazing to control fire danger and the spread of noxious weeds w a s  
provided to the DOE by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (VVDFW). A 
Washington State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) was in effect on 9,280 acres of the Wahluke 
Slope but has been since rescinded. When asked about the permit, the WDRN representative 
informed the cooperating agencies that the grazing permit was in effect to control fire danger by 
removing the cheatgrass and, because cheatgrass is a non-native invader, the grazing also 
helped control noxious weeds. In the State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) the lease says,  "The 
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goal of this grazing program is to reduce the amount and vigor of cheatgrass on this site and 
increase the amount and diversity of perennial vegetation.” 

The DOE does not intend to allow commercial grazing on the Hanford Site; however, a n  attempt 
to exercise reserved treaty rights by tribal members to pasture livestock on open and unclaimed 
lands could result in a court decision that could allow uncontrolled tribal grazing on the 
Hanford Site. 

The DOE agrees that controlled burning is an  important part of maintaining a fire-disclimax that 
many seral-dependent species require. The USFWS has taken the initiative and recruited a full- 
time Fire Management Officer with the required expertise in controlled burns and stationed the 
position a t  the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. 

COMMENT CODE . 
RL204-10 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The use  of McGee Ranch as a source of soil material for remediation caps versus its value as a 
wildlife corridor was  discussed extensively by the cooperating agencies. The wildlife biologists 
believed that the McGee Ranch was  key to the corridor between the Army’s Yakima Training 
Center and the Hanford Site. The ALE site also has suitable soils that a re  less in depth and 
would therefore require more surface area but, the site also has a below grade basalt source 
thereby avoiding cultural issues and centralizing the potential cap disturbances to o n e  site with 
the added benefit of no wildlife corridor issue. Other alternatives to on-site soils (e.g., silt from 
channel dredging in the Snake  River or from removal of dam structures in the basin) could be 
explored in the  future hut a re  at this time considered not reasonable because of their speculative 
character and transportation cost. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-11 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
During the  public comment period on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, several entities formally 
requested cooperating agency status in developing the Final HCP EIS. These agencies 
included the DOI, the City of Richland, and Benton and Franklin counties (with whom the State 
of Washington has placed land-use planning authority under the Washington Growth 
Management Act of 7990 [GMA]). Each of these agencies has a legal interest in land-use 
planning a t  the Hanford Site because each has s o m e  responsibility or  interest in managing 
Hanford lands or dependent resources. It is the intent of DOE to limit the SPAB membership to 
agencies with a legal interest in land-use planning at the Hanford Site. 

The EPA’s and Washington Department of Ecology’s interest resides in the area of permitting, 
which is separate from land-use planning. The Growth Management Services Chapter 365-1 90 
of the WAC se ts  the minimum guidelines to classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands, and critical 
areas. For critical areas  WAC 365-1 90-080 (5) Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (c) 
Sources and Methods (ii), it is clear that the  Counties and Cities determine Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Areas: ‘ I  
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Counties and cities should determine which habitats and species are of local importance. 
Habitats and species may be further classified in terms of their relative importance. 
Counties and cities may use information prepared by the Washington Department of 
Wldlife to classify and designate locally important habitats and species. Priority habitats 
and priority species are being identified by the Depattment of Wldlife for all lands in 
Washington State. while these priorities are those of the department, they and the data 
on which they are based may be considered by counties and cities. 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife was invited by Benton County to assist the 
County during cooperating agency meetings. The DOE is leaving it to the discretion of the 
SPAB members which agencies would be chosen to invite for support at  the SPAB meetings. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-12 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Your vision is consistent with DOES vision of th Prop 
the trail as an excellent area for SPAB involvement. 

d trail. The DOE sees the locating of 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-13 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes the intent of your proposed policy is embodied in Overall Policy (3) which 
states: 

. Protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources of the Site for the enjoyment, 
education, study and use of future generations. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL204-14 

LOCATION .OF EIS REVlSlONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that issues for central Hanford are extremely complex. However, the 
development of the CLUP requires integration with the local land-use agencies because of the 
central Hanford complexities. Therefore, the planning for Hanford must be a complete and 
deliberate movement. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL206-01/314-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 
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RESPONSE 
The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to allow tourism of the Federally 
registered landmark consistent with the €3 Reactor museum proposal. The High-Intensity 
Recreation area near Vernita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) 
would b e  expanded across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other 
visitor-serving facilities. Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns, a 
boat dock a t  the B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities 
were completed. At that time, the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for the 
appropriate permits to construct a boat dock. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL206-0ZRL314-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The u s e  of McGee Ranch as a source of soil material for remediation caps versus its value as a 
wildlife corridor was  discussed extensively by the Cooperating Agencies. The wildlife biologists 
believed that the McGee Ranch was  key to the corridor between the Army’s Yakima Training 
Center and the Hanford Site. McGee Ranch is still the preferred technical site because of its 
deep soils; however; the wildlife biologists from the other agencies were adamant about 
preserving the corridor. DOE agrees that the ALE vista is outstanding; however, the ALE site 
also has suitable soils and the mining would only be temporary. Additionally although these soils 
may be less in depth and would require more surface area, the site also has a below grade 
basalt source thereby avoiding cultural issues and centralizing the potential cap disturbances to 
one site with the added benefit of no wildlife corridor issue. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL221-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The SPAB has representatives from each of the jurisdictional counties that could implement 
restrictions on river activities. Additionally, under the DOE’S Preferred Alternative in the 
Final HCP EIS, the Columbia River islands and a quarter mile buffer zone would be designated 
as Preservation to protect cultural and ecological resources. The Preservation land-use 
designation, by definition, prohibits the use  of motorized vehicles (including personal water craft 
and motor boats) and place restrictions on motorbikes, four wheelers, and off-road vehicles. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL221-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOES Preferred Alternative allows for a quarter-mile buffer along the river. Further, the 
active sand dunes north of the Energy Northwest Complex, the Riverlands area east  of Vernita 
Bridge and the whole of the Wahluke Slope would be effectively isolated from consumptive 
activities. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL221-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Under DOES Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS, irrigated griculture would not be 
allowed on the Wahluke Slope of the Hanford Site. The Red Zone might require additional 
studies, however, because of the current conditions that are causing the slumping 
notwithstanding any action taken for this EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL232 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Department of Energy (DOE) received many comments urging preservation of shrub-steppe 
habitat. DOE would protect this valuable habitat and would not offer it for sale to individuals in 
the foreseeable future. 

El Ministerio de  Energia  (DOE) recibio muchos  comentarios que impulsaban la 
preservacibn del habitat de la arbusto-estepa. DOE protegeria este habitat valioso y no 
lo ofreceria pa ra  la venta a 10s individuos en el futuro prbximo. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL233-01 

EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE has been careful to grandfather-in current DOE commitments such as the Energy 
Northwest lease, water intake structures, and Emergency Protection Zone (EPZ) and powerline 
distribution infrastructure (see Policies, Chapter 6). Energy Northwest should be aware, 
however, that future development outside of the current lease should be closely coordinated with 
the DOE Real Estate Officer (REO) and the cooperating agencies, such as Benton County. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL233-02 

EIS REVISIONS) 
None required. , 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS supports industrial 
development along the southern corridor while still protecting some unique cultural and biological 
resources south of the Energy Northwest facilities. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL240, RL241 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE has a n  appreciation for the planning and preparation that was  put into the Hanford 
Reach Protection and Management Plan. The DOE plans to use this HCP EIS, which has been 
through a public review process, for its planning efforts. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL270-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
We have added to the Final HCP EIS several groundwater contamination plume maps as 
expected in the year 2050. The protection of the public would be assured by the TPA process 
where the probabilistic risk of cancer death would be set  at  1 in ten-thousand to 1 in one-million 
depending on the conditions of the ROD. Currently, the Hanford site is cleaning up to about a 
250 mrem dose. In Spokane, because of the granitic batholith that you live on, the annual dose 
you receive from naturally occurring radon is anywhere from 400 mrem to 600 mrem. 

As  for the 56 hour risk scenario, the risk results that were shown at  the Spokane public hearing 
were from the Agriculture scenario in the 1996 Draft HRA EIS which assumed living on the site 
full time (8,760 hours), drinking the contaminated groundwater without any cleanup, and growing 
crops in the contaminated soil. The Supelfund Public Health Evaluation Manual from EPA has 
several risk scenarios. One  of the other scenarios used in the 1996 EIS was  the recreational 
scenario based on a one week (seven-day) vacation where the vacationer spent eight hours on 
the site. That vacation resulted in a 56 hour scenario. It was just one scenario in four presented 
in the 1996 Draft HRA EIS for comparison of figures and not as DOE’s answer to remediation of 
Hanford as it has been suggested. In fact, DOE does not make the remediation decision but 
only suggests a course of action that EPA and Ecology can accept or reject through the TPA 
process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL270-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
There are  several plans which are  publicly available. The Hanford Strategic Plan is a planning 
document that articulates DOE’s vision and commitments to a long-range strategic direction for 
the Hanford Site missions. Decisions and actions are  made using NEPA, CERCLA, RCRA, and 
recognized processes as appropriate. 

A revision of the 2006 Plan, Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure builds on an already 
accelerated pace of activities and numerous efficiencies implemented at  the Hanford Site during 
the last few years. It commits to significant clean-up progress on the Site by 2006, while 
recognizing that much clean-up effort would remain beyond 2006. 
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The Hanford Site Ground- Water Protection Management Plan, and Management and Integration 
of Hanford Site Groundwater and Vadose Zone Activities documents both provide management 
and protection guidelines to protect groundwater from radioactive and nonradioactive hazardous 
substances. 

This Final HCP EIS builds on these past planning efforts to address land-use planning at  the 
Hanford Site, and presents a range of alternative land uses that represents different visions. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL288 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Because of DOE's Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOEs  Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are  the nature of DOE's Congressionally mandated mission. DOEs  
Hanford programmatic missions a re  to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are  secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas  of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of D O E s  
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as "Open Space" (reserved for future development." 
Only those areas  that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under the DOE Preferred Alternative because of DOE's Congressionally 
mandated industrial production mission. The first quarter mile is associated with the riverine 
habitat and is preserved. Preserving a mile inland is not justified by the current biological 
resources there because they a re  former farm fields that have a predominate cover of 
cheatgrass. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE disagrees with the comment. The Secretary's April 1999 announcement - that, under 
the DOEs  Preferred Alternative, the Wahluke Slope would become a wildlife refuge managed by 
the USFWS is both consistent with NEPA and the Department's previous expressions on this 
issue. Since the Department began working on the HRA-EIS, it has consistently supported a 
preference for managing the Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge under the USFWS. This 
position was  articulated in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. It was also articulated in the 1994 
Hanford Reach Final EIS prepared by DOI, in which DOE concurred. 

The Secretary's announcement of the DOEs  Preferred Alternative was  also consistent with 
NEPA, which requires the Department to identify its preferred alternative, if one exists, in a draft 
EIS unless another law prohibits expression of such a preference (40 CFR 1502.14[e]). Further, 
the Secretary made it clear in his announcement that the Department would be seeking (and did 
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seek) public comment on this Preferred Alternative. The majority of those comments strongly 
supported the DOE’s Preferred Alternative for the Wahluke Slope. 

Finally, the Secretary’s announcement did not represent an irreversible commitment on the part 
of DOE. The announcement by the USFWS and WDFW at the same time as the Secretary’s 
announcement merely indicated that the two Departments planned to adjust their management 
responsibilities for the Wahluke Slope in accordance with the terms of the 1971 agreement with 
DOE for management of the Slope. The land use for the Wahluke Slope remains essentially 
unchanged; only the land manager would change. This type of change is permissible under 
DOE’s NEPA regulations. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE pays local governments payment in lieu of taxes (PILT). (Please see the PILT 
response in the summary section of this comment response document.) 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that Alternatives One and Two fail to adequately plan for future DOE Missions; 
however, no such requirement was placed on the cooperating agencies and, in fact, the 
agencies were encouraged to express their planning assumptions. Alternatives One and Two 
did not contain a future expectation that DOE would have a strong ongoing mission other than 
Environmental Management in the Central Plateau. 

Benton County’s analysis for industrial areas was based on a GMA formula tied to expected 
population growth, which is appropriate for areas not impacted by large Federal projects like 
Hanford. The DOE is pleased that Benton County also recognizes the nature of DOE’s missions 
and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. 

Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOE’s Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOEs 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” 
Only those areas that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
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Preservation status under the DOE'S Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS because of 
DOES Congressionally mandated industrial production mission. 

In an effort to diversify the Benton County area, DOE has expanded the area of High-Intensity 
Recreation on its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS to include Benton County's proposal 
to provide a visitor-serving facility near the Horn Rapids Regional Park a t  the intersection of 
Highway 240 and the Benton City road (ION, 27E, S3). Additionally, DOE has added ALE, 
McGee Ranch, and the riverlands to the proposed Arid Lands National Wildlife Refuge to attract 
more visitors to the area. The DOE does believe that its Preferred Alternative, as presented in 
the Final HCP EIS, blends with the socioeconomic fabric of the larger region and is, in fact, a 
key factor in the region's economic future. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
Beginning with the Cover, and then throughout the EIS and Summary 

RESPONSE 
Public support for changing the name from the HRA-EIS was very good. Thus, the name of the 
final document has  been changed to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS 
(HCP EIS). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that the SPAB would be integral to the forming of an  Institutional C trol Pla 
The lnstitut'knal Control Plan has been addedto Table 6-4, and integrated into what DOE is 
calling its long-term stewardship planning. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that early on, there was  confusion over the purpose of the EIS. However, in 
the Introduction (below) it is clear what the purpose of this EIS is, with respect to land transfers. 

This CLUP's authority is limited to as long as DOE retains legal control of some portion of the 
real estate. This €IS does not contain any new mechanisms or preferences regarding the 
transfer of land, but with the input from the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal 
governments, this €IS will continue to be useful for considering proposals regarding Hanford 
lands that might be transferred beyond the control of DOE. This €IS is not focused on land 
transfer, but rather speak to the integrated use and management of land and resources 
independent of who owns the land. Land transfer is a complicated and separate process from 
the CLUP and once property leaves DOE control, DOE has no more authority over the use of 
that land unless the property was conveyed with deed or other legal restrictions. For more 
information about the process for transfemng propem, see Section 1.4.3. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL290-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that the following section from the EIS adequately explained the requirement 
to obtain locally administered permits where applicable: 

6.5 Use Requests for Non-Federal Projects 

Proponents and entities of non-Federal projects shall follow the approval process for Use 
Requests onsite (Section 6.4). The county, city or private entity will be invited to cooperate early 
in the Use Request and in the NEPA review process (Figure 6-2). Use Requests for non- 
Federal projects involving new construction shall be required to comply with applicable local 
county andor city review and permitting requirements such as compliance with the Uniform 
Building Code (UBC), health district requirements, shoreline permits, and local air authority 
standards. . 

COMMENT CODE 
RL290-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that the Hanford Strategic Plan represents the planning vision that existed 
when the plan was  adopted. There is a map with land uses such as ”Open Space Reserved” 
that is part of the Strategic Plan that would be updated to incorporate the ROD. The introduction 
to the DOE’S Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS reads as follows: 

3.3.2.1 Planning Goals, Objectives, and Values (Wsion). Much like the No-Action 
Alternative, DOEs Preferred Alternative was developed based on policies that are consistent 
with the Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE-RL 1996b). However, unlike the No-Action Alternative, 
DOEs Preferred Alternative would establish policies and implementing procedures that would 
place Hanford‘s land-use planning decisions in a regional context. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL291-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees with your values and DOE agrees that one of the most demanding 
predicaments about decision making is when two recognized values (3 and 4) conflict with each 
other (e.g., the treaty reserved rights to hunt, fish, and pasture livestock must be weighed 
against the preservation of biological and ecological values). Because of inherent value 
conflicts, DOE realized that a SPAB would be required almost immediately to work the 
conflicting values issues. The DOE expects to the SPAB to seek the counsel of the Hanford 
Advisory Board on controversial issues, and to look for input from the Oregon’s Office of Energy 
as well. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL291-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
Table 6-4 

RESPONSE 
The DOE attempted to quantify institutional control costs in the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS. 
The result was poorly accepted due to the uncertainty of the CERCLA RODs and RCRA permit 
modifications that needed to be (and still need to be) finished. When DOE agreed to revise the 
Draft HRA-EIS and to focus on land-use issues, one of the decision factors was the new policy 
of integrating NEPAICERCLAIRCRA documents. Because each TPA decision would be made 
independent of this EIS, the land-use pian has been designed to be able to respond to TPA 
decisions. The DOE has begun its Stewardship Initiative, and in the Final HCP EIS, DOE has 
added “Institutional Control Plan” to the list of Area Management Plans which would need to be 
developed (see Chapter 6). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL291-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS] 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Section 1.3 of the Final HCP EIS contains the following discussion on how this ROD would be - 
integrated with the TPA decisions: 

The resfricfions posed by approved CERCLA RODs were taken info consideration in the 
developmenf of the land-use alfemafives in this Final HCP EIS. Conversely, the land-use 
alfernafive selecfed for implemenfafion in fhe ROD for this EIS would be useful for remediafion 
decisions yef to be made in other areas of the Hanford Sife. The EPA, Ecology, and DOE- 
consider land-use designafions in a given area when defemining clean-up levels. If the desired 
“highesf and best use” land use cannof be atfained because of remediafion-linked technical or 
economic consfrainfs, or iffhe remedial acfion required to achieve fhaf land use would cause 
unaccepfable-unavoidable impacts, then the land use designafion of this EIS would be amended 
using the policies and implementing procedures in Chapter 6 to the next “highest and best use” 
land use. If required by the CERCLA ROD/RCRA Pernit, a deed resfricfion would be filed wifh 
fhe local land-use jutisdicfional agency to conditionally implement the land use. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL291-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
Table 3-4 

RESPONSE 
The DOE has made some adjustments in the Final HCP EIS to reflect the issue of magnitude in 
Table 3-4. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RE91 -05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
During the public comment period on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, several entities formally 
requested cooperating agency status in developing the Final HCP EIS. These agencies 
included the DOI, the City of Richland, and Benton and Franklin counties (with whom the State 
of Washington has placed land-use planning authority under the Washington Growth 
Management Act of 7990 [GMA]). Each of these agencies has a legal interest in land-use 
planning at  the Hanford Site because each has some responsibility or interest in managing 
Hanford lands or dependent resources. It is the intent of DOE to limit the membership to 
agencies with a legal interest in land-use planning a t  the Hanford Site. 

Because of inherent value conflicts, DOE realized that a SPAB would be required almost . 

immediately to work the conflicting values issues. The DOE expects the SPAB to seek the 
counsel of the Hanford Advisory Board on controversial issues, and to look for input from the 
Oregon’s Office of Energy as well. 

COMMENT CODE 
RE91 -06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Ongoing cultural resource inventories and surveys main.ain the quality of historic and 
archaeological sites, identify new sites, and document existing sites. The depth of cultural 
resource investigation is usually limited by the need to protect the resource. The extinct river 
channels that were filled in during the Pleistocene floods place the cultural resources below the 
proposed disturbance and are, therefore, protected from disturbance by depth. The Draft 
Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan (which was  approved by the State Historic 
Preservation Office in ;1989), was developed to establish guidance for the identification, 
evaluation, recordation, curation, and management of archaeological, historic, and traditional 
cultural resources as individual entities or as contributing properties within a district. The plan 
specifies methods of consultation with affected Tribes and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers, 
government agencies, and interested parties; and includes strategies for the preservation and/or 
curation of representative properties, archives, and objects. 

COMMENT CODE 
RE91 -07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP) is to set  the boundaries for all follow-up Area 
Management Plans and Resource Management Plans. These plans cannot be independent of 
the CLUP because protection of resources often conflict with each other, as well as with DOE 
missions. For example, a wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to recognize a cultural 
site and could inadvertently destroy an  artifact by crushing it underfoot while searching for a 
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protected wildlife species. On the other hand, an  archaeologist might not have the biological 
expertise to identify a sensitive species and might inadvertently disturb that species. The s a m e  
can be said for a fire management officer dealing with an  ongoing sagebrush fire. Each 
resource has its experts and issues. All the issues come together "on the ground." This is why 
the CLUP's role is an integration function that must have the authority to define the boundaries 
of the resource management plans, but only where discretionary actions conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL293 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see response to comment RL291-06. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL304-0 I /RL328-0 1 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE supports the economic development mission. In the EIS we  stated: 

For the economic development mission - allow industrial development in the eastern and 
southern portions of Hanford and increase recreational access to the Columbia River. 

Capture economic development opporfunities locally. 

The DOE has also taken action. The DOEs  transfer of the I 1  00 Area to the Port of Benton for 
economic development was  approved through an  interim action Environmental Assessment 
(EA). The DOE prepared an  EA that resulted in a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) on 
August 27, 1998, transferring the 11 00 Area and the Southern rail connection to the Port of 
Benton (DOEIRL EA-1260). Although the 1100 Area is no longer under DOE control, it is 
included in this EIS to support the local governments with their SEPA EIS analyses of the 
Hanford sub-area of Benton County under the State of Washington's Growth Management Act. 

The Port of Benton officially took ownership and control of the "1 100 Area" (consisting of 786 
acres, 26 buildings, and 16 miles of rail tract) on October 1, 1998. Together with the 
Washington State Department of Transportation and Legislature Transportation Committee, the 
Port is funding a major study ($600,000) to determine the feasibility of reconnecting the Hanford 
main rail line to Ellensburg, WA, as it was  in the 1970s, as an  alternative route for Yakima Valley 
rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the Tri-Cities. The current Yakima Valley route 
passes  directly through all the cities in the Valley, including the cities of Yakima and Kennewick 
which have plans to develop their downtown areas  to be more people friendly. 

The Port of Benton has expressed a desire to use the Hanford rail system and extend the 
current system upriver where there is currently only a railroad grade. Provisions for the 
reconnection would be made in DOEs  permit to the USFWS for management of a national 
wildlife refuge. The DOEs Preferred Alternative as presented in the Final HCP EIS would not 
hinder the rail option because the rail connection would be considered a pre-existing, 
nonconforming use and written into the permit allowing the USFWS to manage the area as a 
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Wildlife Refuge. (The DOE did not remove the rail line; however, the rail and rail ties were 
inadvertently taken by an adjacent land owner.) The DOE has no plans at this time to maintain 
the northern portions of the existing rail line beyond spraying for noxious weed control. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL304-02/RL328-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
While DOE appreciates the commenter‘s proposed additions to the CLUP policies, we find that 
estimating societal values and balancing them against societal costs is an extremely difficult task 
for an agency to attempt. Societal balancing decisions are best left to the political 
representatives and their machinations (as we suggest in our EIS Chapter 3 discussion of 
“Opportunities and Constraints,” below). This EIS would provide the information that the 
politically appointed policymakers would use to choose the societal decision through the DOE’S 
ROD. 

In land-use planning, existing conditions offer a mix of “opportunities and constraints. ” 
Not all opportunities are equally viable at a specific point in time. And, few constraints 
are insurmountable given today’s engineering and construction capabilities. 

For example, shorelines of navigable water bodies typically have constraints to 
development because of potential flooding, geologic instability, bank erosion, wildlife 
habitat, and cultural resources. However, shorelines also offer excellent opportunities for 
enhancing recreation, cultural resources, fishery habitat, and water quality. These 
shorelines also are unique in that siting of needed water “dependent” and water “related“ 
developments that cannot be an opportunity (physically located) in upland landscapes. 

Landscapes with few or no constraints present the greatest challenges because they 
represent boundless opportunities with no hint as to their inherent suitability for one land 
use or another. Consequentlyl unless a site’s suitability for a particular land use is 
narrowly prescribed by law (e.g., wetlands are protected for biological and water quality 
needs), the land-use decision is fundamentally value driven. Therefore, when the 
opportunities and constraints of a particular landscape are analyzed together, the 
“suitability” for different land uses can be compared and contrasted for an informed and 
value-driven decision. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL314-01 /RL206-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to allow tourism of the Federally 
registered landmark consistent with the B Reactor museum proposal. The High-Intensity 
Recreation area near Vernita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) 
would be expanded across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other 
visitor-serving facilities. Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns, a 
boat dock at the B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities 
were completed. At that time, the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for the 
appropriate permits to construct a boat dock. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL314-OURL206-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The use of McGee Ranch as a sourc of soil material for rem a diation caps versus its valu 
wildlife corridor was discussed extensively by the Cooperating Agencies. The wildlife biologists 
believed that the McGee Ranch was key to the corridor between the Army’s Yakima Training 
Center and the Hanford Site. The ALE site also has suitable soils that are less in depth and 
would therefore require more surface area but, the site also has a below grade basalt source 
thereby avoiding cultural issues and centralizing the potential cap disturbances to one site with 
the added benefit of no wildlife corridor issue. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The 1996 Draft HRA-EIS was not universally condemned. It received an EC-2 rating from the 
Environmental Protection Agency, which is a very common rating for EISs. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Auaust 1996 Draft HRA-EIS did not assert that it could set cleanup levels or designate 
future $e use scenarios. The August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS simply looked at the environmental 
impacts of using four alternative-use scenarios (recreational, industrial, residential, and 
agricultural) based on an approved TPA scenario development document. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-03 . 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
With respect to the DOE’S Preferred Alternative map, the site is already open to mining and 
grazing activities. The CLUP closes almost half of the site for these activities. One of the most 
contentious reserved treaty rights that DOE (as a Natural Resource Trustee) and the Tribal 
Nations discuss is the treaty reserved right to pasture livestock. The natural gas (mineral rights) 
that DOE does not preserve on ALE are owned by a private entity. And, the Industrial-Exclusive 
use boundary has not been expanded (as the comment states). The boundary is the same as 
that in the Future Site Uses Working Group Report. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL317-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that the TPA process would adequately protect the public from Hanford's past 
and future operations. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVlSlONlS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that its Strategic Plan fairly reflects DOES Congressionally mandated 
missions. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Final HCP EIS focuses on land-use impacts and decisions rather than potential remediation 
impacts. Remediation impacts are left to the NEPNCERCWRCRA integrated documents 
developed under the TPA. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL317-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The comment appears to be based on a mathematical error. Three pounds of fish consumed 
per week is equal to 1.36 kg, and given 52 weeks in a year, 71 kg of fish per year, or one fifth of 
the number quoted in the comment. 

Aside from the error, the recently completed Screening Assessment and Requirements for a 
Comprehensive Assessmenf, Columbia River Comprehensive lmpact Assessment (CRCIA) 
(DOE 1998a) evaluated both chemical and radiological health risk potential for a variety of 
Hanford Site use scenarios. This assessment focused on the Columbia River and riparian zone 
and included several Native American subsistence scenarios (e.g., subsistence resident, upland 
hunter, river-focused hunter and fisher, gatherer of plant materials, and Columbia River island 
users). These Native American scenarios were developed by a Native American representative 
on the CRCIA team specifically for the CRCIA effort'. Environmental measurements used for 

These scenarios are not the same as scenarios commonly used for determining health impacts at Hanford. 
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the CRCIA analysis were based on data collected under DOE’s environmental monitoring 
program from 1990 through 1996 and, as a consequence, would not necessarily reflect the 
future condition of the Hanford Site, as these scenarios do not assume cleanup. 

Even these current monitoring program data do not indicate that adverse health risks 
would be associated with consumption of fish and game. The radiation dose received by a 
person who subsisted on wild game and fish would be higher than the 2.2 x 1 O3 mrem reported 
as the “Sportsman Dose” in the Hanford Site Annual Environmental Report by Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory (PNNL). However, this incremental dose to natural background of 
approximately 300 mrem would be unlikely to be sufficiently high to cause adverse health 
effects. 

In the CRCIA Native American scenarios, people were assumed to live along the 
Columbia River, to eat substantial quantities of food grown in the riparian zone, to eat fish and 
wildlife from the river, and to drink seep water. These people who live a subsistence lifestyle 
linked to a specific location would have a much larger potential exposure and, thus, estimated 
health risk than other people who are more mobile and can trade for other food sources. 
Lifetime health risks greater than l ’ x  I O 4  [I in 10,000] were found for many sections of the river 
for potential exposure to chromium, copper, strontium-90, uranium-238, lead, and tritium. 
However, the source of the nonradioactive heavy metals (particularly copper and lead) may be 
from historic mining operations upstream of Hanford (e.g., copper, silver, and gold mining in 
Idaho’s Clearwater River drainage). According to these analyses, potentially increased health 
risk is possible if people were to move onto the Hanford Site and derive a large percentage of 
their daily food intake from crops and animals grown or taken in the river‘s riparian zone. In 
most cases, this higher risk is limited in extent to a few regions of highest contamination. 
Although many cultural differences exist in the relative percentages of food types between the 
general population and Native American populations, the common pathways of food and water 
consumption would affect both groups. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The City of Richland and Benton County’s analyses for industrial areas was based on a GMA 
formula- tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for areas not impacted by large 
Federal projects like Hanford. The City of Richland’s GMA Industrial Area is based on the City’s 
population growth potential. The DOE is pleased that Benton County also recognized the nature 
of DOE’s missions and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. 

DOEs facilities draw workers from Benton, Franklin, Grant and Walla Walla Counties. Because 
of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess signifiGant 
biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the DOEs 
Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOEs Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic missions 
with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large contiguous 
areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOEs unique 
Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. The 
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No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the Columbia 
River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” Only those 
areas that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under the DOE Preferred Alternative. Alternative Two does not support the 
uncertainty of DOE Missions. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE is familiar with the State’s Growth Management Act and the State Environmental 
Policy Act. WAC 197-1 1-800 Categorical exemption rules under (25) Natural resources 
management allow the State to categorically exempt from threshold determination and EIS 
requirements, (b) Issuance of new grazing leases covering a section (640 acres) of land or less; 
and issuance of all grazing leases for land that has been subject to a grazing lease within the 
previous ten years; and (d) Issuance of agricultural leases covering one hundred sixty 
contiguous acres or less, (h) Development of recreational sites not specifically designed for all- 
terrain vehicles and not including more than twelve campsites. The DOE believes that the 
Hanford CLUP is as protective as the State’s requirements. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that the intent of DOE Order 430.1 is clear in the Purpose and Need section 
as written: 

The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) has several missions to fulfill at the Hanford Site that 
include, but are not limited to, being a natural resource trustee, developing economic 
diversification, managing energy research, and remediating legacy wastes. These missions 
have competing natural resource consumption needs and management values. Governments 
and stakeholders within the region have an interest in Hanford resources and in management of 
those resources.over the long-term. The DOE needs to assess the relative qualities of 
Hanford‘s resources, compare the priorities and needs of Hanford‘s missions, and reach 
decisions such as the identification and disposal of any excess lands. DOE Order 430. I and 
Federal Law 42 U.S.C. 7274k require a land-use plan for the Hanford Site. The Final HCP EIS 
(DOEIS-0222) provides the analysis needed to adopt a land-use plan. 

A complete description of DOE Order 430.1 appears in Chapter One (Section 1.3) prior to the 
reference to the Order in Chapter Two. Section 1.3 reads as follows: 

“It is Department of Energy policy to manage all of its land and facilities as valuable national 
resources. Our stewardship will be based on the principles of ecosystem management and 
sustainable development. We will integrate mission, economic, ecological, social, and cultural 
factors in a comprehensive plan for each site that will guide land and facility use decisions. 
Each comprehensive plan will consider the site’s larger regional context and be developed with 

’ I  
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stakeholder participation. This policy will result in land and facility uses which support the 
Department’s critical missions, stimulate the economy, and protect the environment.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see DOE’s responses to comments RL318-01 and RL318-02. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see DOE’s response under comment RL318-01. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
3.2.3 

RESPONSE 
The phrase, lncludes activities related to Preservation uses from Table 3-1 is intended to allow 
such uses  but only if consistent with the CCP yet to be developed. 

An area managed for the preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources. No new 
consumptive uses  (e.g., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources) would be allowed within this area. Limited 
public access would be consistent with resource preservation. Includes activities related to Preservation uses. 

The following wording has been added to the examples of potential land-use activities taking 
place each land-use designation, which follows the Table: 

Preservation -Would protect the unique Hanford Site natural resources and would enhance the 
benefits resulting from the protection of these resources. Preservation would require active 
management practices which could include grazing for fire and weed control to preserve the 
existing resources, and to minimize or eliminate undesirable or non-native species. Commercial 
grazing of domesticated livestock would not b e  allowed. An approved wildfire management plan 
that manages biological resources and protects cultural resources in addition to infrastructure 
also would be required. Preservation would not preclude all access, but would allow only uses  
such as non-intrusive environmental research activities or management of game species, 
provided those activities are consistent with the purposes of the preservation of the natural 
resources. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL318-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Research and Development is a land use sponsored by the City of Richland and supported by 
DOE. The GMA is clear on the role of state agencies with respect to land-use planning 
responsibilities. DOE defers to the City of Richland on this matter. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that it is prudent to reserve land for waste management activities than is 
currently required because of the many industrial, research and development, and remediation 
challenges the complex still faces. DOE also believes that a NEPA analysis has been done for 
the area set aside for Industrial-Exclusive uses in this EIS. The impacts to existing resources 
from the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation are clearly identified in Chapter 5, and a I&I 
commitment for these resources has been identified. Individual projects that have site-specific 
impacts would still need to be put through DOE’S NEPA process but, because they would be 
generally compatible with the CLUP, a lower level of NEPA (i.e., an Environmental Assessment 
or a Categorical Exclusion [CX]) might be required if there was a conflict with the CLUP. The 
SEPA allows the conversion of up to 160 acres of shrub-steppe for agricultural purposes under a 
cx. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The concept of using grazing to control fire danger and the spread of noxious weeds was 
provided to the DOE by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). A 
Washington State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) was in effect on 9,280 acres of the Wahluke 
Slope but has been since rescinded. When asked about the permit, the WDFW representative 
informed the cooperating agencies that the grazing permit was in effect to control fire danger by 
removing the cheatgrass and, because cheatgrass is a non-native invader, the grazing also 
helped control noxious weeds. In the State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) the lease says, “The 
goal of this grazing program is to reduce the amount and vigor of cheatgrass on this site and 
increase the amount and diversity of perennial vegetation.” 

WAC 197-1 1-800 Categorical exemption rules under (25) Natural resources management allow 
the State to categorically exempt from threshold determination and EIS requirements, 
(b) Issuance of new grazing leases covering a section (640 acres) of land or less; and issuance 
of all grazing leases for land that has been subject to a grazing lease within the previous ten 
years; and (d) Issuance of agricultural leases covering one hundred sixty contiguous acres. The 
DOE believes that the Hanford CLUP is as protective as the State’s requirements in this regard. 

Comment Response Document CR-80 Final HCP EIS 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
4% 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 

The DOE does  not intend to allow commercial grazing on the Hanford Site. However, an  
attempt to exercise reserved treaty rights by tribal members to pasture livestock on open and 
unclaimed lands could result in a court decision that could allow uncontrolled tribal grazing on 
the Hanford Site. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 0 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that agriculture should not be allowed on the central part of Hanford. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 1 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Growth Management Services Chapter 365-190 of the WAC sets  the minimum guidelines to 
classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands, and critical areas. For critical areas WAC 365-1 90- 
080 (5) Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (c) Sources and Methods (ii), it is clear that 
the counties and cities determine Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas: 

Counties and cities should determine which habitats and species are of local importance. 
Habitats and species may be further classified in terms of their relative importance. Counties 
and cities may use information prepared by the Washington Department of Wldlife to classify 
and designate locally important habitats and species. Priority habitats and priority species are 
being identified by the Department of Wildlife for all lands in Washington State. While these 
priorities are those of the department, they and the data on which they are based may be 
considered by counties and cities. 

Additionally, for WAC 365-190-070 Mineral Resource Lands, it is clear that the State GMA 
shares DOE'S concern to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral resource material and 
clearly leaves the decision up to the counties and cities. DOE believes that its Conservation 
(Mining) designation is much closer to the sponsors for Alternative Three who have the State 
authority for designating mineral resource lands that any other alternative. The following is WAC 
365-1 90-070 with bold for emphasis added: 

(I) Counties and cities shall identi@ and classify aggregate and mineral resource lands from 
which the extraction of minerals occurs or can be anticipated. Other proposed land uses within 
these areas may require special attention to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral 
resource material, while maintaining a balance of land uses. 
(2) Classification criteria. Areas shall be classified as mineral resource lands based on geologic, 
environmental, and economic factors, existing land uses, and land ownership. The areas to be 
studied and their order of study shall be specified by counties and cities. 
(a) Counties and cities should classify lands with long-term commercial significance for 
extracting at least the following minerals: Sand, gravel, and valuable metallic substances. 
Other minerals may be classified as appropriate. 
(b) In classifying these areas, counties and cities should consider maps and information on 
location and extent of mineral deposits provided by the Washington state deparfment of natural 
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resources and the United States Bureau of Mines. Additionally, the department of natural 
resources has a detailed minerals classification system counties and cities may choose to use. 
(c) Counfies and cities should consider classifying known and pofenfial mineral deposifs 
so fhat access f o  mineral resources of long-ferm commercial significance is not 
knowingly precluded. 
(d) In classifying mineral resource lands, counties and cities shall also consider the effects of 
proximity to population areas and the possibility of more intense uses of the land as indicated by: 
(i) General land use patterns in the area; 
(ii) Availabilw of utilities; 
(iii) Availability and adequacy of water supply; 
(iv) Surrounding parcel sizes and surrounding uses; 
(v) Availability of public roads and other public services; 
(vi) Subdivision or zoning for urban or small lots; 
(vii) Accessibility and proximity to the point of use or market; 
(viii) Physical and topographic characteristics of the mineral resource site; 
(ix) Depth of the resource; 
(x) Depth of the overburden; 
(xi) Physical properties of the resource including qual@ and type; 
(xii) Life of the resource; and 
xiii) Resource availability in the region. [Statutory Authority: RCW 36.70A.050. 91-07-041, 5 365- 
190-070, filed 3/15/91, effective 4/15/91.] 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 2 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The BRMaP would be considered a Resource Management Plan and as such is subject to the 
terms of this EIS's ROD. The Comprehensive Land-Use Plan is to se t  the boundaries for all of 
the follow-up Area Management Plans and Resource Management Plans. These plans cannot 
be independent of the CLUP because protection of resources often conflict with each other as 
well as the DOE missions. For example, a wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to 
recognize a cultural site and could inadvertently destroy an artifact by crushing it underfoot while 
searching for a protected wildlife species. On the other hand, an  archaeologist might not have 
the biological expertise to identify a sensitive species and might inadvertently disturb that 
species. The s a m e  can be said for the fire management officer dealing with an  ongoing 
sagebrush fire. Each resource has its experts and issues. All the issues come together "on the 
ground." This is why the CLUP's role is an  integration function that must have the authority to 
define the boundaries of the resource management plans, but only where discretionary actions 
conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 3 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE disagrees with the WDRN on this comment. The l&I commitment is adequate for the 
administrative action being taken, that is, planning for future land use. The referenced language 
in Chapter 3 is from the 1975 NEPA document that committed a large area of the Hanford Site 
to the weapons production mission. As a natural resource trustee, DOE believes that it is 
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appropriate to comply with the CERCLA Natural Resource Damages Assessment (NRDA) 
exemption provisions as Congress has  set  forth in CERCLA. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I4 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Mitigation Action Plan which DOE which develop at  a later plan, will be shared with the 
cooperating agencies and the SPAB. In addition, the cooperating agencies can draw on any of 
their resources they wish, including the WDRN. The DOE does not wish to interfere with the 
State-mandated responsibilities and authorities of the GMA. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 5 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The BRMaP is a guidance document that DOE uses to implement mitigation strategies and 
would be a Resource Management Plan under the CLUP. The SPAB would need to review 
BRMaP and recommend to the Real Estate Officer and NEPA Compliance Officer if changes 
were needed. 

The Growth Management Services Chapter 365-190 of the WAC se ts  the minimum guidelines to 
classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands, and critical areas. For critical areas, WAC 365-1 90- 
080 (5) Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (c) Sources and Methods (ii), it is clear that 
the counties and cities determine Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas: 

Counties and cities should determine which habitats and species are of local importance. 
Habitats and species may be further classified in terms of their relative importance. Counties 
and cities may use information prepared by the Washington Department of Wildlife to classify 
and designate locally important habitats and species. Priority habitats and priority species are 
being identified by the Department of Wildlife for all lands in Washington State. While these 
priorities are those of the department, they and the data on which they are based may be 
considered by counties and cities. 

The DOE does not wish to interfere with the State-mandated responsibilities and authorities of 
the GMA. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 6 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Without any compensatory mitigation, WAC 197-1 1-800 Categorical exemption rules under (25) 
Natural resources management allow the State to categorically exempt from threshold 
determination and EIS requirements, (b) Issuance of new grazing leases covering a section (640 
acres) of land or less; and issuance of all grazing leases for land that has been subject to a 
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grazing lease within the previous ten years; and (d) Issuance of agricultural leases covering one 
hundred sixty contiguous acres or less, (h) Development of recreational sites not specifically 
designed for all-terrain vehicles and not including more than twelve campsites. The DOE 
believes that the Hanford CLUP is as protective as the State’s requirements. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 7 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The City of Richland and Benton County’s analyses for industrial areas was based on a GMA 
formula tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for areas not impacted by large 
Federal projects like Hanford. The City of Richland’s GMA Industrial Area is based on the City’s 
population growth potential. The DOE is pleased that Benton County also recognized the nature 
of DOE‘s missions and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. 

DOE’s facilities draw workers from Benton, Franklin, Grant, and Walla Walla Counties. 
Because of DOE’s Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the 
DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOE‘s Congressionally mandated mission. DOE’s 
Hanford programmatic missions are to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE’s 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” 
Only those areas that possess significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into 
Preservation status under the DOES Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 8 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE believes that the guidance documents (Resource Management Plans) that would be 
generated as a result of the CLUP ROD would be administrative and therefore categorically 
exempt. The ordinance equivalences mentioned in the comment must be passed from Federal 
law authority. The EIS Resource Management Plans are not rule making and are therefore 
exempt. The decision to cooperatively plan with a CLUP is the decision of the ROD. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL318-I 9 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONEL 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
As the commenter correctly states, The BRMaP and BRMiS will be the USDOE policy 
documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of habitats and species based on the 
ecosystem management principles stated above. The Resource Management Plans are policy 
documents that provide guidance; the CLUP would be implemented through a legally binding 
ROD after being put through the NEPA decision-making process. 

The CLUP is to se t  the boundaries for all of the follow+p Area Management Plans and 
Resource Management Plans. These plans cannot be independent of the CLUP because 
protection of resources often conflict with each other as well as the DOE missions. For example, 
a wildlife biologist might not have the expertise to recognize a cultural site and could 
inadvertently destroy an  artifact by crushing it underfoot while searching for a protected wildlife 
species. On the other hand, a n  archaeologist might not have the biological expertise to identify 
a sensitive species and might inadvertently disturb that species. The same  can be said for the 
fire management officer trying to deal with an ongoing sagebrush fire. Each resource has its 
experts and issues. All the issues come together "on the ground." This is why the CLUP's role 
is an  integration function that must have the authority to define the boundaries of the resource 
management plans, but only where discretionary actions conflict. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-20 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONEL 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE needs to adhere to the provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), not the 
provisions of the BRMaP. The BRMaP goes beyond the ESA requirements in that it provides 
guidance on how to avoid ESA complications by dealing with the species or species habitat 
requirements before the species becomes a ESA-listed species. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-21 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that individual projects that have site-specific impacts, such as the trail, would 
still need to be put through DOES NEPA process but, because such projects would be 
compatible with the CLUP, a lower level of NEPA (Le., Environmental Assessment or 
Categorical Exclusion) might be required if there was  a conflict with the CLUP. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL3 1 8-22 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
DOE Hanford’s current missions, as stated in the Hanford Strategic Plan (DOE/RL-96-92), are: 
Hanford‘s missions are to safely cleanup and manage the site’s legacy wastes, and to develop 
and deploy science and technology. Through these missions we contribute to economic 
diversification of the region. 

This is just DOE Hanford’s current mission. There a re  other DOE-HQ and DOE Laboratories 
Missions that could be transferred and arrive at Hanford within two years. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-23 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
It is clear to DOE that the cities and the counties have the GMA authority to plan for their areas. 
The Growth Management Services Chapter 365-1 90 of the WAC sets the minimum guidelines to 
classify agriculture, forest, mineral lands, and critical areas. For critical areas  WAC 365-1 90- 
080 (5) Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas (c) Sources and Methods (ii), it is clear that 
the counties and cities determine Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas: 

Counties and cities should determine which habitats and species are of local importance. 
Habitats and species may be further classified in terms of their relative importance. 
Counties and cities may use information prepared by the Washington Department of . 
Wildlife to classify and designate locally important habitats and species. Priority habitats 
and priority species are being identified by the Department of Wildlife for all lands in 
Washington State. While these priorities are those of the department, they and the data 
on which they are based may be considered by counties and cities. 

The DOE does not want to interfere with the State-mandated responsibilities and authorities of 
the GMA. 

The City of Richland and Benton County’s analyses for industrial areas  was  based on a GMA 
formula tied to expected population growth, which is appropriate for a reas  not impacted by large 
Federal projects like Hanford. The City of Richland’s GMA Industrial Area is based on the City’s 
population growth potential. DOE is pleased that Benton County also recognized the nature of 
DOE’s missions and tried to accommodate that uncertainty. 

DOE’s facilities draw workers from Benton, Franklin, Grant, and Walla Walla Counties. DOE 
land use  is geared toward development because industrial facilities a r e  the nature of DOEs 
Congressionally mandated mission. DOEs current Hanford programmatic missions a re  to clean 
up the site under Environmental Management, and to perform science and technology research 
under Energy Research. These programmatic missions can change within a year based on the 
wishes and whims of the Federal government. Other activities, such as economic development 
and natural resource stewardship, are  secondary missions. Because some  of DOE missions 
require large isolated areas,  blending the current programmatic missions with the secondary 
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missions is good business practice. The commitment of large contiguous areas of the Hanford 
Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE's unique Congressionally mandated 
industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. The No-Action Alternative shows 
that DOE currently considers the entire area between the Columbia River and State Highway 
240 as "Open Space" (reserved for future development). Only those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under 
DOE's Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-24 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
S-I; change not applicable to Main Volume of the EIS 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Good catch. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-25 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S4.1.1, 3.3.6.3.1,4.1.2.1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The fact that the WDFW has allowed its grazing lease on the Wahluke 
Slope to expire has been added to the EIS. But, under SEPA regulations, for up to 10 years 
after expiration of the lease, the WDFW can reinstate the grazing lease without public review. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-26 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Composite Map of Level II, Level 111, and Level IV Biological Resources would be updated 
when the Draft Hanford Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) is updated. To 
update the map or the meaning of the resources before the document is finalized would 
circumvent the concurrence process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-27 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Table S-6 and Table 5-14 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Alternative One does not contain enough Industrial to support the City of 
Richland's Growth Management Act (GMA) map. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL318-28 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The meaning of BRMaP levels has not changed. The Composite Map of Level 11,  Level Ill, and 
Level IV Biological Resources would be updated when the Draft Hanford Biological Resources 
Management Plan (BRMaP) is updated. To update the map or the meaning of the resources 
before the document is finalized would circumvent the concurrence process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL3 1 8-29 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S5.6 (deleted); not applicable to Main Volume EIS. 

RESPONSE 
In response to other commenters, Section S5.6 has been deleted from Summary 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-30 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
S6.3.2, 4.5.8 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The applicable changes have been made to the EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-31 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Table 1-2 

RESPONSE 
Table 1-2 in the EIS already includes the following: The Final HCP €IS would provide the basis 
for the Benton County SEPA review for the Hanford sub-area plan of the Benton County 
Comprehensive Plan. 

We have added a sentence to the following text: "The Benton County Comprehensive Plan 
addresses land uses for the County, including the portion of the Hanford Site that lies within 
Benton County (Industrial, Industrial-Exclusive, Research and Development, High-Intensity 
Recreation, and Low-Intensity Recreation use). The 11 00 Area and 300 Area would remain in 
an Industrial use designation. The HCP EIS could fulfill the SEPA requirements for the Counties 
and, as cooperating agencies, they could identify another alternative as their Preferred 
Alternative. The lead agency is Benton County." 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL318-32 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Please see the expansion of definition 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-33 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.3.1.3.5 

in th plicable ction. 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The  EIS text has been revised to read as follows: "Currently, persons 
wishing to visit the ALE Reserve must first contact an  appropriate staff member of either DOE or 
the USFWS." 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-34 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE is conducting planning according to its missions. DOE Hanford's current missions, as 
stated in the Hanford Strategic PIan (DOE/RL-96-92), are: 

Hanford's missions are to safely cleanup and manage the site's legacy wastes, and to develop 
and deploy science and technology. Through these missions we contribute to economic 
diversificafion of fhe region. 

This is just DOE Hanford's current mission. There are  other DOE-HQ and DOE Laboratories 
Missions that could be transferred and, arrive at  Hanford within two years. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-35 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
5.1.6.3 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text now reads as follows: 

5.1.6.3 Agriculfural. The impacts of the Agricultural land-use designation were evaluated 
based on the increase in land available for agriculture use, as a percentage of total agricultural 
land in Benton, Franklin, and Grant counties. The increase in land available was  correlated to 
increased sales of agricultural products. These correlations were made using data from the 
Census of Agriculture (USDA-NASS 1992)' and the Benton County Agricultural Extension Office 
(Watson e t  al. 1991)' and did not consider impacts on prices due to scales of economy, or 
market share. 
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Although it is impossible to predict any commodity market over the next 50 years, the 
markets for apples, potatoes, and wheat a re  currently soft. For example, a n  estimated 105 
million 42-pound boxes of apples will be picked In 1998 whereas in an  average year, such as 
1997, about 78 million boxes will be  picked. Currently there is a market for only 80 to 90 million 
boxes, and Washington apple growers are faced with the option of leaving apples unpicked, 
reducing orchards, or paying for increased marketing in an attempt to gain market share  (TCH 
1998a) ( see  Table 3-2). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-36 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.3.6.3.1 and 4.1.2.1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. Changes have been made to the EIS text. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-37 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Without any compensatory mitigation, WAC 197-1 1-800 Categorical exemption rules under (25) 
Natural resources management allow the State to categorically exempt from threshold 
determination and EIS requirements, (b) Issuance of new grazing leases covering a section (640 
acres) of land or less; and issuance of all grazing leases for land that has  been subject to a 
grazing lease within the previous ten years; and (d) Issuance of agricultural leases covering one 
hundred sixty contiguous acres or less, (h) Development of recreational sites not specifically 
designed for all-terrain vehicles and not including more than twelve campsites. The  DOE 
believes that the  Hanford CLUP is as protective as the State's requirements. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-38 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
3.3.6.3.1 and4.1.2.1 

RESPONSE 
Because of the  10 year window in which the WDFW could renew grazing without public 
comment, the reference would remain but it has  been updated as follows: 

In the northeast portion of the Wahluke Slope, the Washington State Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW) operates the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area, which was  established in 
1971. Under a n  agreement made in April 1999, the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area will 
be  combined with the  Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge and managed as a unit by the 
USFWS. The  WDFW has  leased a total of approximately 43 ha  (107 ac) of the Wahluke State 
Wildlife Recreation Area for sharecropping. The purpose of these agricultural leases is to 
produce food and cover for wildlife and manage the land for continued multi-purpose recreation. 
In addition, the  WDFW issued a grazing permit for approximately 3,756 ha  (9,280 ac), allowing 
up to 750 animal-unit-months to graze the parcel (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Grazing Permit #W5-01; and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Agricultural Leases 
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#R-01 , #WB-OI, and #WB-02). This WDW grazing lease was  allowed to expire on December 
31, 1998. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-39 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
4.5.2.2 

RESPONSE 
The EIS text has been revised as follows: "The most recent and extensive wildfire on the 
Hanford Site occurred in the summer of 1998 and burned approximately 4,000 ha 
(1 0,000 acres). Previous fires occurred in 1957, 1973, and 1981 , and 1984 (Figure 4-22). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-40 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.5.8 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been revised. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-41 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONIS) 
5.1.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text has been changed as follows. The legally protected species 
that a r e  included in Level IV cannot be impacted without the concurrence of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service so these types of impacts do 
not jeopardize the continued existence of the species. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-42 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Table 5-4 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The table has been revised. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL318-43 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
6.3.2 
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RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The  text has been changed. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL3 1 8-44 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The 200 Area Management Plan was  specifically exempted in the following section and the 
biological resources have been I & I .  

6.2. Definitions for Terms Relating to Plan lmplementafion 

The following three definitions - Allowable Use, Special Use, and Amendments - relate 
the land-use policies to the land-use maps: 

0 Allowable Use- Any reservation of land for a physical development or land-use 
activity that is consistent with the land-use designation and policies of the land- 
use  map and CLUP, or a specifically identified part of an  approved area 
management plan (AMP), except for “Amendments” or u ses  that are identified as 
“Special Use.” Any new remediation project or support activity that is 
categorically excluded under DOE’s NEPA regulations (1 0 CFR 1021) is a n  
allowable use, except projects proposed in the Preservation designation. 

0 Special Use - Activities requiring further review and approval prior to being 
allowed. The following are  special uses. 

1. Any physical development or land-use activity in the Preservation 
designation 

2. Any physical development or land-use activity in the Conservation 
designation that is not categorically excluded under DOE’s NEPA 
regulations (1 0 CFR 1021) 

3. AMPs outside of the 200, 300, and 400 Areas 

COMMENT CODE 
RL319 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Table 6-4 

RESPONSE 
Institutional controls within the Hanford Site are  managed via deed or covenant restrictions. Any 
proposed new project located within an area that has a deed or covenant restriction would be 
considered a special use activity (see Section 6.2). Such activities would require review and a 
recommendation for approval or denial by the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB). The DOE 
agrees that Institutional Controls would be a large part of the SPAB’s workload. To elucidate the 
emphasis, the following has been added as a Special Use in Chapter 6: 
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6, Any proposed new project that is located within an area that has a deed or covenant 
restriction as a result of the remediation process (e.g., institutional controls) 

Also, added as objectives were: 

Achieving these objectives is essential to accomplishing DOE missions and working with 
Federal agencies, Tribes, and local cities and counties to jointly accomplish planning goals, 
economic transition, institutional controls, long-term site stewardship, and multiple uses of the 
Site. 

And, in Table 6-4, the "Hanford Institutional Control Plan" (e.g., long-term stewardship plan) was 
added as a Resource Management Plan to be created. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL325 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.5 

RESPONSE 
Section 4.5 has been revised to discuss the limitations of Figure 4-17 and Figure 4-18 (i.e., use 
of data from incidental sightings as opposed to thorough surveys). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL328-01 (Please see DOE'S response to RL304-01.) 

COMMENT CODE 
RL328-02 (Please see DOEs  response to RL304-02.) 

COMMENT CODE 
RL330 

EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The USFWS has  been reimbursing the Grant County Fire District 8 since at  least 1993 for their - ~ 

costs incurred fighting fires on thesadd le  Mountain National Wildlife Refuge and even, to some 
extent, for fires that have burned on adjacent state-managed land (e.g., the Wahluke Wildlife 
Recreation Area). The USFWS has also implemented weed control practices in the area. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL349 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In their comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS, the Port of Benton expressed a desire to use 
the Hanford rail system. Provisions for that connection would be made in the permit to the 
USFWS for management of the refuge. Although DOEs  Preferred Alternative would not hinder 
the rail option because it is a pre-existing, nonconforming use  (Le., any existing lawfully 
established use  that is neither allowed nor conditionally permitted within a land-use designation, 
but exists therein, having been established prior to the CLUP land-use designation), DOE does 
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not intend to maintain the existing rail line and, under General Policy Number 8 (see Chapter 6), 
it is DOE’s Policy to, “as feasible and practical, remove pre-existing, nonconforming uses.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL358 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION/S]: 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In the EIS Introduction DOE states, This land-use plan can be used by the regulators to 
establish goals for the CERCLALResource Conservation and Recovery Act of 7976 (RCRA) 
cleanup (i- e., remediation) processes (see Table 7-3). Remediation will be conducted under 
CERCLARCRA authority. 

The residual human health risk always would be a n  acceptable CERCLA risk between 704 to 7 0  
independent of whatever land use  is chosen. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL359-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The 1997 biodiversity inventory findings annual report have been incorporated into the Final 
HCP EIS to the  extent that they weren’t already included in the Revised Draft. As  of August 20, 
1999, the 1998 biodiversity findings report was  not yet available for incorporation into the Final 
EIS. The current draft BRMaP was  prepared before the Nature Conservancy biodiversity 
inventory findings were available. As  stated previously, the BRMaP would be updated to be 
consistent with the Record of Decision for this EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL359-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The following areas  mentioned in the comment a re  already included in t h e  Preservation 
designation in DOE’s Preferred Alternative: Gable Butte and Gable Mountain along with their 
associated rare plant populations; vernal pools and other special habitat areas; and West Lake. 
The DOE does not agree with t h e  recommendation to include “all plant community element 
occurrences” in the  Preservation designation. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL36 1 -0 I /443-0 I 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Section I .2.8 has been revised to include a discussion of Executive Order 131 12. 

RESPONSE 
A discussion of the Invasive Species Executive Order 131 12 has been added to Section 1.2.8 in 
the Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-02/443-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
1.2.8 and 7.3.1 5 

RESPONSE 
Sections of the suggested text have been added to Section 1.2.6 and reflected in Chapter 7 of 
the Final HCP EIS. The recommendations on specific actions have been forwarded to the 
Hanford Noxious Weed Program for their consideration. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-03/443-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
3.2.3 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The definition c, mining has been expanded. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-04/443-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
To the extent possible, other industrial uses intended within any of the land-use designations 
have been described in the alternatives of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. Further discussion would 
be  highly speculative. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-05/443-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The McGee Ranch is already shown in Preservation. In response to public comment, DOE has 
modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. The Riverlands area has been changed from 
Conservation (Mining and Grazing) to Preservation, and the proposed refuge boundary in the 
new Preferred Alternative has been changed to include ALE, McGee Ranch, and the Riverlands; 
and the ALE Reserve boundary now includes McGee Ranch. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL361-061443-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.1.2.1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted, and changes incorporated. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-07/443-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
S4.1.3, 4.1.2.5 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted, and changes incorporated. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Figure 4-8 

RESPONSE 
The figure title has been changed to “Geological Hazards Related to Economic Land Uses.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
4.3.1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted; text has been added to Section 4.3.1. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-10 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted; no change required. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL361-11 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONfS) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Site Planning Advisory Board is made up of those entities with Growth Management Act or  
other land-use authority over portions of the Hanford Site. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL372 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that Grant County and the Port of Mattawa should be included in Hanford's 
Economic Development Mission, and DOE encourages the public agencies to seek DOE 
assistance for economic development. The fact that current reindustrialization benefits are  
being captured almost exclusively by Benton County, the Port of Benton, and the City of 
Richland is because Benton County is where all of the Hanford industrial facilities a re  located. 

As a n  example of a successful reindustrialization effort with the Port of Benton, the Hanford 
1 100 Area and the Hanford railroad southern connection (from Horn Rapids Road to Columbia 
Center) have been transferred. A key to transfer was'that the land use of the 11 00 Area and the 
railroad southern connection would remain Industrial. The Port took control of the "1 100 Area" 
(consisting of 786 acres, 26 buildings, and 16 miles of rail tract) on October 1 , 1998. 

For information about land transfer or facility leasing, see Table 1-4 of the EIS. For more 
information about the process for transferring property, refer to the guidebook, Cross-Cut 
Guidance on Environmental Requirements for DOE Real Property Transfers (DOE 1997b), or 
the Department of Ecology's guidebook, Hanford Land Transfer (Ecology 1993). 

The DOE tried to accommodate every party, while still fulfilling a primary or secondary DOE 
Mission. Of the 66,000 acres in Grant County, about 10,000 acres belong to the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). Benton County is being asked to accept a continuation of the Grant and 
Franklin County Wildlife Refuge that is twice the size of either Wahluke Slope county's 
contribution to the Refuge. By helping establish this large overlay wildlife refuge as a shrub- 
steppe habitat bank, DOE expects the region would gain overall by reducing the chance of new 
ESA listings. The wildlife refuge would help protect the last wild stocks of anadromous fish 
spawning in the Columbia River Hanford Reach; add ecotourism, thereby diversifying the largely 
agrarian economy; and help ensure there is open space critical to the quality of life in eastern 
Washington. Because DOE has chosen to work with the USFWS to establish the wildlife refuge 
as a n  "overlay refuge," DOE would retain the land ownership which, in turn, would maximize the 
payment in lieu of taxes (PILT) to the affected counties. The DOE sees its Preferred Alternative, 
in the Final HCP EIS, as the best outcome for local, regional, and national interests. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL373 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Hanford Site lands were obtained by withdrawal of lands from other government agencies or by 
purchase from non-government owners. Selection of Alternative Three in the Revised Draft 
HRA-EIS could lead to sale or transfer of land to previous owners or their descendants. Land 
transfer is discussed in the Final HCP EIS in Section 1.4.3. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL438 (see RL206-02) 

COMMENT CODE 
RL440 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
DOE believes that the  Preferred Alternative was the best compromise given the high quality of 
the Hanford resources and the competing resource values of the Cooperating Agencies and 
Consulting Tribal Governments. DOE thanks you for your support. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL443 (see RL361) 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-01 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
It is the goal of DOE to ensure that the Hanford Site lands a re  managed in a way that allows 
biodiversity to be considered prior to finalizing any land-use or land-management decision. 
Natural plant and wildlife communities have flourished, sensitive species have been preserved, 
and archaeological and cultural resources have been protected because historically large areas  
of the Hanford Site have been used solely for security buffers. Each alternative uses  a n  unique 
balance of impact avoidance (i.e., committing the land to preservation or conservation) versus 
impact mitigation. This balance is based on the planning goals, objectives, and values (Le., 
vision) of each alternative. For example, Alternative Two relies almost exclusively on avoidance 
by designating 95 percent of the Hanford Site as Preservation. Therefore, among the 
alternatives, Alternative Two provides the highest level of resource protection. But this resource 
protection is at  the sacrifice of multiple-use goals where the Hanford Site’s natural and 
infrastructure resources could be used for economic development. Mitigation of disturbance 
effects through the use  of policies and implementing procedures as an  augmentation to the 
alternative map, is an  alternate means of resource protection exemplified best by 
Alternative Three. 

Mitigation is the form of resource protection employed by more development-oriented or 
multiple-use oriented alternatives. Successful mitigation depends on the adopted CLUP map 
working in concert with the CLUP policies and implementing procedures to protect unique, 
cultural, o r  sensitive resources through avoidance of impacts after site-specific considerations or 
mitigation of the impacts by prescribed mitigation procedures. The Implementing Procedures 
(e.g., project review, resource management plans, area management plans, and NEPA or  SEPA 
reviews) provide mitigation guidelines where avoidance is less desirable than project 
implementation with mitigation. The DOES Preferred Alternative as presented in the Final HCP 
EIS has been fashioned to preserve resources where there are  multiple resource values, and 
mitigate for those resources where the combination is not there, but the resource itself is of 
outstanding value. 

To further the biodiversity goal, DOE contacted the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project (ICBEMP), and provided the Geographic Information System (GIS) 
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database developed for this EIS as a contribution to that project. The Interior Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project is a Federal land- and ecosystem-management plan 
commissioned in 1993. The plan affects 100 counties in seven states (including all of eastern 
Washington and eastern Oregon), and includes more than nearly 22 million ha (54 million ac) of 
private property. Federal agencies involved are  the BLM, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Forest Service, and the EPA, but the Hanford Site was  overlooked. Much of the plan deals with 
water such as the Hanford Reach. The plan also proposes aggressive ecosystem restoration 
practices in order to better control fire, insect outbreaks, and noxious disease spread. This 
ecosystem look at  the northwest interior will provide guidance to the other agencies on issues 
such a habitat block and wildlife corridor requirements. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-02 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION6) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In WAC 365-190-070 Mineral Resource Lands, it is clear that the State GMA shares DOE'S 
concern to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral resource material and clearly leaves 
the decision up to the counties and cities. The DOE believes that its Conservation (Mining) 
designation is much closer to Alternative 3 sponsors who have the State authority for 
designating mineral resource lands that any other alternative; and that most mining impacts can 
be mitigated. For example, one of the gravel quarry sites that was  used for backfilling 100 Area 
remediation digs has been turned into a wetland because it was close enough to the river's 
watertable that after quarrying operations the groundwater welled up into the pit. DOE planted 
wetland species in the pit to assist in the establishment of wetlands habitat. DOE annually 
spends hundreds of thousands of dollars mitigating sagebrush habitat at  the Hanford Site. 

As a cooperating agency, DOE tried to give deference to the local agency with the responsibility 
for planning for the resource. The following is WAC 365-1 90-070 concerning mineral resources 
(with bold for added emphasis): 

(7) Counties and cities shall identify and classitj/ aggregate and mineral resource lands from 
which the extraction of minerals occurs or can be anticipated. Other proposed land uses within 
these areas may require special attention to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral 
resource material, while maintaining a balance of land uses. 
(2) Classification criteria. Areas shall be classified as mineral resource lands based on geologic, 
environmental, and economic factors, existing land uses, and land ownership. The areas to be 
studied and their order of study shall be specified by counties and cities. 
(a) Counties and cities should classify lands with long-term commercial significance for 
extracting at least the following minerals: Sand, gravel, and valuable metallic substances. 
Other minerals may be classified as appropriate. 
(b) In classifying these areas, counties and cities should consider maps and information on 
location and extent of mineral deposits provided by the Washington state department of natural 
resources and the United States Bureau of Mines. Additionally, the department of natural 
resources has a detailed minerals classification system counties and cities may choose to use. 
(c) Counties and cities should consider classifying known and potential mineral deposits 
so that access to mineral resources of long-term commercial significance is not 
knowingly precluded. 
(d) In classifying mineral resource lands, counties and cities shall also consider the effects of 
proximity to population areas and the possibility of more intense uses of the land as indicated by: 
(0 General land use patterns in the area; 
(ii) Availability of utilities; 
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(iii) Availabilw and adequacy of wafer supply; 
(iv) Surrounding parcel sizes and surrounding uses; 
(v) Availability of public roads and other public services; 
(vi) Subdivision or zoning for urban or small lots; 
(vii) Accessibility and proximity to the point of use or market; 
(viii) Physical and topographic characteristics of the mineral resource site; 
(ix) Depth of the resource; 
(x) Depth of the overburden; 
(xi) Physical properties of the resource including qualify and type; 
(xii) Life of the resource; and 
xiii) Resource availability in the region. [Statutory Aufhorify: RCW 36.70A.050. 91-07-041, 5 365- 
190-070, filed 3/15/91, effective 4/15/91.] 

COMMENT CODE . 
RL445-03 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
A gravel quany site that was used for backfilling 100 Area remediation digs has been turned into 
a wetland since it was close enough to the river's watertable that after quarrying operations, 
groundwater welled up into the pit. The DOE continued excavation with minimal dewatering to 
deepen the pit enabling year-round water. The DOE planted wetland species in the pit to assist 
in the establishment of wetlands habitat. This is a common reclamation practice for gravel 
quarries. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-04 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Much debate could be generated as to what is a fairly intact shrub-steppe and the size of the 
block of land that would be needed to support that ecosystem. In "Coyotes and Mule Deer of 
John Day Fossil Beds National Monument: A Management Report," by Brad Griffith (1980), the 
home range of the coyote (the largest common predator on the Hanford Site) is estimated to be 
19.5 km' (7.5 mi'). Assuming t h e  coyote is the top of the food chain associated with a shrub- 
steppe community, then the minimum size to support the  coyote would be the equivalent 
minimum size of a fully functioning shrub-steppe ecosystem. If that number was  further 
extrapolated to 20 breeding females, then an  area about the size of either the ALE Reserve or 
the Wahluke Slope would be sufficient to support a population of coyotes in shrub-steppe 
habitat. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-05 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Because of DOE'S Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas  that possess  
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under the  
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DOE’s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward development 
because industrial facilities are the nature of DOE’s Congressionally mandated mission. DOES 
Hanford programmatic missions are  to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, are secondary missions. Because 
some of DOE missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas  of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOE’s 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as “Open Space” (reserved for future development.” 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-06 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The concept of using grazing to control fire danger and the spread of noxious weeds was  
provided to DOE by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). A Washington 
State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) was in effect on 9,280 acres of the Wahluke Slope but has 
been since rescinded. When asked about the permit, the WDFW representative informed the 
cooperating agencies that the grazing permit was in effect to control fire danger by removing the 
cheatgrass and, because cheatgrass is a non-native invader, the grazing also helped control 
noxious weeds. In the State grazing permit (lease #WS-01) the lease says, “The goal of this 
grazing program is to reduce the amount and vigor of cheatgrass on this site and increase the 
amount and diversity of perennial vegetation.” 

WAC 197-1 1-800 Categorical exemption rules under (25) Natural resources management allow 
the State to categorically exempt from threshold determination and EIS requirements, 
(b) Issuance of new grazing leases covering a section (640 acres) of land or less; and issuance 
of all grazing leases for land that has  been subject to a grazing lease within the previous ten 
years; and (d) Issuance of agricultural leases covering one hundred sixty contiguous acres. The 
DOE believes that the Hanford CLUP is as protective as the State’s requirements. 

The DOE does  not intend to allow commercial grazing on the Hanford Site, however; an  attempt 
to exercise reserved treaty rights by tribal members to pasture livestock on open and unclaimed 
lands could result in a court decision that could allow uncontrolled tribal grazing on the Hanford 
Site. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-07 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Most of the disturbed areas on the Hanford Site, including abandoned farmland and areas  
burned by wildfire, a r e  dominated by nearly pure stands of cheatgrass where the native shrub 
component has  been modified severely or replaced altogether. Grazing of livestock could alter 
terrestrial vegetation communities by eliminating or reducing the cover of some species (Le., 
bunch grass), encouraging the growth of grazing-tolerant species (i.e., sagebrush), and 
providing opportunities for weed species to become established. These changes could 
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adversely affect associated wildlife species. Cessation of grazing could also increase the fire 
danger by not removing flash and step fuel biomass (such as cheatgrass) that carry a range fire 
between bushes. 

With the USFWS scheduled to assume fire management responsibilities for approximately half 
the Hanford Site, a Fire Management Plan and qualified Federal Fire Management Officer would 
be used to reinstate fire as a management tool on the new Arid Lands National Wildlife Refuge 
Complex. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-08 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that there should be a better way of assigning habitat value to areas  of the 
Hanford Site. While there is merit to using the most current biological information, much of the 
shrub-steppe habit is temporal in nature (physiographic climax). Therefore, others contend that 
vegetation potential based on soil mapping (edaphic climax) should be the deciding factor. 
Some have argued that the Hanford shrub-steppe sagebrush is an artificial disclimax maintained 
by Hanford fire control policies and the true climax vegetation is the bunch grass community 
typified by the ALE Reserve. If DOE were to use the most current biological data, the BRMaP 
Level 111 and Level IV resources in the McGee Ranch and Riverlands that were recently 
destroyed by the wildfires would be discounted. 

The Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would allow the existing wildlife corridors to 
function just as it would allow the native plant communities to survive. Guidance from the 
Resource Management Plans would mitigate impacts to these resources. Preservation was  only 
applied if there was  some combination of exceptional resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, 
edaphic). This approach allowed Preservation to be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic 
soil greasewood community, the sand dune dependent Indian rice grass community, and other 
location dependent communities. Still, not all areas with exceptional vegetational structure (Le., 
the 200 West sagebrush stands) are considered appropriate of the Preservation designation. 

COMMENT CODE . .  
RL445-09 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to allow tourism of the Federally 
registered landmark consistent with the B Reactor museum proposal. The High-Intensity 
Recreation area near Vernita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) 
would be expanded across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other 
visitor-serving facilities. The DOE believes that this aggregation of visitor-serving facilities is the 
best way to allow access, yet contain recreational sprawl on the upriver end of the Hanford Site. 

Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal members treaty-reserved right of taking fish 
at  all “usual and accustomed” places applies to the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River where 
it passes through Hanford, and that treaty rights are  inalienable rights exercised by tribal 
members. Associated with the fishing right is the right to erect femporary buildings (YIN and 
Nez Perce) to dry fish or suitable buildings (CTUIR). The fishing rights have been affirmed by 
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the Supreme Court and are  not negotiable. The best any Federal agency can do is to work with 
the Tribes to make certain areas  more desirable for them to exercise their rights. This is the 
intent of providing access areas  modeled after In-lieu fishing sites specifically for tribal members. 

In-lieu fishing sites (e.g., in-lieu fishing sites provided by the Federal government to affected 
treaty Tribes "in-lieu" of their traditional sites that were covered over by Federal dam reservoirs) 
range from 21.6 ha to 0.36 ha (53.4 ac to 0.9 ac) and include paved or gravel parking lots, boat 
ramps, restrooms, drinking water, fish cleaning stations, net repair areas and fish drying sheds, 
and storage sheds. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-I 0 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE cannot control tribal access to the river (a treaty reserved iight), nor can DOE control 
the use of the river (owned by the State of Washington). 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-11 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Because of DOEs Congressionally mandated missions, all of those areas that possess 
significant biological or cultural resources have been placed into Preservation status under 
DOEs Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS. DOE land use is geared toward developm nt 
because industrial facilities a re  the nature of DOE'S Congressionally mandated mission. DOEs 
Hanford programmatic missions a re  to clean up the site under Environmental Management, and 
to perform science and technology research under Energy Research. Other activities, such as 
economic development and natural resource stewardship, a re  secondary missions. Because 
some of DOEs missions require large isolated areas, blending the current programmatic 
missions with the secondary missions is good business practice. The commitment of large 
contiguous areas  of the Hanford Site for Industrial uses fairly reflects the uncertainty of DOEs 
unique Congressionally mandated industrial production missions over a 50 year planning period. 
The No-Action Alternative shows that DOE currently considers the entire area between the 
Columbia River and State Highway 240 as "Open Space" (reserved for future development). 

The Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would allow existing wildlife corridors to function 
just as it would allow native plant communities to survive. Guidance from Resource 
Management Plans would mitigate impacts to these resources. Preservation was  only applied if 
there was s o m e  combination of exceptional resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, edaphic). 
This approach allowed Preservation to be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic soil 
greasewood community, the sand dune dependent Indian rice grass community, and other 
location dependent communities. Still, not all areas with exceptional vegetational structure 
(i.e., the 200 West sagebrush stands) are  considered appropriate of the Preservation 
designation. The fire danger to DOE facilities associated with these sagebrush stands could 
actually result in their removal to provide DOE facilities in the 200 Area with an  effective fire 
break. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RL445-I 2 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, and Aleutian Canada Goose are  all expected to be delisted 
from the ESA within two years. The bald eagle is a regular winter resident and forages on dead 
salmon and waterfowl along the Columbia River; it does not nest on the Hanford Site although it 
has  attempted to for the past several years. The bald eagle (a Federal and Washington State 
threatened species) is the only Federally listed wildlife species known to regularly use  the 
100 Areas. Bald eagles use groves of trees (Le., black locust, white poplar, and Siberian elm) 
along the Hanford Reach for winter perching, night roosts, and nesting sites (DOE-RL 1994b). 
Buffer zones around primary night roosts and nest sites have been established in consultation 
with the USFWS. While the night-roost locations are consistent from year to year, the nesting 
sites have varied and are readjusted in consultation with the USFWS each year 
(see Figure 4-24). 

Steelhead and salmon are  regulated as evolutionary significant units (ESUs) by the National 
Marine Fisheries Service based on their historic geographic spawning areas. The Upper 
Columbia River steelhead ESU was  listed as threatened in August 1997. Adult steelhead 
migrate upstream through the Hanford Reach to spawn in upriver tributaries and juvenile pass  
through the Hanford Reach on their outward migration to the sea. In March 1999, Upper 
Columbia River spring run chinook salmon ESU were added as endangered, and the Middle 
Columbia River steelhead ESU were added as threatened. These races of salmonids utilize 
habitat in the mid-Columbia River and its tributaries as it passes through many terrestrial 
ecosystems. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-13 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Revised Draft HRA-EIS contained the iatest Nature Conservancy information (see 
Section 4.5.2.1 , Newly Documented Plant Species). The Nature Conservancy also sent  in an  
alternative map with its comments on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS. While there is merit to using 
the most current biological information, much of the shrub-steppe habit is temporal in nature 
(physiographic climax). Therefore, others contend that vegetation potential based on soil 
mapping (edaphic climax) should be the deciding factor. Some have argued that the Hanford 
shrub-steppe sagebrush is a n  artificial disclimax maintained by Hanford fire control policies, and 
that the true climax vegetation is the bunch grass community typified by the ALE Reserve. If 
DOE were to use  the most current biological data, the BRMaP Level I l l  and Level IV resources in 
the McGee Ranch and Riverlands that were recently destroyed by the wildfires would be 
discounted. 

The Conservation (Mining) land-use designation would allow the existing wildlife corridors to 
function just as it would allow the native plant communities to survive. Guidance from the 
Resource Management Plans would mitigate impacts to these resources. Preservation was  only 
applied if there was  some  combination of exceptional resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, 
edaphic). This approach allowed Preservation to be applied to the saline vernal pools, the sodic 
soil greasewood community, the sand dune dependent Indian rice grass community, and other 
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5 RL445-14 
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7 LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
8 None required. 
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location dependent communities. Still, not all areas with exceptional vegetational structure (Le., 
the 200 West sagebrush stands) are considered appropriate of the Preservation designation. 

I O  RESPONSE 
11 The DOE agrees that the Conservation (Mining) land-use designation should be used to allow 
12 
13 
14 
15 

existing wildlife corridors to function and native plant communities to survive until additional 
study and application of the principles of conservation biology can be incorporated to best 
determine future land uses. The DOE does not agree that no consumptive uses  should be 
allowed until a future u s e  is decided. Guidance from Resource Management Plans would 
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mitigate impacts to these resources. Preservation was only applied ifthere was  some  
combination of exceptional resource values (e.g., biological, cultural, edaphic), and the 
Conservation land-use designation was  used to reserve other areas for multiple-use activities. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-15 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
Introduction 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees that RCRA changes are made through RCRA permit amendments. The EIS 
has  been changed to read as follows: 

This Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (HCP EIS) 
considers several land uses  for the Hanford Site planned for at least the next 50 years. As 
Hanford cleanup progresses through the next 40 years, cleanup Records of Decision (RODS) 
issued under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Acf of 
7980 (CERCLA) and decisions made through the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 
7976 (RCRA) permitting process would impact some areas within the proposed land uses. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-16 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE disagrees with EPA on two points. 

One  is that the EPAs  own directive on how to incorporate land use  in the CERCLA Remedy 
gives guidance to the regions (Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process; Directive. 
1995. 13 pp. [EPA] U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Emergency and Remedial 
Response. EPA/540/R-95/052. OSWER-9355.7-04. PB95-9632341HDM. Washington, D.C.) 
Specifically, the directive presents information for considering land use in making remedy 
selection decisions under CERCLA a t  NPL sites. EPA Headquarters emphasizes that early 
community involvement (with a particular focus on the community's desired future uses  of 
property associated with the CERCLA site) should result in a more democratic decision-making 
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process, greater community support for remedies selected as a result of the process, and more 
expedited, cost-effective cleanups. 

Two is the often used State of Washington ARAR MTCA, which uses land-use plans generated 
under the Growth Management Act as the basis for applying the Industrial cleanup level. The 
Hanford subunit of Benton County is being planned by Benton County with this EIS, and this EIS 
is expected to suffice for the SEPA requirements of the State of Washington's Growth 
Management Act for the Hanford subunit of Benton County. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-17 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
2-1 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The EIS text now reads as follows: 

Support the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology), and DOE remediation decision-making processes 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-I 8 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The Table is from the historical document, Waste Management Operations, Hanford 
Reservation, Richland, Washington: Final Environmental Statement (ERDA 1 975), 
Section IX.2.3, "Land Use," Table IX-2. The DOE cannot change a document over 20 years old 
that se t  the NRDA I&l commitment and established DOE'S authority to manage these waste 
sites. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-19 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE is aware of the groundwater problems and expects to receive a Technical 
lmpractability waiver for at  least the Tritium and Carbon Tetrachloride plumes which would be 
consistent with other EPA Technical lmpractability waivers. 

COMMENT CODE ' 

RL445-20 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
Table 6-4 

RESPONSE 
The DOE has added a resource management plan to b e  prepared, the "Hanford Institutional 
Control Plan" (e-g., long-term stewardship plan), to Table 6-4 in the Final EIS. Some  of the 
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institutional controls already in the plan include SPAB review, which is triggered by Special Use 
(qualifier number 6). Any proposed new project that is located within an area that has a deed or 
covenant restriction as a result of the remediation process (e.g., institutional controls). The 
trigger for local government's involvement is also a Special Use (qualifier number 4). Any 
proposed new development that is inconsistent with the land-use designation of the adopted 
local counties' or cities' comprehensive plans for the Hanford Site. The TPA currently tracks the 
Hanford surface waste sites, based on data from the Hanford Geographic Information System 
(HGIS) and Waste Information Data System (WIDS) database. It is DOE'S intent to maintain the 
function of these databases for the post-closure stewardship mission. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL445-21 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S1 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Each CERCLA ROD should be NEPA equivalent in its supporting documentation. The DOE 
agrees that once this EIS NEPA decision is made, there should be coordination of gravel quarry . 
sites. McGee Ranch is a specialized silt-loam soil site. The DOE is looking into a coordinated 
NEPA analysis to address the gravel quarries on a site-wide basis. 

~ 

COMMENT CODE 
RL449 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The issue of Federal versus local control of lands is out of scope for this document. 

COMMENT CODE 
RL453 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
During the public comment period on the August 1996 Draft HRA-EIS, several entities formally 
requested cooperating agency status in developing the Final HCP EIS. These agencies 
included the DOI, City of Richland, and Benton and Franklin counties (with whom the State of 
Washington has placed land-use planning authority under the Washington Growth Management 
Act of 7990 [GMA]). Each of these agencies has a legal interest in land-use planning at the 
Hanford Site because each has some responsibility or interest in managing Hanford lands or 
dependent resources. The National Science Foundation is viewed more as a tenant on the 
Hanford Site with a keen interest in activities around its LlGO facility. It is still the intent of DOE 
to limit the membership to agencies with a legal interest in land-use planning at the Hanford Site. 
LlGO personnel are invited and encouraged to meet with DOES Real Estate Officer anytime. 
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COMMENT CODE 
RTROOI 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISIONE) 
3.3.2.3.2 

RESPONSE 
Comment accepted. The requested text box (and explanation) has been added to the 
Final HCP EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RTPOIO 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE agrees  that a holistic effort is needed to integrate all of the Hanford issues. DOE has 
the HanfordAdvisory Board to integrate Public Involvement efforts, a Technical Issues 
Management List (TIML) group to integrate DOE Programs, and a Program Integration Division 
to produce the  Hanford Strategic Plan (HSP). The Strategic Plan is the public document that 
lays the  vision for the Hanford Site as a whole. 

COMMENT CODE 
RTPOl3 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The DOE aarees  that a holistic effort is needed to integrate all of the Hanford risk issues. The 
Defense Niclear Facilities Safety Board issued a finding in 1994 that suggested DOE look a t  the 
cumulative impacts to the groundwater of its operations. Additionally, the DOE Waste 
Management Order 5820.2a required that a performance assessment be implemented with each 
new burial ground. The  1996 Draft HRA-EIS attempted to integrate the vadose zone  and 
groundwater risk estimates under four alternative-use scenarios with two different approaches to 
cleanup (e.g., capping in place or removal). The Columbia River Comprehensive Impact 
Assessment (CRCIA) began in the s a m e  spirit - determining overall risk, duration of the  risk in 
the area,  and what the  factors a re  that control risk that can be  controlled by the remediation 
process. 

COMMENT CODE 
RTSO13 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
In WAC 365-190-070 Mineral Resource Lands, it is clear that the State GMA shares  DOE’S 
concern to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral resource material, and clearly leaves 
the decision up to the  counties and cities. The DOE believes that its Conservation (Mining) 
designation is much closer to that of the sponsors of Alternative Three, who have more State 
authority for designating mineral resource lands than any other alternative, and that most mining 
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impacts can be mitigated. For example, one of the gravel quarry sites that was used for 
backfilling 100 Area remediation digs has been turned into a wetland because it was close 
enough to the river's watertable that, after quarrying operations, the groundwater welled up into 
the pit. The DOE planted wetland species in the pit to assist in the establishment of wetlands 
habitat. The DOE spends hundreds of thousands of dollars annually mitigating sagebrush 
habitat at the Hanford Site. 

As a cooperating agency, DOE tried to give deference to the local agency with the responsibility 
for planning for the resource. The following is WAC 365-1 90-070 concerning mineral resources 
(with bold added for emphasis): 

(1) Counties and cities shall identify and classify aggregate and mineral resource lands from 
which the extraction of minerals occurs or can be anticipated. Other proposed land uses within 
these areas may require special attention to ensure future supply of aggregate and mineral 
resource material, while maintaining a balance of land uses. 
(2) Classification criteria. Areas shall be classified as mineral resource lands based on geologic, 
environmental, and economic factors, existing land uses, and land ownership. The areas to be 
studied and their order of study shall be specified by counties and cities. 
(a) Counties and cities should classify lands with long-term commercial significance for 
extracting af least the following minerals: Sand, gravel, and valuable metallic substances. 
Other minerals may be classified as appropriate. 
(b) In classifying these areas, counties and cities should consider maps and information on 
location and extent of mineral deposits provided by the Washington state department of natural 
resources and the United States Bureau of Mines. Additionally, the department of natural 
resources has a detailed minerals classification system counties and cities may choose to use. 
(c) Counties and cities should consider classifying known and potential mineral deposits 
so that access to mineral resources of long-term commercial significance is not 
knowingly precluded. 
(d) In classifying mineral resource lands, counties and cities shall also consider the effects of 
proximity to population areas and the possibility of more intense uses of the land as indicated by: 
(i) General land use patterns in the area; 
(ii) Availability of utilities; 
(iii) Availability and adequacy of water supply; 
(iv) Surrounding parcel sizes and surrounding uses; 
(v) Availability of public roads and other public services; 
(vi) Subdivision or zoning for urban or small lots; 
(vii) Accessibility and proximity to the point of use or market; 
(viii) Physical and topographic characteristics of the mineral resource sife; 
(ix) Depth of the resource; . 
(x) Depth of the overburden; 
(xi) Physical properties of the resource including quality and type; 
(xii) Life of the resource; and 
xiii) Resource availability in the region. [Statutow Authority: RCW 36.70A.050. 91-07-041, $5 365- 
190-070, filed 3/15/91, effective 4/15/91.] 

COMMENT CODE 
RTSOl7 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
The intent of bringing in the cooperating agencies to develop their own alternatives was to 
provide the best range of alternatives for the public and DOE to review. The NEPA process 
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does not equate to a voting process where the most comments “for“ or “against” wins. The 
NEPA process is a way for the agency’s decision maker to gather differing point of views on a 
proposed action. The agency’s decision maker does not have to make a popular decision, only 
an  informed decision. Therefore, the number of comments a re  less important than the  content 
of the comment. 

COMMENT CODE 
RTM005 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
Congressional actions a re  outside the scope of this administrative-action EIS. 

COMMENT CODE 
RTM007 

LOCATION OF EIS REVISION(S) 
None required. 

RESPONSE 
DOE Hanford has a history steeped in national security issues that sometimes produce 
surprises. During the plutonium production days, the Federal government purchased portions of 
the Benton County shoreline in the Reactors area (from the high-water mark to the low-water 
mark) for security purposes. 
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May 18, 1999 

To: Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document manager: HRA-EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy, Hanford Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
MSlN HO-7 2 

The menbers of Portland Branch of WILPF look forward t o  the time when.the 
majority of the land a t  Hanford Nuclear Reservation can be returned to a 
productive & clean state. We are concerned that so much is being invested in 
speculating on future uses while clean-up continues to  be underfunded and 
deadlines are being extended well into the next century. We wonder if we will be 
still be alive by t h e  time the proposed plans are possible. 

WILPF insists that thorough comprehensive clean-up of all contamination be 
pursued promptly and with the funding necessary to  return the land t o  i t s  natural 
use as  soon as  possible. Our priorities for the (too distant) future of Hanford 
lands would include returning it t o  its natural state, restoring the flora, fauna, 
geology and water t o  i t s  former state and presenn'ng the area to  best serve the 
culture and traditions of the Native Americans who first inhabited the area. 

Monitoring the contaminated areas fifty years into the future will most likely be 
well past our lifetimes. Plans must be made to  protect the health and safety of 
those generations which follow, for the thousands of years the remaining waste 
continues to  threaten life. 

WE DEMAND THAT THE PROMISE OF CLEAN-UP BE FULFILLED PROMPTLY! 

- 
Mary Rose & Barbara Drageaux, WILPF co-chairs 

http://www.wllpf.org
mailto:wllphm@lgc.apc.org
mailto:g$gkml@IX.netCom.Com
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May.20, I999 . Olppic Ennronmennl Council 

U.S..Depafment of Energy. . 
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Olympic Rrk Awaitis 

Olympic %insula Audubon 
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. .  
.Dear Sirs: 

. .  

The. Washington Environmental CounciJ is Washington State's. largest 
environ-mental organization. it represents.neariy ZOO environmental 
groups, many of them' units ofmational environmental organizations. 

We wish'to commend Secretary of. Energy Bill Richardson'and the Clintor 
Administration for the:plan. to protect t h e  Wahluke Slope of the.Hanford 
Reach as part of a nationat wildlife refuge. 

That single s tep will preserve' much but not all sf the shrub-steppe 
. e a s y s t e m  through which the Hanford Reach-the last ITee-floNng stretch 
of the Columbia River in our nation- fiowsto provide unique. spawning 
and  .rearing habitat for wild falr.Chinook and summer stelhead and a ' . 

critical rnigratory.and resting 'habitat for wild &lmonids otherwise. 

Thus Washington Environmental Council supports the preferred . . 

alternative .of the Hanford Remedial .Action Environmental Impact 
Statement, but with moijifications and additions: . 

. - '.. 1 - 

. .  
I . .  

_. . . .  . . : 
e .  

. 

We urge that all of the following Department of Energy land 
'be included $.part of the national wildlife refuge: The 

..'Wahluke'Slope, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the ' . . 
. McGee Ranch, the Riverland area and all of t h e  Columbia 

We ask for a ban on the entire.Hanford site of' ail 

grm-ng because each of these adivities for private gain will 

. .  

. .  

. .  . River islands. 

2- 
.. 

. .  
- 

. agricultural-uses, c 6 m m e r ~ a l  mining .and cattle and other 

.. . destroy. native'plants and animals and disrupt the general 
. .  

. .  

OLYHPIA . SEATILE SPOKAHE 
(360) 3S7-6548 . 615 Second Awnue, Suite 380, Seatde,WA 98104-2245 ' . . (509) 328-5077. 

. . . E-mail: greenwec@aol.com .(206) 622-8103 . FAX (206):622-8113 . . ' 1  
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. * workings of the natural ecosystem, to the detriment of.the 
public as whole. . . 

. e . 3 .  Because the  Hanford Reach will someday'become part of. 
the US. 'wid and S-cenic Rivers system, w e  ask for a ban. 
on commercial developments on lands now under DOE 
control within a half mileof the'rivets edge within the 

.proposed 'Wild and Scenic Hanford .Reach corridor. 

. 
. .  . .  . . '  

. 

. .  . .  

. .  
Thank you for your consideration of.our .views. -, I f  you have questions, I . 

. . .  ould .be pleased to answer.them, . I  . . ,  
. .  
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THOMAS FERNS 
U.S. DEPT. OF ENERGY 
P.O.BOX 550 MSlN HO-12 
RICHLAND ,WASHINGTON 99352 

I .  

0 6 8 7 2 4  

RECEIVED 

MR.FERNS 

I WISH TO INFORM YOU THAT I SUPPORT THE D.O.E. PREFERED ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN .DESIGNATING HANFORDS LAND USE. 

? : I  

: J  
"I ... , >+," L . 

. JACK DAWSON 
BENTON CITY 

4 



Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

0 6 6 7 2 5  Murrel V. Dawson 
17715 W. Yakitat Place NW 

Benton City, WA. 
(509) 588-401 5 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

RECEIVED 

I a m  writing to inform you of my support of the DOE Predrred Alternative but with the 
S a v e  the Reach Coalition's amendments. 

I feel that the McGee Ranch and the Riverland a rea  are essential to the complete 
refuge system that t he  Wahluke Slope and ALE will create. Making the Hanford Reach 
a Wild and Scenic River must include the islands that exist within its borders. This 
action should be taken now, not delayed until final decisions a r e  made  concerning the  
Hanford clean-up. 

. 

Also, I feel it is extremely important to eliminate all grazing on these lands. I have 
personally walked over these a r e a s  and know first hand that the elk from ALE u s e  it. I 
a m  su re  it is not necessary for m e  to point out to you the damage  that livestock would 
do to this habitat. 

Mining should also be ban with the exception of what is needed for the final clean-up 
of Hanford. I would hate to see the beautiful land of the McGee Ranch mined for such 
a purpose, but if it means  what is left would be included in the refuge area, so be it. 

Thank you for your help and concern in having these lands set aside for me, my 
children, and the grandkids to come. 

incerely, 
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Name 

Address 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Written Comment Sheet 0 6 8 7 2 7  

RECEiVED 
Name v 3 4 1999 - 
Address DOE-RUDIS 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

Slreet Address 
1,/3 I=-, -cCh z+. 

. .  . . .  

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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8149 W. Cleatwater Place 

. Kennewick, WA 99336-9574 
,@*+$Iybmoore@owt.com (509) 734-8436 

-LJ= - 
Victor & Roberta Moore 

hb% 

- .  

I .  

. .- 

I .  

, .  

v -  May 19, 1999 
I '  

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy - 
Richland Operations Office , 

Richland,WA 99352 ' 

. I  

PO Box 550,MSIN HO-12. : . I  

Dear Mr. Ferns,. 

We feel very strongly about the importance of protecting the 
, Hanford Reach. Energy Secretary Richardson's recent proposal to protect - 

the entire Wahluke Slope & a National' Wildlife Refuge under the 
management of the.U.S. Fish and W? 3Iife Service is a welcome plan. 

.We'come here tonight to &e, our approval of D.OE's.' preferred 
aIternative- w hich designates the vast majority of the Wahluke Slope for 
preservation. We would like to see amendments to the Revised Draft of the 
Hanford Remedial :Action Env'ironmental Impact Statement as follows: - 

*Designate all public lands-on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, ahd the Arid Lands 2Ecolocy'Reserve I as . 

*Oppose grazing on'the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

. .  
. ' 

National Refuge (1'16,000 total acres). . % .  

. '- 

. -  . .  
..' *Support restficting- all mining operations to those essential. to completing I _  

. . -. ?Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all areas mentioned,above. 
Thesq are prime fish and.wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Ha'nford ' 

operations, . .  and should not have to wait for protection until the complex ., 
decisions involving clean-up in the centra1;Hanford area are made. ' . . . 

. clean-up and remediatian on the Hanford Reservation'. . 

' % .. 

. _  
Thank you,for having this hearing tonight. 

RespeCtfully , 

Victor Moore - ..Roberta Moore 

@ Printed on recycled paper 
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Lois Thiede Orchards 
22904 Rd. U.2 SW 
Mattawa, WA 99349 

01 

It's interesting t o  be here a s  a speaker  tonight, since for many years I helped 
with t h e  listening part of such  meetings. I'm a strong advocate of public 
involvement. Public involvement seeks to know and bring together all t h e  
diverse and even opposing views about  a decision and find a solution tha t  in 
some ways  meets  all of those  needs.  As a government agency you are 
required to do  your best  to find solutions t h a t  incorporate and meet  all 
interests - not jus t  a few. It's distressing then to see tha t  in your preferred 
alternative, you did not consider, much less find a way to meet,  t h e  interests 
of t h e  people of t h i s  area. . 

W e  t h e  people of Mattawa and this  area are t h e  most  affected public for t h e  
north section of Hanford, called t h e  Wahluke Slope. It's not  t h e  people of 
Seattle; it's not t h e  people of Portland; it's not t h e  people of Washington, 
D.C. or even the people of t h e  Tri-Cities who live next to t h e  Wahluke Slope 

, every day, 365 days a year. And who  must  you consider in your decision 
bu t  t h e  affected people? If you w a n t  to know w h a t  t h e  affected people 
think - listen. W e  want  multiple u s e s  for t h e  Wahluke Slope. That's wha t  
we said before. We'll s a y  it again. So d o  we like your alternative? Of 
course, not. You didn't listen. You didn't consider. You didn't incorporate 
our ideas. You have not accomplished t rue public involvement. 

W e  d o  not want;  we have not wanted;  we will never w a n t  all of t h e  Wahluke 

w'as formerty used fur farming and grazing, and we w a n t  some  of it available 
h r  similar .purposes. Every year in August, t h e  people o r  descendants  of t h e  
people who were forced out  of t h e  HanfordWhite Bluffs area return for a 
reunion. They have many sympathizers, because they were so quickly and 
uncaringly forced off of their fa rms  and homes when t h e  government took 
over t h e  land. I was amazed to read tha t  Secretary Richardson felt 
designating t h e  Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge was a compensation for 
t h e  people who lost so much in t h o s e  days. It's not compensation. It's 
taking t h e  land away  from t h e  local people again and giving it again t o  a 
government agency. DOE has  t h e  opportunity to right some  of t h e  wrongs 
tha t  were done in t h e  40s, but your preferred alternative only increases t h e  
wrongs. A just  and fair compensation would be  to restore s o m e  opportunity 
to' use the  land in a practical, economically beneficial manner. 

Slope to be  a wildlife refuge. Tha t  area is not pristine habitat. Much of it .. 

Mattawa has  been in t h e  n e w s  a lot t h e  last couple of years. It's not 
because we are a rich and affluent community t h a t  needs a large playground 
in our backyard. We've been in t h e  news  because we are a very poor and 
distressed area. A high proportion of our population is Hispanic, including 



02 

many seasonal  and migrant workers. I doubt t ha t  many of them will s h o w  
up tonight. Why? Because they simply want  to earn a living, have a decent  
place for their families to live, a good education for their children, and t h e  
s a m e  opportunities a s  you and I t o  start  and own  businesses. 

There's a policy of t h e  US government called environmental justice where 
t h e  poor mus t  be treated with equality; where they  must  b e  given t h e  s a m e  
opportunities a s  t h e  higher economic classes. Our community fits t h e  
description of a community that  needs equal and fair t rea tment  in these  
decisions. Bu t  your preferred alternative does  nothing t o  help this area. 
Making t h e  Wahluke Slope a wildlife refuge totally negates  all practical and 
economic opportunities for this area. That's sad ,  because DOE could really 
help this area by giving it t h e  opportunities for economic development tha t  it 
does  to Benton and Franklin counties. There's a lot of s p a c e  on  t h e  Wahluke 
Slope. 

This isn't an  all or nothing proposition. We're not  asking t h a t  our  interests O3 be the onty ones considered as some groups do; We're not  asking tha t  t h e  
entire Hanford Site be  turned over for agricultural or economic development. 
But we also are never going t o  b e  happy having our interests totally ignored. 
You've made  s o m e  first s teps  in acknowledging u s  a s  an  affected public 
with a legitimate right to our interests. You've also begun to look a t  our 
interests in t h e  revised draft with Alternative Three. But you still have a long 
ways  to go. You still need to make our interests part of t h e  preferred 
alternative. Only then  can you claim a t rue  public involvement success .  

10 



Mike Thiede 
22904 Rd U.2 SW 
Mattawa, WA 99349 

I am not for t h e  preferred alternative which leaves t h e  
Wahluke under federal control. The interests of Grant 
County and particularly Mattawa are not considered 
under th i s  alternative. 

I worked at Hanford in the Environmental Sciences 
Department a t  Battelle a s  a Research Scientist for some 
18 years before becoming a full time orchardist. My 
expertise is in risk assessment and have degrees in 
Wildlife biology and Radiological Sciences. I grew up in 
Richland and moved to  t h e  Mattawa area over 20 years 
ago. 

. 

Having permanently left Hanford a few years ago, I am 
continually using my technical expertise to look for 
potentially new economic developments which would add 
diversity to  my orchard operation. I know what resources 
are available to ne.w business startups in Benton County. 
There is a perceived perception by most officials I've 
spoke to that Hanford benefits to new business startup 
are only for Benton and Franklin Counties (the rich 
counties), while Grant County is mostly ignored. The 
transfer of buildings and property in north Richland to 
business and university personnel is evidence of this. 

The ignorance by the  Federal Government in t h e  land use 
proposals for the Wahluke furthers t h e  inequality of 
treatment by the  government of poor and economically 

- 



distressed counties s u c h  as Grant County and the  
residents of Mattawa. 

I strongly urge you to change your preferred alternative to  
include economic opportunities for Grant  County. 

‘ I  
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LEXERW fLLlvl OD3 PORT DISTRICT NO. 3 OF GRANT COUNP/ 

PORT O F  MATTAWA 
POST OFFICE BOX 2328 

MAITAWA, WASHINGTON 99349 - 
TELEPHONE: (509) 932-4928. 

Testimony for 
US Department of Energy Hearing 

- - Wah!uke School District 
June 2,1999 

My name is Mike Conky, I live in Moses Lake a d  ~\70r!c for Grmt County Port District #3. 

The Department of Energy and its predecessors have controlled over 06,000 acres of Grant 
County since the early 1940's. Most all of the economic benefits derived from the Manhattan 
Project and W o r d  Nuclear Reservation have not reached into our county. The Tri-Cities of 
Richland, Kennewick & Pasco have built their economies around H d o r d  while Grant county has 
been ignored. Secretary of Enersr Richardson's recent news conference stating that the North 
Slope (Wahluke Slope) ~ 7 0 ~ l d  be leased to the US Fish & Wildlife Department for management as 
a Federal Wildlife Rehge continues the extension of current policy, whereby Grant County and 
its taxpayers get left out of the economic picture again. US Fish Pr. Willdlife is not concerned with 
I d  iqmt and iR W .ha= Oeen vexy uncooFerative with the h d  citizens, we dread the thought 
of them and their bureaucratic aEitudes towards our citizens. 

The Governor for Washington State is concerned about economic development for rural 

Rehge. It would be one thing if this land had no development options, however if you would look 
at our =ea you w d d - s e e  a beautifid agriculture economy with a great variety of orchards, 
vineyards and row crops. The County and local organizations have adopted the Wahluke 2000 
plan as the preferred development of the Slope. This plan cails for the Iand to be used for its 
highest and best use, some should be wildlife habitat, but some shodd be farmed. Representative 
Hastings recent bill m 1 0 3  1 c d s  for the NationaI Acadamy of Sciences to study the area. As an 
impartial body it should be able to objectively determine what this land is best suited for and we 
would urge that this bi!l be passed. 
We understand that P E T  payments are discretionary and appreciate that we finally received some 
in 1996 from the Energy Department. This was after federal control of over 50 years! We really 
support development of the farmable lands on the Wahluke Slope and would hope that could 
come on the TAX ROLES as private property, ~7hich would give an additional boost to the local 
economy. However, if the DOE moves forward with its announced plans the PET payment 
program needs to be addressed for opportunities lost to the local economy. Based on the Grant 
County Assessor's current calculations, the developed f m  land in the area has a value of 
$3,091.67/acre. If this figure was applied to half of the Wahluke Slope lands in Grant County that 
value would be : $3,091.67 X 33,000 acres = $102,025,000 as compared to $50,403,000 what 
the current P E T  payment is based on. This needs to be addressed if current plans stay in place. 
In closing, Grant County citizens have received the short end of Hanfords economic benefits since 
the very beginning, please do not continue the same practice in the fbture, let us develop a portion 
of this land. 
cc; Senators Murray & Gorton & Congressman Hastings 

0 I Washington, to us our future growth is tied to the very same !and that is now proposed for a 



Written Comment Sheet 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. I 
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Written Comment Sheet 

Company, Agency, or Organization 
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This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 
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IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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RL-641 (0499) LETTER # RL5 O Q Z  

Written Comment Sheet 

.-o L . Address -I --- 
Company. Agency, or Organization 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold a n d  seal before mailing 

t o  the a d d r e s s  on the  back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning t h i s  Comment Sheet,  please fold t h e  flyer so t ha t  it is addres sed  to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
a n d  t h e  largest f lap on t h e  back matches  at the  top. Seal with t a p e  at t h e  t o p  only. 
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IMPORTANT: Before returning th i s  Comment Sheet ,  please fold the  flyer so tha t  it i s  addres sed  to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
a n d  t h e  largest  f lap on the  back matches  at the  top. Seal with t ape  at t h e  t o p  only. 



417 W. 29th 
Spokane, WA 99203 
June 1, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99325 

Dear- People: 

P.O. BOX 550, MSN HO-12 

P- 
I am s p e w s  in support of the DOE alternativdfor the H d o r d  area, with 

amendments as proposed by the Sierra Club. 

As you know, these include the recommendation that all public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach with its islands, the McGee ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve be included within the National Wildlife Rehge. I believe that a separate Record 
of Decision is necessary to establish the Refbge. 

I oppose grazing on the Hanford nuclear reservation, and I oppose opening the 
Wahluke Slope to agriculture. 

The fact that the above lands are relatively pristine is a surprising benefit fiom the 
. years of rnilitary/atomic reservation use. By keeping them for the public, no entity is being 

deprived of revenues formerly enjoyed. Farming (and the taxes thus generated) would 
benefit a limited few and only a modest area. The region will not miss that which it has 
not yet enjoyed. 

Please preserve theHanford Reach and its environs. 

Sincerely, 
-/7 

copy: Senator Patty Murray 
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GRANT COUNTY . , - . .- .. ._ . 
OFFICE OF LETYER # &W 

BOARD O F  COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
POST OFFICE BOX 37 

EPHRATA, WASHINGTON 98823 0 6 8 5 5 4  
(509) 754-201 1 

April 26,1999 RT?PImmPa 

APR 2 8 1999 
DOE-KL/DI$ 

M i  Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WAA 99352 
P.O.BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RE: 
Land-Use Plan 

Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for sending copies of the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial 
Action EIS and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan for our review. In beginning 
to review the documents provided we were concerned to find such a short 
public comment period. Grant County is an agricultural county and we feel 
that this is a difficult time for people to provide input since so many of them 
are in the process of f m i n g  and have very little time to review the 
document. We would request that the comment period be extended into the 
winter months to allow adequate review by those in OUT area who would be 
most impacted by the.plan. 

Sincerely, 

,Chairman 

TIM SNEAD 
DISTRICT 1 
10999 STRATFORD RD. 
MOSES LAKE, WA 98837 
PHONE 765-9548 

DEBORAH MOORE 
DIsrRIcr 3 
1805 DODSON RD. ti 
MOSES LAKE. WA 98837 
PHONE 787-3169 
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LEROY ALLISON 
DISlRlCT 2 
20268 RD. I SE 
WARDEN. WA 98857 
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. .  
8149 W. Clearwater Place 

. Kennewick, WA 99336-9574 

vbmoore@owt.com (509) 734-8436 
' Victor &c Roberta Moore 

- -  
I 

May I ,  1999 

'Mr. Thomas W Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
US Dept..of Energy 
Richland Opeiations Office 

Richland,WA 99352-0550 
PO BOX 550,.MSIN HO-12 

0 6 8 5 7 5  

RE: Revised, Draft Hanford Remedial Action 

Land Use Plan (HM-EIS) -0222D 
- Environmental Impact Statement .& Comprehensive 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

We are wnting to voice our strong support infavor of the ,preferred ' 
alternative in'regard to preserving the Wahluke Slope as a national wildlife 
refuge to protect this precious area. . 

The Hanford Reach which is such a vital habitat for spawning salmon 
needs to be designated Wild and Scenic. . .  . .  

, We are extremely pleased by Secretary Richardson's announcement 
of proposing that all DOE lands on the Wahluke Slope.be managed as a 
national wildlife refuge under the stewardship of the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

The Hanford Reach and Wahluke Slope comprise an inseparable 
ecosystem, linked by geography. geology and hydrology. 

. Respectfully, 

, Victor Moore Roberta Moore . 

@ Printed on recycled paper 
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m e  Reach is again in the news with local or federal management the main discussion. I once 
attended a public hearing in the Federal Building on the Reach. I could not help noticing that 
‘local control’ advocates were, without exception, agriculturally oriented, including co-op and 
farm implement dealers. 

These people kept up a litany of, “Federal control means we won’t be able to do what we want 
to with our land. Story after story was related where farming was restricted because of some 
government regulation. In short the ‘local control’ advocates want to farm the land. They seem 
to forget the land is not theirs; it belongs to all the citizens of this country. 

I was raised on a f m .  I believe that a strong farming community is the backbone of this 
country. However, I cannot see why we should destroy the last large parcel of shrub-steppe 
habitat in the state. Even nibbling at the edges will seriously degrade this uniguq$a$tat. Most 
farmers are true environmentalists but ‘local control’ would allow a few to& at the 
expense of an ecosystem that, once altered, can never be recovered. I say every acre must be 
preserved. 

fof 8. 

Kennewick, WA 
5864278 
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0 6 8 8 5 8  
Stephanie Skura 

12520 14th Auenue HE 
Seattle, WA 98125-4016 

tel &fax: I2061365-9096 
email: stephskura@cs.com 

May 7,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-I2 

Dear Mr. Thomas W. Ferns: 

I want you to know how strongly I feel about the importance of protecting the ecologically 
significant lands a t  Hanford. The Hanford Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington 
supporting large a reas  of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

Please support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

1. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refuge: the And Lands EFlogy Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will 
provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

2. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should b e  NO agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the areas  mentioned above (see a). 
Please take a larger view of these matters and protect this rare site for generations to come 
before it is lost forever. 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Skura 

mailto:stephskura@cs.com


mmnnrpmm Lawrence M. Jacobson. 

MAY 1 0 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

2628 - 113'" Way S.W. -.. 
Olympia, WA 985 12 

May 9, 1999 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS. Here are my comments. 

I ~ Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is 
one of the last places in eastern Washington supportins large areas of native 
shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be manased as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refbge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will 
provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat Iands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agiculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

3 .  To expedite a final decision on manasement of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the.areas mentioned above (see 2A). 

Hanford offers a great opportunity to preserve a remanant of the wild Columbia River 
system. Please see to it that the chosen preferred alternative in the final EIS maximizes 
this opportunity. 

sincerely, n 

Lawrence M. Jacobson 
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May 2,1999 

1758 Dexter Avenue N., #8 0 6 8 8 9 8  
Seattle, WA 98109 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

Subject: Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement (HRA EIS) 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing to share my response to the HRA EIS. First, I think it is vitally important that we 
protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. This becomes even more important given 
the fact that the Hanford Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington to support large 
areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

My request is that you support the Preferred Alternative, but with the following modifications: 

0 Several adjoining DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge. Specifically, these include the And Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, 
DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. 
Protecting this combined area will provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected 
habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

0 In order to ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across 
the Site (including central Hanford), neither agriculture, commercial mining, nor livestock 
grazing should be permitted. 

Finally, in order to expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, it might be 
best if DOE would issue separate decisions for the adjoining lands as mentioned above. 

Again, please support adequate protection for the critical Hanford Reach! Thank you for your 
time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

dlynthia Weeks 



Monday, May 10,1999 

h4r. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSINHO-12 

RE: HRA EIS 

Dear M. Ferns, 

I has come to my attention that you are seeking individual input on actions that will determine the 
environmental funue of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River and its surroundings. 

I t h i i  it is extremely important that this national environmental treasure be protected for the benefit of this 
and hture generations. Failure to act responsibly now can jeopardize irreirievably an ecologically sensitive 
and a valuable resource. I support the Prefmed Alternative with the following modifications: 

. 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This Will 
provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a GnaI decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the meas mentioned above. 

Thank you for consideration of my feelings on this subject. I look forward to kture news on the progress 
of this issue. 

y D w / e -  Donald .Kent 

19101 Kenlake P1. NE 
Kenmore WA, 98028 

dskent@aol.com 
425-485-6376 

cc: hhall 
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Dear Thomas Ferns 0 6 8 9 4 7  
LElTER #&!a- 

I would like to express my support for the revised HEA EIS with the Save the Reach 
Coalitions amendments 
Issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas mentioned below. These areas are prime 
fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to 
wait for protection until the decisions involving the clean-up in the central W o r d  area 
are made. 

Designate all public lands on the W-ahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 
McGee Ranch, and the arid lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refiuge. 

Oppose grazing on the W o r d  Nuclear reservation 

Support restricting all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 
remediation on the W o r d  Reservation. 

,em-- 
Thank You 
Don and Mardelle Jensen MAY 1 7  1999 



May 14,1999 

LETTER #Lo I Q  
0 6 8 9 4 8  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
~ i c ~ a n d  Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Dear SidMadam: 

I support the initiative to save the Hanford Reach, and I would like to see the Department of 
Energy include all the public lands on the Wahluke Slope and the islands of the Hanford Reach 
in the national Wildlife refuge. I am requesting that DOE prepare a Record of Decision to 
establish the national wildlife refuge. This is a very important area for protection and 
preservation, since it is the last free-flowing stretch of the Columbia. Let's protect it while we 
still can. 

Sincerely, 

Shannon D. O'Bnen 
P.O. Box 4.42 
Spokane, WA 99210 

cc: Senator Patty Murray 
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0 6 8 9 5 1  
May 12,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Ofice 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

Dear Sir: 

We are writing to voice our concerns for the preservation of the uncontaminated areas at the Hanford 
Site. The Hanford Site, contains the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once 
blanketed eastem Washington. The large blocks of intact habitat support hundreds of diverse native 
plants and animals, including peregrine falcons, ferruginous hawks, white pelicans, pygmy rabbits, and 
rare wildff owers. 

The Hanford Reach, the last free-flowing segment of the Columbia River in the United States, as you 
know runs through the site and provides a migration comdor and critical spawning and rearing habitat for 
fall chinook salmon. Because much of the similar habitats surrounding Hanford have been converted to 
agriculture or degraded by other uses, the Hanford Reach and adjacent, uncontaminated DOE lands 
represent an irreplaceable natural legacy. 

We believe the future of most of the ecologically valuable lands at Hanford will be protected i f  DOE 
adopts its "Preferred Alternative" through the EIS process. However, if DOE adopts the alternative 
submitted by local governments, the bulk of one of the most ecologically valuable areas-the 90,000 acre 
Wahluke Slope-will be opened to agriculture, commercial grazing, and mining. These activities would 
devastate the Hanford Reach, its valuable salmon resources, and the high quality shrub-steppe habitat 
used by dozens of species of rare and endangered wildlife. 

- 

We think these are some of the key points that DOE needs to keep in mind: 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is one of the last places in 
eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge: the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and 
the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands 
surrounding central Hanford. 
8. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site (including 
central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate 
decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). 

We cannot stress enough the importance to the people of the State of Washington and the entire country 
of this opportunity to save for future generations this magnificent countryside. Do not let short term 
profits and short sightedness destroy this unique and irreplaceable landscape. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours 

Wa';.en P. Brown / Ina M. Orme 
2023 Polnell Heights Road 
Oak Harbor, WA 98277 MAY 1 7 1999 

DOE-WE/DBS 
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May 13,1999 

ThomasFems 
U. S. Dept of Energy 
Richland Operations Wce 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

0 6 8 9 5 2  

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I min strong support of the DOE'S W o r d  Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan I 
have lived in the TriCities for 20 years, but currently live in Seattle. I feel that preservation of the precious 
ReachNahhke Slope and ALE reserve are highIy Lmprlaut. Since I five in SeattIe, I cannot make it to a 
public hearing. However, please note q c o n c e m s  and opinions below: 

AU public lands on the Wahhke Slope, the Hanford Reach, the McGee Ranch, and the AridLands Ecology 
Reserve should be designated as National Wilmife Refuge. 

ALL Grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation should be prohibited due to the extensive damage 
overgrazing causes to rangeland 

ALL mining operations should be restricted ONLY to those essential to compieting cIean-up and 
remediaiion on the W o r d  Reservation. 

I strongly supprt a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These areas are 
prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to wait for 
protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. In 
addition, many of these areas should be protected under the ESA listing of salmon in Washington state. 

Sincerely, 

7226 LeQoit Ci Siy' 
Seattle Washington 98136 

MAY 1 7 1999 
ImE-RL/ D E  



LETTER #k!!SlF 

Dan Simonson CRNA 0 6 8 9 5 3  
S. 2607 Manito Blvd. 

Spokane, WA 99203-2455 
H.(509) 747-081 9 W.(509) 456-81 50 Fax.(509) 455-9887 Cell: 979-1 893 
E-mail: dans@iea.com Homepage: http://w.iea.com/-dans 

May 14, 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 - P.O. BOX 550, MSiN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing to express my opinion on the proposed Environmental impact 
Statement concerning the Hanford Reach. 

I would like you to protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The 
Hanford Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington supporting large 
areas of native s hrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

I support the Preferred Alternative, but .with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent 
National Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McCee Ranch, DOE'S 
entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This 
will provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across t h e  Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

. .  

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
ould issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). /"t 

Dan Simonson 

' I  

MAY 1 7 1999 
DOE-RL/ DIS 
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James R. Masson 
5048 - 25th Lane NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

May 14,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Department of Energy 
Richlands Operations Offce 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. Box.550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing in support of The Nature Conservancy's positions regarding the Hanford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement. I want to urge the Department of Energy to join with 
citizens who take seriously their commitment to preserving the last remnants of our natural 
heritage for future generations and who take seriously the task of preserving and protecting that 
which cannot be replaced once it is gone. I am asking that the Department of Energy please ' 

protect the Hanford Site as one of the last places in Eastern Washington that supports significant 
areas of shrub-steppe habitat. 

I would ask that the Department of Energy support the Preferred Alternative with special 
attention to managing the adjoining Department of Energy lands (the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve, the McGee Ranch, the Department of Energy's entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia River Islands) as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge surrounding 
central Hanford. Further, in order to ensure long-term protection of key species and systems 
across the site, including central Hanford, there should be no agriculture, commercial mining or 
livestock grazing allowed within Permanent Wildlife Refuge. I would also ask that, in order to 
expedite a final decision on the management of uncontaminated lands, the Department of 
Energy should issue separate decisions for the above mentioned areas. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 



.-. 

LETTER # R O  11 
0 6 8 9 5 5  

James and Persis R. Shook 
2423 North Bridgeview Drive 

Tacoma, Washington 98406-1 601 

13 May 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. BOX 350, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

As born and raised Washingtonians, my husband and I are deeply concerned so little of the free- 
ff owing Columbia iver, as well as eastern Washington grasslands, remain for future citizens. Now 
we have a chance to save one of the last great places in eastern Washington where large areas of 
native shrub-steppe vegetation which once blanketed the area plus the formerly indigenous wildlife 
may still be found. 

We believe that a large crescent-shaped section of land and river surrounding central Hanford 
should be saved and protected forever for our children and their chiIdren's children. This can be 
accomplished by Lnanaging the following adjoining DOE lands as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S whole Wabluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach, and the Columbia river islands. 

To ensure long-term protection for key native species located across the site (jmduding c e n d  
Hanford) which are already under assault by various interests, there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mjn.ing, or livestock grazing allowed in this entire area. 

Please expedite a &aI decision on management of uncontaminated lands by having DOE issue 
separate decisions for each of the areas mentioned in my second paragraph. We are counting on 
DOE seeing the larger picture in this fight to protect our state's resources, and to remain 
impervious to pressures by regional interests that would selfishly despoil our state's assets for their 
temporary, selfish gains. 

Thank you for considering our deep concerns. 

Sincerely, I 

. MAY 1 7 1999 
DOE-RL/ D E  
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0 6 8 9 5 6  
To: fly.. Thomas W. Ferns 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

R i  chl and, 1JA 99352-0550 

3409 S. N. Trenton 
Sea t t l e ,  WA 98126 

P.O. BOX 550, MSIPI HO-12 

From: Norman C. Kunkel 

I believe tha t  we need t o  protect the ecologically s ign i f i can t  lands a t  
Hanford. The Hanford S?te i s  one of the l a s t  places i n  eastern Washington 
supporti'ng large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wi ld l i fe .  

The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed a s  a permanent 
National Wiqdl i-fe Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve; the McGee Ranch, 
DOE'S entive Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. 
Thb wiP 7 provide a 1 arge, continuous "crescent" of protected ha6i t a t  1 ands 

. surrounding central  Hanford. 

To ensure long-term protection f o r  key native species and  systems located 
across the S i t e  (including central Hanford) , there  should be no agricul ture ,  
comerci'al mining, o r  7 hes tock  grazing permitted, 

To expedite a f ina l  decision on management of uncontaminated:-lands ,--DOE ; 
should issue.separate  decisions f o r  tne areas mentioned above i n  the second 
paragraph. 

be t te r  shape for our grandchildren. 

. 

We must preserve special areas of  our ear th  i n  order t o  leave i t  i n  



LETTER #(- 

3203 S. Johnsou- Place 
Kennewick, *VIA 99337 

0 6 8 9 5 7  

5/13/99 

Mr. Thomas  Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Off ice 
P. 0. BOX 550, MSiN HO-12 
Richland, Wa 99352-0550 - 
Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I would like to express  support for the DOE Preferred Alternative and the Save T h e  
Reach Coatition's amendments  to this plan for the Hanford Reach. These  
amendments  include designating all public lands on t h e  Wahluke Slope. the Hanford 
Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, a n d  the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge. In addition, the amendments oppose grazing on  the  Hanford Nuclear 
reservation a n d  support restricting mining operations to those essential to Hanford 
clean-up and  remediation. Finally, t h e  amendments call for issuing a separate Record 
of Decision for all the areas mentioned previously. 

Please add these  comments to the  public record pertaining to hearings on the HRA 
EIS. Your assistance is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

CAPRICE CONSALVO-OLSON 

MAY 1 7 1999 
DOE-RLI C 1 i 
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14426 Lazelle Lane 
Yelm, WA98597 
5/12/99 

Mt. Thomas 'A7. Ferns 
U. S. Dept. ofEnergy 
Richtandoperations M c e  

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P. 0. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

As a person deeply interested m our state's naairal areas, f i e  been trying to keep h a s t  
of the Environmental Impact Statement OR the Hanford reach. We have a once-m-a- 
lifetime chance to protect a very important natural area, and I hope we don't let it slip 
through OUT fiugers. 

Specifically, m order to protect this land, we need to adopt the "Preferred Alternative" of 
the EIS, not the alternative submitted by local governments. I also agree with an article I 
read receLLtEy that says we need to add a few modifications to the P r e f e r r e d  Alternative: 
1). Adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent national Wildlife Refuge (the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, the 
W o r d  Reach, and &e Cohmbia River islands). And DOE should issue separate 
decisions for these areas in order to expedite a final decision. 
2). There should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock grazing pennitteed on 
the site, including central M o r d .  This would ensure long-term protection for native 
species and their ecosystems. 

Thank you for your time. 

Smcerelv, 

Ruth Stambaugh,' Volunteer Land StewGd for DNR 

MAY 1 7 1999 
r;4OE=Rk/ DtS 
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May 14, 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U S -  Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Re: Preserving the Hanford Reach 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

As one of t h e  last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native 
shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife, t h e  Hanford Reach and surrounding 
lands deserve our protection. 

Although I w a s  born and raised near this area of eastern Washington, I don't 
really know what it looked like before we dammed the  rivers, plowed the land, 
and forever altered the natural beauty of this unique part of eastern Washington. 
It's a pity. W e  need to preserve what's left so that  future generations can learn 
from and enjoy the native land. 

I support t h e  "Preferred Alternative" with the  addition of t h e  Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve, McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, Hanford Reach, and 
Columbia River Islands. No agriculture, livestock or  mining should be permitted 
in this area. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Pavish 
1008 Western Ave., Ste. 601 
Seattle, WA 98104 

40 
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0 6 8 9 6 1  I 
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of EneFgy, Richland Operations OffIce 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

It is critical to keep the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem intact. As a 
third generation native of eastern Washington we've seen nearly all of the native habitat 
degraded or destroyed. We must retain what remains. Large blocks of intact habitat are 
needed to support the hundreds of diverse native plants and animals dependent on this 
habitat - peregrine falcons, ferruginous hawks, white pelicans, pygmy rabbits, and rare 
wildflowers. In addition, the H d o r d  Reach is critical to provide a migration corridor and 

. spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook salmon. The Hanford Reach and adjacent, 
uncontaminated DOE lands represent an irreplaceable natural legacy. 

. 

I urge the DOE to protect all of the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. This can be 
done best by implementing the Preferred Alternative with some modifications. The 
following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Rekge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, 
continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

Additionally, to ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial 
mining, or livestock grazing permitted. To expedite a final decision on management of 
uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned 
above. 

Thank you for your work to preserve this site for the future. 

Sincerely, 

5%w-- 
Bill Y x e  
4032 Green Cove St. NW 

98502-3520 

MAY 1 7 1999 
Olympia WA ~ ~ E - R L I D W  
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, ,  , .  
The U.S. Department of Ener& (DOE) is seeking public comment on a draft Enviro.nmental 

LIP& Statement that will d e t e k e  land rngagerscnt at Hanfixd for &a next SO years. This issce is 
very important to The Nature Conservancy and the entire Northwest. E you believe that some of the 
uncontaminated areas at Hanford should be protected as a permanent national legacy, take this 

I opportunity to make your voice heard! 
. 

How you can he@. . . 
0 Write to DOE before June 7 with your comments on the Draft W o r d  Remedial Action 

. Environmental Impact &dement (HRA EI,S). (See reverse side for addreis and sample message.) 

Show your support by speaking at'one of thrk public hearings on May 18 & Portland, May 20 $ . 
Richland, or June 3 @ Spokane. (See the reveise side for details.) 

I .  

why The Nature Conservancy is involved:. ; 
* The 'Hanford Site, located north of the Tri-Cities, wntains. the best of what remains of the 

,shrub-steppe ecosystem that once blanketed eastern Washington. - Large blocks of intact habitat' ' . 
support hundr.eds of diverse native plants and animals, including peregrine Mcons, ferruginous. 
hawks,'white pelicans, pygmy rabbits, and rare wildflowers. The Hanford Reach, the last free-flowing 
segment of'the Columbia River. in the United States, runs through the site-and provides a migration 
comdor and critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook salmon.. Because much of the 
similar habitats surrounding Hanford have been converted to agriculture or degraded by other uses, the 
W o r d  Reach and adjacent,'uncontaminated DOE lands represent an irreplaceable natural legacy. . 

1 

, I . 

what'satstake ... . , 

The future of the Hanford Site. MbS: of the ecol~gically valuable lads at "anford will be ' 

protected %DOE adopts its ''Prefm.d Alternative" through the EIS process. However, XDOE adopts 
the. alternative submitted by local governments, the bulk of one of the most ecologically valuable areas- 
the 90,000 acre Wahluke Slope-will be opened to agriculture, commercial grazing, and mining. These 
activities would d e v k t e  the Hanford Reach,' its valuable salmon resources; and the high quality shrub- 
steppe hibitat used by'dozens of species - of rare and endangered WiIdlife. . Your Ietter can help make 

. 

.. 

. -  

-wtmrtrnn 
227 PINE STREET, SUlTE 1100 

' SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98202 MAY 18 1999. , - (206) 343-4344, FAX (206) 343-5608 I 

, rkyclcd paper 
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WRITTEN COMMENTS SHOULD BE 

-Mk 'Ih0y.a~ W. Ferns 

'FILED BY JUNE 75 1999. *MAIL TO: 

US. Department of Energy ' 
* Richland Operaiions office . 
P.O. BOX 550,MSIN HO-12 
Richla4WA 99352-0550 , 

SAMPhE MESSAGES FOR COMMENT LETTERS AND/OR TESTIMONY: 

- HOW TO OBTAIN'A COPY OF THE aRA. EIS: 

e \%it the DOEHauford web site for the on-line 

Contact Tom Ferns at DOE and'ask for a copy 
to be maiIed to you. Expect a short deIay. 
(5093 372-0649 or thomas-w ferns@rl.gov 

. -  version. -www.hfordgov/eis/hraeis/hraeis.hh . .  
0 

- 

. .  

The Nature Conservancy's comments on the HRA EIS will include the following specific 
positions. We think these are some of the key points that DOE needs to hear fiom us and others: I 

1. Protect the ecoloscally significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is one of the last places 
in eastern Washington.supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, includmg:. 

. A . The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a perinanent National Wildiife 
Refuge: the Aridhnds Ecology Reseke, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, 
the W o r d  Reach., a6d the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, continuous 

' "crescent" of protected h a i h t  hnds surrounding central Hanford. 
. 

-.. . .  
. B. To ensure longitem protection for key native spkies'and systems located across the Site 

(iinclud~g central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining; or 
. livestock grazing permitted. 

~ . .  \ 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate 
decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). - 

We always appreciate receiving copies of your letters. Please mail copies to Heidi Hall, Friends Coordinator, 
' . TNC, 217 Pine Street, Suite 1100, Seattle, WA 98 I01 or e-mail to-lihall@tnc.org. Thanks! 

\ 

. .  
- .  
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MAY 1 8 1999 

DOERLIDS 

Hantord remedial action EE 

I am concerned about Salmon. Thereiore I'm in iavor of the DOE plan to protect the acres ot 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation called the Wahluke Slope. -All these Hadord acres-should be 
protected from the pesticides and fertilizers of agribusiness. The production of food is hi@v 
questionable if it endangers other life. 

.. 
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MAY 12,1999 

nmmmrrPl% Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

MAY 1 8  1999 

DOERL / 

I was recently introduced to the Hanford eco-system when I saw slides of the area and 
heard of its vital rok in the preservation of our barely remaining shrub-steepe 
environment that had been so much a part of Eastern Washington. I received a brief 
introduction to the fact that several species can survive only in this type of environment 
and are in a precarious and small remnant of shrup-steepe. 

While the shrub-steepe environment may not show the casual observer the drama of a 
redwuod forest or a Grand Canyon, it's significance in our world is no less and its 
effect the same, to support a wondrous, unique and interrelated world of plants, 
animals, climate and iand, that by existing add to the magnificence of this country ana 
offer the opportunity for greater knowledge of this natural world we seem so bent on 
destroying. 

I am writing then in support of the Preferred Alternative plan for Hanford, including 
modifications that would create a large, contiguous stretch of National Wild Life 
Refuge including the Arid Lands Reserve, MeG& Ranch, DOE'S Wahluke Slope, 
Hanford Ranch and Columbia River Islands. I believe to preserve this dwindling 
heritage, mining, agriculture and grazing should be precluded. 

Had I not seen that handful of slides of a few of the birds in the Hanford area, I would 
not be writing today. i would have no concept of the positive side of the Hanford 
legacy. Hanford has created serious environmental damage. It would seem to be a 
fitting tribute to the project that it serve as a savior of a seriously threatened legacy for 
the people of this nation and our future generations. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Pam Larsen 
PO Box 3758 Sequim WA 98382 



..- 

manas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 

Dear sir, 

May 13, 1999 
West Richland, FZA 99353 

O**fi~lmrnY3 

MAY 1 8  1999 0 6 8 6 2 1  

My husband and I totally support DOE'S preferred alternative Ccmprehensive 
Land Use Plan for The Hanford Reach, designating the vast majority of the 
Wahluke Slope for preservation. 
developnent for so long because of the Hanford Project. 

Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the W o r d  R e a c h ,  its islands, 
the M c G e e  Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total  acres). 
oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
Support restricting all mining operations to those essential to cmpleting 
clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 
Issue a separate Record of Decision for a l l  the areas mentioned above. 
areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontxuna ' ted by Hanford operations, 
and should not have to Wait for protection until the cqlex decisions involving 
clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. 

Tbis area is unique, having been closed to 

We also support the &ve the Reach Coalition's amend mat^ as follows: 

These 

Thank you for your consideration of this nmst important matter. 
sincerely, 
Violet H. Weeks 

g/X;keiG 74 ~h 
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John Lelnuis 
Phone: 
F.-\s: 
email: 

0 6 8 6 3 6  

Monday, May 17,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US. Department of Energy 
Dchland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Dear U. S Department of Energy members, 

I am writing to urge for protection of all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach especially its islands. the Mcgee Ranch, and the Arid lands Ecology 
Reserve to be included exclusively as wildlife refuge. Therefore, please support the DOES 
preferred alteniative in the draft enviromental impact statement and land use plan, but 
include more and better protection of all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. Please implement a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife refuge, in an effort to protect natural values in the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Yours truly, 
Lenore Edwards 

John LeLouis 
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May 14, 1999 

h4r. Thomas W. Fems 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am a member of many national and local organizations, which are concerned with conservation and 
salmdsteelhead restoration. I encourage you to adopt your “Preferred Alternative” for the fitme of the Hanford 
Site. 

Some of the reasons are as follows: 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford The Hanford Site is 
one of the last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native 
shrubsteppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refbge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire 
Wahluke SIope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will 
provide a large, continuous “caescent“ of protected habitat lands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

2. 

’ 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford); there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mKng,.or livestock gazing permitted. 

To expedite a final decision on management of UnCOntaminated h4 DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). 

3. 

My reasons for m c e m  are summed up as follows: 
The Hanford Site, located north of the Tri-Ciities, contains the best of what 
remains of the shrubsteppe ecosystem &at once blanketed eastern Washington. 
Large blocks of intact habitat support hundreds of diverse native plants and 
animals, including peregrine fglcons, faruginom hawks, white pelicans, pygmy 
rabbits, and rare wildflowers. The Hanford Reach, the last fiee-flowing 
segment of the Columbia River in the United States, nms through the site and 
provides a migration corridor and kritical spawning and rearing habitat for 
fall chinook salmon. Because much of the similar habitats surrounding Hanford 

. have been converted to agriculture or degraded by other uses, the Hanford 
Reach and adjacent, uncontaminated DOE lands represent an irreplaceable 
natural legacy. 

5430 Lake Washington Blvd SE 
Bellevue, WA 98006-2643 
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3080 Br i sbane 
Walla Walla. WA 09362 
May 15, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
F.0. Bos 550 
Richland. WA 99352 

To whom it may concern: 

I applaud the DOE proposal to prot.ect the 90.000 acres 
called the Wahluke Slope on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 
I would like it preserved as a wildlife habitat. MY request 
is that the DOE should include within this national wildlife 
refuge all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch and 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

DQERL/ DIS 

I would like the DOE to establish a separate Record of 
Decislon in order to establish the national wildlife refuse, 
and protect these special places and natural values in the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservatlon. 

. Thank YOU for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
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5/17/99 

to;  
Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 

from; 
Scott Woodward 
440 Columbia D r .  SE 
Richland,  WA. 99352 

re; 
Han f ord R e s e r v a t i  on 

Dear M Y .  Ferns; 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  voice m y  support  of the DOE P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  
t o  p r e s e r v e  the Wahluke Slope.  I a l s o  would l i ke  t o  sugges t  
a d d i t i o n a l  p r o t e c t i o n  for  the Wahluke S lope ,  the i s l a n d s  of the 
Hanford Reach, the McGee Ranch and the A r i d  Lands Ecology Reserve, 
by d e s i g n a t i n g  them a s  a National  W i l d l i f e  Refuge. 

I am a l s o  s t r o n g l y  opposed t o  graz ing  on the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservat ion  a s  w e l l  a s  a l lowing  min ing  operat ions  i n  the same 
area 

In order t o  a s s u r e  p r o t e c t i o n  dur ing  the complex decision p r o c e s s ,  
I would l i ke  t o  encourage an i s s u i n g  of a Record of Decision f o r  
a l l  these areas .  

. 
I 
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Washington Native Plant Society 
Appreciate, Conserve, and Study Our Native Flora 

PO. Box 28690, Seattle, Washington 98118-8690 
(206) 323-3336 

May 17,1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. ofEnergy 
Richland Operation Office 
P.O. BOX 550 MSLN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, DOERL I DIS 

Washington Native Plant Society is pleased to leam of DOE’S Revised Draft 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan (HRA EIS). We commend and support DOE’S preferred 
alternative plan which would designate the vast majority of the Wahluke Slope for 
preservation. In addition, due to the incredible natural resources known to exist on 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee 
Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, we encourage these areas to be 
designated as a National Wildlife Refuge to be enjoyed and valued for generations. 
To expedite protection of these areas, we encourage a separate Record of Decision 
(ROD) be implemented for d these areas such that protection does not have to 
wait for clean-up in the central Hanford area. 

. 

Thank you for your time and effort with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Diane Ackerman, 
Conservation Chair 

-AN AFFILIAE OF EAIiTH SHARE OF WASHINGTON- 
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May 14,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.0: BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

. DearMr.Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
concerning management of the uncontaminated shrub-steppe lands at Hanford. 

You have a rare opportunity at Hanford to preserve for now and for fiture generations a 
tiny piece of what remains of a very limited and unique habitat. Preservation of this land 
will not only protect the wildlife and rare plants found in the shrub-steppe, but will also 
be consistent with the current efforts to protect water quality in the Columbia and the fish 
runs it supports. 

I was born in Washington State and was the King County Ombudsman for fifteen years. 
I have observed fusthan'd that development of land for agriculture, livestock grazing, 
commercial and domestic uses inevitably results in degradation of water quality and 
irrevocable loss of plants and animals despite best efforts to protect against such losses. 

. Please take action to protect the Hanford site against such loss by prohibiting these uses 
on all of the W o r d  site. Additionally, please provide for preservation of the native 
shb-steppe ecosystem by designating the crescent of lands surrounding central Hanford 
a National Wildlife Refuge. , .  

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and for your consideration of my 
remarks. ' 

Rella E. Foley 
10203 4 7 ~  Avenue SW'A206 
Seattle, WA 98146 ' 

Tel206 935 8506 FAX 206 935 3830 



, 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is one of the last places 
in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative; but. with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent NationaI WildIife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, 
the H d o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, continuous 
"crescent', of protected habitat lands. surrounding central Ranford. ' ' 

B. - To.ens'ure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site 
(including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or 

.. livestock grazing permitted. 

,3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate 
decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). - 

- - -- _I 



17 May 1999 

Mr. Tho-mas W. Ferns 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

We believe that the Hanford Site is one of the last places in Eastern Washington 
supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

We would like to see the following adjoined DOE lands managed as a 
PERMANENT National Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 
McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the 
Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, continuous amount of land to  
protect the habitat surrounding central Hanford. 

To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across 
the Site (including central Hanford) there should be NO agriculture, commercial 
mining or livestock grazing permitted. 

Thank you for taking the time to listen to our concerns. 

Keith Lazelle 
-2 
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4118 N. 38‘h St. 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
May 17,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

0 6 8 6 4 6  

- I  
Dear Mr. Ferns; 

We strongly support your adoption of the “Preferred Alternative” regarding the Hanford 
Reach. The best of what remains of shrub steppe ecosystem in eastern Washington is there. 
Leaving the largest amount of land intact and continuous will insure its health for the healthiest 
diversity of plant and animal life. This includes protecting an important stretch of the Columbia 
River, which provides a migration corridor and critical spawning habitat for fall chinook salmon. 

We believe, in addition, that: 

1. Adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Rehge to 
protect central H d o r d ,  including: Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, McGee Ranch, 
DOE’S entire Wahluke Slope, Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands; 

2. Such protection should exclude agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock grazing, . 
as is happening to considerable land surrounding Hanford. 

Sincerely, 
4 
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LElTER# . .  s'/ 

9251 39* Ave S. 
Seattle, WA 981 18 
May 16,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Dept of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richiand, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing regarding the EIS for the Hanford Reach. I strongly support 
protecting the ecologically significant lands at Hanford, one of the last places in 
Eastern Washington with native shrub-steppe vegetation and wildlife. 

I support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications. The surrounded 
DOE lands, including the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, the 
entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and the Columbia River islands should 
be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. This would provide a 
large continuous area of protected lands surrounding Hanford. Additionally, 
there should be no agriculture, mining or livestock grazhg allowed. This will 
allow long-term protection for these lands. To expedite a final decision on the 
management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate decisions for 
the above mentioned areas. 

As we face placing more salmon runs on the Endangered Species list, it only 
makes sense to protect the Hanford Reach and the last undisturbed spawning 
grounds for the Chinook Salmon. . 

Thank you very much for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

/.hLdh M. &&& 
Geraldine M. Chambers 
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0 6 8 6 4 8  
3322 101" Avenue SW 
Olympia, WA. 98512 

(360) 705-0235 
Voice Mail: (360) 357-1262 E-Mail: HOOKEDl@OL.COM 

DATE: May 14,1999 

TO: . Mr. Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

. P.O.Box550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

SUBJECT: Hanford Reach 

Dear Mi. Ferns: 

I am writing as Trout Unlimited's Pacific Northwest Regional Vice President to respectfully 
request that you and your staff carefully consider the following points regarding the protection of 
the Columbia River's H d o r d  Reach 

The Hanford Reach ecosystem, including the Hanford Reservation, contains the best of what 
remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once blanketed eastern Washington. Large blocks of 
intact habitat support hundreds of diverse native plants and animals. The H d o r d  Reach, the last 
free-flowing segment of the Columbia River in the United States, provides a migration comdor 
and critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall Chinook salmon. Because much of the similar 
habitat surroundmg H d o r d  has been converted to agriculture or degraded by other uses, the 
Hanford Reach and adjacent, uncontaminated Department of Energy (DOE) lands represent an 
irreplaceable natural legacy and should be immediately and permanently protected. 

Trout Unlimited (North America's leading trout, salmon and steelhead conservation 
organization) supports the DOE Preferred Alternative, but with the following modifications: 

A. INCLUDE ADDITIONAL CFUTICAL LANDS IN THE REFUGE 

The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge: 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area, all DOE land on the 
entire Wahldce Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a 
much-needed, large, continuous "crescent" of protected land surrounding central Hanford. These 
areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not 
.wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central H d o r d  area is 
made. 
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B. ISSUE A SEPARATE ROD 0 6 8 6 4 8  
To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue'a 
separate Record of Decision (ROD) for the areas mentioned above. 

C. LIMIT DESTRUCTIVE ACTIVITIES ON THE SLOPE 

To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site 
(including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock 
grazing permitted. High intensity recreation should be limited to development of a museum at 
the B-Reactor. High Intensity Recreation is a loophole for developments such as destination 
resorts, golf courses and commercial facilities. 

Because the Hanford Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas 
of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife, Trout Unlimited strongly urges DOE to 
permanently protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. 

Thank you for your personal commitment to this vitally important matter, Mr. Ferns. 

Sincerely, 

'/JAMES E. WILCOX 
Vice President 
Pacific Northwest Region, 
Trout Unlimited 
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Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Wa -99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550 MSIN HO-12 

0 6 3 8 6 4 9  
17 May 1999 

- TTq p:y:-,c; I LL- 

Dear Mr Ferns, 
i would like to comnent on your Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

for the H d o r d  Remedial Action proposal. 
The area under consideration has been argued about for many years back 

to the proposal to build a Ben Franklin Dam on the Columbia to back water 
up into this area. During that time the Corps of Engineers conducted a study 
of the area to determine it's value for wildlife. The river system supported not 
only salmon spawning but many species of waterfowl use the area for feeding 
and resting during different times of the year. The surroundhg uplands 
supported blue heron heroneries and many species of songbirds , small 
mammals and insects. Bald eagles perch in the cottonwoods and forage along 
the river during salmon migration. The mule deer swim out to several islands 
to. drop their fawns during the spring of the year to avoid the coyote 
predation. Swallows nest in the dirt banks of the river. The uplands which 
include the Wahluke Slope support many species of birds. I have observed 
long billed curlew, fernginow hawks , sage thrashers, barn owls and 
loggerhead shrike just to name a few of the State species of concern by the 
State wildlife dept. Many surveys have been conducted in this area to 
authenticate its value to wildlife. In addition this type of habitat is rapidly 
disappearing due to development by the local communities for local profit to a 
few people. Once thesemeas are destroyed they cannot reclaim the wildlife 
uses. 

Many farmers or orchardist are claiming that the State Growth 
Management Act restricts their options for land use.That is ifthey can't make 
it with agricultural uses then they should be able to convert the land to 
commercial or residential uses. This negates the whole argument that we need 
the land for agricultural uses. We are talking about a few people trying to get 
rich at the expense of the wildlife resources and taking over public land. 

We believe that Hanford Reach and the associated uplands including the 



0 6 8 6 4 9  

Walduke Slope should be inanaged as a permanent National Wildlife Refiige 
as an arid land ecology reserve.%g, grazing and agriculture should not be 
allowed in this area. Grazing has destroyed the bottomlands for wildlife use in 
many wildlife refuges around the US.  

We urge you to adopt the preferred alternative of this EIS and preserve 
this area as a Wildlife Refuge. 

Thank you for letting us comment on this EIS. 

Leonard Steiner 
Board Member 
Washington Wildlife Federation 

66 



May 17,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99325 
MSlN HO-I2 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I want you to know that I support the U.S. Department of Energy's 
draft proposal to protect and manage the Hanford Reach, and the 
adjacent Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge. 
ultimately allows the interests of irrigated agribusiness to convert 
any portion of this wildlife habitat into irrigated farming, then it is 
not acceptable to me. Too much has been lost and/or contaminated 
in this region, and to continue the cycle of destruction that has 
turned the Columbia river into a series of inland slackwater ponds is 
irresponsible if not immoral. The Department of Energy has an 
opportunity to assure a more positive human future by preserving 
the last free-flowing portion of a great river, the salmon it 
supports, the cultures dependent upon the salmon, and the hope for 
ecological balance on the surrounding desert steppe. 

However, if this plan 

Sincerely, 

Laddie Ray Melvin 
1034 W. Kiernan Ave 
Spokane, WA 99205 



Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Rich1 and , WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

0 6 8 4 3 5 1  
2556 Goshen Road ' 

Bellingham. WA 98226 

May 15, 1999 

I would Iike to encourage the Department of Energy to rake every action in its power to . 

protect ali Hanford Site lands as a permanent national wildlife refuge and to resist pressure to allow 
the land to be used for farming, mining, or any other purpose that disturbs the plants and creatures 
that live there. 

claiming that the creation ofjobs and the maintenance of so-called traditional ways of making a 
living should take precedence over any other purpose. I strongly disagree. To lead rich lives as 
humans, we have to respect and preserve our natural heritage. Self-reliant, mature people can 
figure out different ways to make money, but there is only one way to prevent living things from 
perishing. Leave their traditional environments undisturbed. 

There are many decisions that goverment agencies can make, then modify or reverse as 
new information becomes known. The decision regarding the Hanford Site is not one of those. If 
the land is altered to destroy natural habitats, the land and its inhabitants will remain changed or 
destroyed forever. Please do not allow this to happen. 

Whenever there is land available, it seems that somebody wants to use it to make money, 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Wenke 
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LETTER# 

0 6 8 6 5 7  
May 16,1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RECEIVED 

Dear.Mr. Ferns; 

I am writing to voice my support for DOE'S preferred Alternative for the Hanford Reach, 
with the following amendments: . 

designate all public lands on the Wahiuke Slope, the Hanford reach, its islands, the 
McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total acres) 
oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation 
restrict all minmg operations to those essential to completion of clean-up and 
remediation on the Hanford Reservation 
issue a separate Record of decision (ROD) for all those areas mentioned above 

0 

These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the 
central Hanford area are made. 

Sincerely, 

3904 s. Irby St. 
Kennewick, WA 99337 
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RECEIVED 0 6 8 6 5 8  

May 16, 1999  

To the U.S. Department of Energy: 

I have been informed that this year, the U . S .  Department of Energy, 

how to manage its lands along the Hanford Reach. I understand that 
t h i s  land is the last free flowing stretch of the Columbia River 
in the U.S. I further understand that in April, Energy Secretary 
B i l l  Richardson, took a first and positive step toward a decision 
releasing a revised draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan which will deter- 
mine land use classifications for the entire Hanford site for the 
next 50 years. I understand that DOE proposes to protect the 90,000 
acres of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation which lie to the north and 
east of the Columbia River along the Hanford Reach. These 90,000 
acres, called the Wahluke Slope, remain relatively wild and contain 
one of the best shrub ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest. Protecting 
this area is also a key action necessary to restore the Columbia 
Basin salmon and steelhead, in an era when upriver salmon runs are 
declining dramatically and some are nearing extinction. 

* which administers the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, will decide on 

I, as a concerned citizen for the environment, and a resident of 
one of the most beautiful and environmentally diverse states in our 
country, support DOE'S preferred alternative in the draft environ- 
mental impact statement and land use plan. I think it makes very 
good sense. I think there should be more and better protection'of 
all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 
DOE should include within the national wildlife refuge, of the 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope. DOE should proceed immediately 
with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national 
wildlife refuge, and protect these special places that have so much 
natural value, in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Thank-you for reading this and I hope my input will be considered. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Carsey 
10604 E. 32nd Avenue 
Spokane, WA 99206 



16712 N. Saddle Hill Rd. 
Colbert, W A  99005 

May 17,1999 RECEIVED 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations 0Efic.e 
P. 0. Box 550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

This Jetter is to support the DOE’S preferred alternative in the draft enyjronmental @act statement dealing 
within the W o r d  Reach Please include within the nalional wildlife refuge all public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the islands m the W o r d  Reach, the McGee Ranch, and the Axid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

The DOE should quickiy make a sepiaate Record of Decision to establish the national wildlife refiige to 
protect these special places m the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

David Hedge 

CC: Sen. FattyMurray 
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Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
RicJdand Operations Office 
Richland, Washington 

0 6 8 6 8 9  
Russell & Rose Lagerberg 
13715 Wallingford N 
Seattle, WA 98133 
May 18,1999 

DearMr. Ferns: 

What a wonderfd opportunily you have to save one of the last places in eastern 
Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and 
Related wildlife. 

We support the Preferred AIternative, but would suggest some modifications: 

A The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the W o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River Islands 
should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge, 
To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands 
we would suggest that DOE issue separate decisions for the above areas. 

8. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agricuiture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 

Richland .WA 993524550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Richland operations mce 
P.O. BOS 550, MSm HO-I2 

5312 N. Howard St. 
Spokane WA 99205 

May 18. 1999 0 6 8 6 9 2  

-aT3mttmTi=Q 

MAY 2 0 1999 

DOE-RL DIS 

Re: Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

We are in support of your Preferred Alternative, but as W o r d  is one of the last places in eastern 
Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related w8dlife, we would also 
like to see the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch the entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach and the Columbia River islands managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. 

To ensure long-term protection for key native species and ecosystems, there should be no agriculture. 
commercial mining or livestock grazing permitted in these areas. 

Sincerely. 

Marian E. Frobe 
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Dear Mr. Ferns, 

1 1 10 E. Quilcene Rd. 
Quilcene, Washington 98376 

May 18,1999 

Hanford has a significant history, and can llave ti valuable future 
Preferred Alternative of the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
ImpaCtStatement is adopted. 

e 

I believe this area, with its critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall 
chinook salmon in the Hanford Reach, the last stretch of free-flowing 
Columbia in our state, and the high quality shrub-steppe habitat used by 
dozens of species of rare and endangered Wildlife, is vitally important to the 
ecological health of the region and the state. 

Large blocks of intact habitat are a rarity and irreplaceable, and they 
provide the foundation on which our regional health is maintained. I urge 
you to adopt the Preferred Alternative, with modifications to include a 
permanent National Wildlife Refuge on adjoining DOE lands of the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DoEs entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia Ever 1slands.To ensure adequate protection of the 
site, no agriculture, commercial mining or livestock grazing should be 
allowed. 

0 6 8 6 9 3  

Thank you for your attention and your work on behalf of the people 
, and citizens of this and future generations. , .  

Sincerely yours, 

Viviann Kuehl 



15465 Virginia Loop Re. 
Poulsbo, WA 99370 
May 17, 1999 

Ply. Thomas W. Ferns 
3 . S .  Departinent of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
F.C. 3ox 55C, MSIN 50-12 
Ricniand, Ws? 99352-0553 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

0 6 8 6 9 4  

We must protect t 5 e  Hanford Reach and adjacent 2 ~ ~ 2 s .  These areas still 
retair? an intact sirib-steppe ecosystem that supports many species of 
piants 2nd animals including rare and endangered species. The Hanford 
Iieach is the last free-flouicg stretch of the once nighty Columbia River 
and EL c rx ia l  zre2 f c r  chinook salmon. %ere are also over 100 
archaeological sites in the  Beach. 

In reference t o  the Deprtment of Energy draft environmental statement, 
I support the Preferred Alternative. In addition these DOE lands should 
become a permanent N2tional Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecological 
Beserve, the entire Wanluke Slope, the McGee Ranch, and the Columbia 
River Islands. These areas will surroirnd and protect,the Hanford site. 
There should be no agriculture, commercia? mining, or livestock grazing 
on these lads. 

I uish these comments to be a part of the Hanford Remedial Action EIS. 

Sincere 1 y , 

Ann C. Sleicht 'J 
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May 12,1999 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550 MS/N HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0560 

AI Harmers 0 6 8 6 9 7  
3007 Plymouth Dr. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
(360) 67 1-8534 

I ask for your support to save Hanford Reach and contiguous public lands along the 
Columbia River in Washington State as a National Wildlife Refirge. Those lands are part 
of the H d o r d  Nuclear Reservation but will be returned to public use. 

I want to save that area for ail usually expressed reasons: Saving the Chinook salmon 
that spawn there and constitute some 80-900? of the present Columbia River Chinook 
run; and the wildflowers and the wildlife there. 

More than that, H d o r d  Reach is a national treasure just as much as the Grand Canyon, 
Yellowstone park and Sequoia National Park. Hanford Reach on the Columbia River is 
one of the only two remaining free-flowing stretches of major rivers.stil1 left in the 
western USA, and both are of Lewis and Clark fame. A11 others are simply a series of 
backwater lakes behind dams. 

Last June I did a 5-day canoe trip down the other fiee flowing river, the wild and scenic 
Upper Missouri River below Ft. Benton, Montana. It was a memorable trip .with three of 
my children and two fiiends, an experience words are inadequate to describe, an 
experience that needs to be lived to be fully appreciated. It was not just the river; it was 
the backcountry. 

We should save H d o d  R k c h  for the Same reasons and I ask for your support. 
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Ellen J. Winiarczyk O G t i S O O  
407 Percival St. NW 

Olympia, Washington 985024855 

/' 

tel: 360.754.1 109 office email: ewiniarczyk@msn.com 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, Washington 99352 
MSIN HO- 12 

Dear Staff 

I am writing to support the U.S. Department ofEnergy (USDOE) preferred alternative in the 
draft environmental impact statement and land use plan for protecting the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River. However, I do want more effective and better protection of all natural and 
sensitive areas surrounding the Hanford Reach within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, 
specifically the north slope and other areas north of the riverside reactor cavities. USDOE 
should include within the national wildlife refige all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, especially it's islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve. 

Additionally, USDOE must proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife refige and protect these special places and natural values in the 
W o r d  Nuclear Reservation. This must be done for the people of Washington State, the nation 
and the flora and fauna within this special place in eastern Washington. 

If you have any firther questions, please respond to me by mail at the above address. Thank you. 

mailto:ewiniarczyk@msn.com
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WALTER LOCKWOOD 
9007 Shearwater Rd 
Blaine, WA 98230 



Mr. Thomas Ferns 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O.BoX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

John Long . 0 6 8 7 0 2  
121 OceanAve 
Portland, ME 04103 
May 15,1999 . 

The Hanford Reach needs to be protected. I support the DOE'S Preferred Alternative in the 
recently released Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (ERA EIS), with the Save the Reach Coalition 's amendments. 
Specifically: 

Designate all public lands on the Wahldce Sloped, the Hanford Reach,m its islands, the 
McGee Ranch., and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as national Wildlife Rehge (176,OO 
total acres). 

Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 

' Support restricting all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 
remediation on the Hanford Reservation 

Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These 
areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in 
the central Hanford area are made. , 

Thank you, 



LETTER# nL-ekq 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS I) 6 8 7 0 3 
17 May, 1999 

US, Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office - 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Gentlemen: : 

PO Box 550 *w--rP’gs 

MAY 2 0 19% 

n-siE-R]L I GIs 

I am delighted to learn that you have scheduled a series of meetings concerning protection 
of the Hanford Reach. Herewith, zkd for your records, I am submitting some specific 
suggestions for improving future expectations for salmonid stock recovery, for which the 
W o r d  Reach is clearly a prime physical and biological engine.. 

I served as ecologist and vice chairman on the seven member Snake River Salmon 
Recovery Team convened by the National Marine Fisheries Service in January, 1992. 
under the chairmanship of University of Washington fisheries biologist Donald Bevan. 
Our final report and recommendations based on our three years of work were published in 
March, 1995. (Proposed Recovery Plan for Snake River Salmon. 1995. U.S. Dept. of 
Commerce, NOM.) 

With particular attention to the last remaining good salmon habitat in the river system- 
the Hanford Reach-I strongly commend the Department of Energy - 
in its draft EIS and land use plan. However, I recommend even stronger steps to assure 
the fbture productivity of this important river segment. Specifically, I suggest DOE 
incIude within the NationaI Wddlife Refbge all the public lands dong the Hanford Reach, 
including its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

To implement these actions, I am advised that a separate Record of Decision would best 
assure protection of these special areas and natural values of the Hanford Nuclear 
Resewation. 

With deep appreciation for your consideration of these suggestions, 

Yours sincerely, 

John P. Harville, Ph.D. 

c d  Senator Patty Murray, Washington D.C. 
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Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control 
7610 S.E. Holgte Bhrd. 
Portland OR 97206 

May 17, 1999 
0 6 8 7 0 4  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations OEce 
P. 0. Box 550 

Richland, X7A 99352 
-MSIN HO-12 

As a professional in the field of erosion and sediment control with over 30 years of experience, nationally 
md particularly in the Northwest, I can say, unequivocally7 that the conversion of any of the Wahluke Slope 
from a shrub steppe ecosystem and wildlife habitat to irrigated farmins - even under strict management 
systemsi would cause significant and serious erosion of the f i d e  topsoils. These high levels of erosion 
would cause the deposition of thousand5 of tons of sediments into the Columbia River, to the.esieme 
detriment of the fishery, including quite a few that are either endangered and/or listed by the National 
Marine Fisheries Sen4ce. Based on the past history of the Palouse regon of Washin,oton., Oregon and 
Idaho: erosion due to tillage and inigation will rapidly deplete the productivity of the soits of the Wahluke 
Slope. 

Therefore, I support the Department of Energy’s preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact 
sktement and land use plan. However, it needs to provide for more 3nd better protection of all of the 
natural and especially the sensitive lands - and the soils - within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

The Department of Energy should include, within the national ddI i fe  refuge, all of the public lands on the 
\.Tahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve. 

The Department of Energy should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife ref@e7 and protect these special places and natural resource values in the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

I appreciate the opporturhty to comment and provide input. 

Sincerely, 

*<e? CPESC #2 

m m o  w m  @$&id- 751 5 N.E. Ankeny Road * Ankeny, Iowa 50021-9764 
Telephone (51 5) 289-2331 or 1 -800-THE-SOIL (843-7645) 
FAX (51 5) 289-1 227 e-mail: swcsQswcs.org 

q$ *“ .nnr rcwrc  
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Dept of Energy, Richland Operations 
PO Box 550, MSIN HO 12 
Richlland., Wash 99352 

261 1 East Snead 0 6 8 7 0 5 
Spokane, Wash., 99223 
May 19,1999 

cnw9rrcrrtP?r~rnv3 

MAY 2 (f 1999 

' p>g-Fl&lEIs 

This is to offer you our sentiments and to convey the feelings of a number of our neighbors 
concerning the ultimate use of the Hanford Reach area . 

We strongly support more and better protection of the natural and sensitive lands 
within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

We believe the protection should include all public lands of the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hadford Reach and especially its islands,the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve. 

We also believe the above should be undertaken immediately before these aims are 
preempted by private interests. 

Sincerely yours, 

, .. David and Mozelfe HolIoway \; 

cc to : Sen Patty Murray, Wash., DC 

. I  
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0 6 8 7 0 6  
Marian Blue 
P.0. Box 145 

Clinton, Washington 98236 

email: blueyude@whidbey.com 
360341 -1 630 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U . S .  Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

May 17, 1999 

mmmrsemt8. 

MAY 2 0 1999 

DOE-RL 1 DIS 
Re: Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 

Statement (HRA EIS) 

Dear Mr. Thomas W. Ferns: 

As the world population continues to grow, it becomes 
increasingly vital to preserve ecosystem variety. We can not 
know the extent of the loss if areas such as the shrub- 
steppe ecosystem around Hanford vanish. Too much of our 
native ecosystem has already been converted to agriculture 
or degraded by other uses. To open up the 90,000 acre 
Wahluke Slope is t o  1.ose a vital ecological resource t o  
commercial interests that already exist in abundance. 
Commercial and agricultural development can always take 
place; a shrub-steppe ecosystem supporting hundreds of 
diverse native plants and animals can't be so quickly re- 
built if we discover that we've made a mistake. 

The Preferred Alternative should be supported: 

Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. 
Manage adjoined DOE lands as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge (these include the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 
McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, 
and the Columbia River islands). Allow no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing on these land in 
order to ensure long-term protection for key native species 
and systems located across the site. 

Making a legacy of our natural environment is more vital to 
our children than making money. 

SincereIy, 

mailto:blueyude@whidbey.com
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns. 
DOE NEPA Document Mmager, 
US. Department of Energy, 
Ricyand Operations Office, 

Richland, W A  99352-0550 

Dear Sir: 

POB 550. MSIN HO-12 

I am one wko believes that the damage which "civitized" cultures have wrought upon the natural 
environment, indigenous cultures, and our own besi and long-term interests largely as the result of cheap 
fossil energy use is of a far greater magnitude thaii most of us can imagine; we are rapidly moving dmpr 
into a pervasive. persuasive and diabolical trap of our own m a h g .  Total world emlogideconomic collapse 
is a definite possibi!ity in the not-too-distaqt future. Yes, I siippose you might say thzt events over the many 
years I've traveled and the many places h e  worked as an ensneer have made me a pessimist, but I became 
so thr0u-h a realist's perspective. 

being either "ecologically significant" or otherwise. The history of how we have treated our lands and the 
measures that we have been taken to "conserve" them even as we continue to exploit them at some 
supposedly "sustainable" level shows clearly that we have always come up short in our judgments. The only 
true sustainability is that which evolved naturally over many millenia. 

There is but a tiny fraction of land left which approximates its original condition, regardless of how 
we might classify it. E am of the radical opinion that whenever an opportunity to restore lands to natural 
management comes up, we must take h l l  advantage of it. It is very late to be semng aside unbroken 
expanses of lands so as to let the natural healing process set in to any extent. My plea is to salvage as much 
of the Hanford Reservation -- "significant," disturbed or otherwise - as is possible so as hopefilly to set a 
precedent for h r c  opportunites to do the sane. 

It seems to me nonsensical to continue to adjudge lands from our warped and arrogant view as 

Charles Thomas 
(360)293-8268 
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Kimberly Burkland 
PO Box 401 
Hood River, OR 97031 

17 May, 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns %n*mw3?mh 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office MAY 2 0 1999 
P.O. Bos 550, M S I N  HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 D S E - S  I DE3 
Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing on behalf of the .Gorge Paddlers Club, an organization with over fifty members, based in 
Hood River, Oregon. We are  working to bring paddlers together, enhance paddling opportunities in the 
Gorge, educate paddlers in skills and safety, and to conserve and restore ourpaddling resources. 

Our most recent club trip was a float down the W o r d  Reach. This amazing stretch of habitat along the 
free-flowing Columbia River allowed us, as river users, to view white pelicans, mule deer, turns, egrets, 
lupine, juniper, and many other plants and animals as we traveIed from Vernita Bar to the end of the 
White Bluffs. The Hanford Reach ecosystem contains the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe 
ecosystem, the habitat for many endangered and threatened species that used to blanket eastern 
Washington State. 

The remaining intact lands in the Hanford Reach area should be immediately and permanently protected. 
The DOE preferred alternative just doesn't go fix enough to  ensure that the beauty and natural integrity of 
the Hanford Reach-the lands that our trip participants saw on Saturday-will remain intact. The Gorge 
Paddlers Club asserts that the following modifications should be made to  the HRA Environmental Impact 
Statement to better protect our important shrub-steppe and natural river heritage. 

1. Include more critical lands, including the Arid Lands Ecology Preserve, the McGee Ranch, the 
Riverland area, all DOE'S land on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River 
islands as a National Wildlife Refige. 

2. Issue a separate record of decision for the additional critical lands listed above. 
3. Limit destTuctive activities such as agilculture, coimnercialmining, and livestock grazing in the 

National Wildlife Refuge, including additional lands listed above. 
. 

The Hanford Reach is an important destination for boaters and wildlife enthusiasts. The remnants of the 
once-dominant shrub-steppe ecosystem in eastern Washington should be preserved as a National Wildlife 
Refbge for future visitors on the reach. However, most importantly, the Hanford Reach should be 

plants and wildlife for posterity. 
. preserved for the important service it now performs- the preservation of biodiversity and protection of 

w a t i o n  Chair 
Gorge Paddlers Club 
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LE7TER # &-07'b 
0 6 9 3 0 2  

' Date: 5/17/99 
/ 

To: Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations office 
P.O. Box 550, MSlN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 R E m D  

Subject: HRA EIS MAY 241999 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

I write today to express my concerns about the EIS on the Hanfodha.  In general, my wish is 
to pmtect the ewl.ogically significant lands at Hanford at any cost. The Hanford Site is one of the 
last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrubsteppe vegetation and 
related wildlife. Several new species have recently been recorded at this site, and the site 
contains the last remaining free flowing &on of the Great Columbia River in the United States. 

In general, I support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

1. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refuge: a) the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, b) the McGee Ranch, c) DOPs entire 
Wahluke Slope, d) the Hanfotd Reach, and e) the Columbia River islands. This will 
provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding 
centralHanford. , 

2. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no aaricutture, 
commercial minins, or liiedock clrazins petmitted, including all of the 5 areas l i ied in 1. Above. 
Failure to pmtect this entire w i o n  from grazing & agriculture will destroy what little is left of this 
heritage area. We do NOT need anymore ag & lii@ock- we are an overfed (read: fat), over 
produced nation. AI that is'ieft of what was 100 years ago ''untamed land" are a few "iands" of 
National Parks &Wildlife refuges, all of which are being encroached upon by greedy human 
eyes. Enough is enough. 

- . .  

- 

3. To expediite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned above (see item 1). This may allow a 
more "multiple use" approach. However, the entire region is indeed a connected ecosystem and ' 
should be treated as such. . ... . - 

. .  . .  

Ken Cobfeigh 
19417SE 118'St. lssaquah WA 98027 4252774565 
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9052 39th Ave. SW 
Seat t le ,  WA 98136 
May 19. 1999 

Mr. Thomas  W. F e r n s  
U. S. Depar tmen t  of Energy  
Richland Opera t ions  Office 
P. 0. Box 550, hasIN HQ-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear  Mr. F e r n s :  

We unders tand  that c r i t i c a l  dec i s ions  wil l  soon be m a d e  r ega rd ing  the  
fu tu re  m a n a g e m e n t  of the Hanford a r e a  and ad jacen t  land managed  by the 
DOE. W e  wish  t o  e x p r e s s  s t rong  suppor t  f o r  keeping these a r e a s  in 
the i r  n a t u r a l  condition and managed  as a p e r m a n e n t  na t iona l  wildlife 
refuge, with no a g r i c u l t u r a l  development ,  comnzercial  min ing  o r  live s tock  
grazing. Thank you f o r  taking ou r  opinion in to  considerat ion.  

Yours t ru ly ,  

Mr. and Mrs .  R o b e r t  H. F e r b e r  

' I  
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Windsong Ranch-McLain 
81405 N. Weidle Road 

W. Richfancf MIA 99353 

1) support DOES preferred alternative. in the draft environmental impact 

'& all natural and sensitive lands within the Hadord Nuclear Resemtion. 

2) Therefore, DOE should include within the national wildlife refuge al l  of the 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope. the Hanford Reach especially its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

3) DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision iri order 
to establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect these special places 
and natural values in the H d o r d  Nuclear Reservation. 

& statement and land use plan, but-t more and better protection of 
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Speak Out for flanford’s Uitamed River and Lands 
This year the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) which administers the 

Hanf‘ord Nuclear Reservation in south central Washington State will decide how 
to manage its lands along the Hanford Reach - the last free-floag stretch of 
the mighty Columbia River in the U.S. In April, EnergSI Secretary Bill 
Richardson took the first and very positive step toward his decision, releasing a 
revised draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan which will detennine land use classifcations for 
the entire Hanford site for at leakt the next 50 years. 

In the draft document, DOE proposes to protect the 90,OOO acres of the 
Hanford.Nuclear Resexvation which lie to the north and east of the Columbia 
River along the Hanford Reach. Called the Wahluke Slope, these 90,ooO acres 
remain relatively wild, and harbor one of best shrub steppe ecosysterrk in the 
Pacific Northwest. Specifically DOE would transfer management of the 
Wahluke Slope lands to the U.S. Fish and Wfldlife Service which would protect 
these public lands as a national wildlife refuge. 

Stakes and Threats 

Protection for the 5 I-mite long Hanford Reach - the only free-flowing 
stretch of the mighty Columbia River in the U S .  above Bonneville Dam - is a 
key action necessary to restore Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead. In an 
era when upriver salmon runs are declining dmmaticRy with some nearing 
extinctions, protection of the Hanford Reach fall chinook salmon - a wild run 
that is still healthy and abundant enough for annual harvests -just makes 
sense. 

. 

I 

112 



table outside in the hall at the hearings! 

Please send your written comments no later than June 7 to: 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

If you can, please send a copy of your letter to Sen. ?am M m y ,  US. Senate,. 
Washington, DC 20510. 

In your hearing testimony and your written comments, please emphasize the 
following three points: 

1) You support DOES preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact 
statement and land use plan, but you want more and better protection of 
all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

2) Therefore, DOE should include within the national wildlife refuge all of the 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanf'ord Reach especially its 
islands, the McGee Ranch. and the Arid Lands Ecology Resenre. 

3) DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order 
to establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect these special places 
and natural values in the H d o r d  Nuclear Reservation. 
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/ 
Irene Svete 
11 107 S.5.204th 
Kent, WA 9803 1 
May 20,1999 

s t. 

Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy. Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: . 

P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

0 6 8 7 3 6  

I am writing to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (HRA EIS). I believe management of the Hanford Reach is of concern to the entire 
Northwest region, not simply the local communities, and I urge DOE adopts its Preferred 
Alternative. 

This site contains the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once 
blanketed eastern Washington. Large blocks of intact habitat support hundreds of diverse native 
plants and animals. includmg peregrine falcons, ferruginous hawks, white pelicans, pygmy rabbits 
and rare wildflowers. 

The Hanford Reach, the last free-flowing segment of the Columbia River in the United 
States, runs through the site and provides a critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook 
salmon. This should take on additional significance given the current endangered listing of so 
many Northwest salmon runs. 

Under the alternative submitted by local governments, the bulk of one of the most 
ecologically valuable areas -- the 90,oOO acre Wahluke Slope - will be opened to agriculture, 
commercial grazing, and mining. These activities would devastate the Hanford Reach, its valuable 
salmon resources and the shrub-steppe habitat used by dozens of species of rare and endangered 
wi Idlife. 

Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOES entire Wahluke Slope. the Hanford Reach, and 
the Columbia River islands as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. I would also urge the agency 
to ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site (including 
central Hanford) by barring from these lands agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock grazing. 

Instead, I would urge the DOE to modify the Preferred Alternative to managed the And 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 



_. -- 

0 6 8 ' 7 3 7  James H. Hulbert & Associates 
267 El Camino Real 

White Salmon, WA 98672 
PhonelFax (509) 493-3863 

Pk'!Fv!?.D 
MAY 2 4 1999 

May21,1999 . 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

DOE-RL I DS 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing in support of the DOE Preferred Alternative identified in the Revised 
Draft Hanford Remedial EIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. I strongly feel the 
Wahluke Slope, as well as all of the undeveloped land' on the Hanford Reach, is a 
national treasure and must be protected from development and commercial uses. 
There are no other areas in the Pacific Northwest that offer the kind of 
opportunities forthe study of native plant and animal systems at lower elevations , 
as exist on these areas. This is truly a unique area and this country does not need 
more grazing areas for cows. 

Please consider placing much of the area into the National Wildlife Refuge system, 
especially the Wahluke Slope, the.Hanford Reach, the islands, the McGee Ranch 
and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. I also urge you to issue a Record of Decision 
for these areas separate from that of the cleanup of the central Hanford area. 

The Federal Government is the only governmental entity with a long term 
management outlook for these kinds of resources. All people in our country have a 
stake in these lands. Generally, local governments are influenced by a select few 
individuals with short term, profit motives. 

I speak as a professional forester with 32 years experience with the USDA Forest 
Service in various locations throughout the US. 

Thank you for considering my, and my family's interests. 
. .  .. 

$"-/';.... 
James H. Hulbert 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US. Department of Enemy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.0.Box 550 
‘MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

5/21 /99 

0 6 8 7 3 9  

Dear felbw humans: 

I support DOE’S preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact statement and 
land use plan, but would like more and better protection of all natural and sensitive 
lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Please include within the national wildlife refuge all d the  public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the  Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve. 

DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect these sDecial places and natural 
values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Enid Griffin 
9601 NW Leahy Rd. 
Portland, OR 97229 

CC: Sen. Patty Murray 
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Kathy Ramage 
4642 N.E. 28th,Apt. A 

Portland, OR 97211 
(503) 280-0973 e-mail: kramag&magina.com 

May 21,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EE'  
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations' Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

0 6 8 7 4 4  ' 

I have recently learned of the environmental impact statement being drafted for the public 
lands around the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. It's very encouraging to read that the Department of 
Energy wants to establish a national WiIdlife refuge on the Hanford Reach of the Columbia river. 

. protect the pitifully small areas of land in the Northwest that are stiu not damaged by erosion and 
pollution. I hope that the Department of Energy has the foresight to include within the national 
wildlife refuge all the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, including its islands, 
the McGee Ranch, q d  the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

' 

biological diversity that is important to all of us. Even more important, perhaps, is the preservation of 
the natural beauty that raises our spirits when we feel pretty discouraged about the ways of humans. I 
strongly urge you to move quickly to preserve this land for the good of everyone. Thank you for your 

Please stand strong against the narrower interests which want to farm this land. We must try to 

We all know that tiny pieces of land set aside for wildlife are not sufficient to preserve the 

. .  efforts in this regard 

Sincerelv, . 

Kathleen Ramage 

c c  Senator Patty Murray 

http://kramag&magina.com


May21, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Greetings, 

I am writing in support of preserving the Hanford Reach as a national wildlife refuge. I 
would include in this refuge all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach and its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

Please preserve these lands for the people of Oregon and Washington, for the plants and 
animals that inhabit this shrub steppe ecosystem, and for the salmon and steelhead that 
pass dong it. 

This area is a national treasure. There are too few open spaces lee. 
i / 

Walt Socha 
1830 NW 138th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97229 
(503)-526-0 189 
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May 20, 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U. S.. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Off i c e  
?. C. SOX 550, MSIN 50-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

You have i t  i n  your power to  protect  the lands at, Hanford which a re  eco- 
log ica l ly  s ign i f i can t . .  Those areas  a re  among the l a s t  places  i n  our 
s t a t e  which support large areas  of nat ive shrub-steppe vegetation and 
the wi ld l i fe  which thr ive  there.  

It would be i d e a l  t o  have the adjoined DOE lands managed a s  a National 
Wildlife Refuge: the  Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, 
e n t i r e  Wahluke Sope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River is lands.  
This would form a half-moon of protected hab i t a t  lands around. Hanford. 

DOE'S 

To protect  these a reas ,  there  should be no commercial mining, o r  ag r i -  
cu l ture  or  l ivestock grazing allowed. 

It would appear t o  be best  i f  DOE issued separate decis ions f o r  the 
above named areas .  

Thank you f o r  your consideration of my l e t t e r .  

Sincerely,  

Nancy M. Ashenfelter 
3915 "N" Ave . 
Anacortes, WA 98221 



621 West Mallon 
Spokane, WA 99201 . 

Fanf or4 Senerlial Action ?IS 
F.S.  D@partrr.ent of Er?erev 
Richland ODerations O f f  i c e  
P.O. BOY 5'50 
KSIP YO-7.3 
Richlanil, WA 00?5;! 

To whov it  map concern: 

I am extremely D l e a s s d  w i t h  DOE'S endorsernept ofamethod t o  
save . f o r  f u t u r e  Feneratioris t h e  beau t i fu l  Fanf or? Nuclear Reservatinn 
an? e s m c i a l l y  the  Colupbia ??iver, i t s  salrnon runs, al?d other  f i s h  
and w i l d l i f e  t h a t  inhabi t  t h e  a rea .  I a m ,  t he re fo re ,  i n  favor of 
vour Dreferred a l t e r 2 a t i v e  within the  d r a f t  environFenta1 imDact 
statement and land use  plan. I a l s o  would l i k e  Do5 t o  include v i t a i n  
a w  n a t i o m l  w i l d l i f e  refuo-e t h e  Hanford Reach and i t s  i s l ands ,  the 
Vahluke SloDe a r e a ,  The KcGee Ranch, and the  A r i d .  Lar,cis 3coloEY 
Seserve. Since I f e e l  t h i s  i s  such an inpor tan t  s t e ~  i n  saving 
salvon and t h i s  beau t i fu l  free flovrinrr D a r t  of t h e  Colurrbia River,  
1 urde voii t o  act. ai-zicklv and nroceeil with a seDarate Record of 
Decision that es t ab l i shes  a z a t i o n a l  w i l d l i f e  refuse.  

mhank voi! v w v  much fe r  your time and concern. 

S incere ly ,  n 

Cl in t  S q e l  
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19 May 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, Washington 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

* Last year I paddled the Hanford Reach with my Boy Scout son and 3 other Scouters. It 
was our first experience on this last wild stretch of the Columbia River. We were all 
impressed with the abundance of wildlife and the quality of the habitat, including the 
clean appearance of the water. 

It is criticaI that we save this remnant of our wild heritage especially with the recent 
listing of so many T & E fish species in the Columbia Basin. I've seen what agribusiness 
practices can do to aquatic and riparian habitats. 

I strongly urge that you select the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Land Use Plan. A National Wildlife Refuge including all public land on 
the Wahluke Slope, the Reach itself, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve should be immediately established. 

My febfow scouters and I thank you for your attention on t h i s  matter. 
\ 

. ' h i i  l 4 5 ~  h e m e  
Portland,! Oregont9723 3 

Cc: Senafor Patty Murray 
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Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

. . _  

0 6 9 3 1 1 0  

MAY 2 5 1999 
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

May 21,1999 m%w Dm 

PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Yakama Indian Nation is requesting an extension of the comment period for the 
Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
@OE/EIS-O222D). This EIS has been under development for many years and we will 
need more than 45 days to have it reviewed by our various internal entities. 

We would also like to request that DOE make a presentation on the Land Use Plan to our 
Radioactive/Hazardous Waste Committee. Our comments will be submitted after this 
presentation, so the comment period need to be extended to accommodate this. 

Sincerely yours, 

Russell Jim, Manager 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program 
Yakama Indian Nation 

Cc: Keith Klein, Manager DOE-RL 
Kevin Clarke, DOE-RL 
Doug Sherwood, EPA Richland 
Mike Wilson, Ecology 
Nanci Peters, YIN-ERWM Richland 

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 8655121 
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May 23,1999 

Thomas Ferns 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am Writing in response to the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA EIS). I strongly oppose the 
alternative submitted by local governments that would designate approximately two 
thirds of the acreage to agriculture. Rather, I support the DOE Preferred Alternative with 
the following: 

0 designation of all public lands on the.Whaluke Slope, the Hdord Reach and islands, 
McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge, a 
total of 176,000 acres. 

0 elimination of grazing on the Hanford Reservation. 
e restriction of all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 

remediation on the Hdord  Reservation. 
0 Issuance of a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above because 

they are piime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up 
in the central Hanford area are made. 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit my comments regarding this issue. 

Sincerely, 

5106 SW Waite Street 
Seattle, WA 98116-2218 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of  Energy 
Richland, Operations Ofice 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, Washington . 
MSM HO-12 

0 6 9 1 8 0  
John C. Risley 
1825 SE 54 th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 9721 5 

May23, 1999 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

It is my understanding that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) will this year 
decide the future management of its lands along the Hanford Reach. As you may 
know the Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing stretch of the Columbia River 
within the U.S. I recently learned that the DOE may propose that 90,000 acres of 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, the Wahluke Slope, be protected as a fiture 
national wildlife refuge. I strongly support the permanent protection of all public 
lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. These lands contain some of the 
best s h b  steppe ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest. Their protection i's also 
critical for the Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead restoration. It is my opinion 
that the DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in 
order to establish the national wildlife refuge to protect these special places. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: U.S. Senator Patty Murray 



0 6 9 1 8 1  

Attn: Tom Ferns 
Revised Draft HRA EIS/MSIN HO-12 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352-9959 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

May 21,1999 
2214 Camas Avenue 
Richland, WA. 99352 
(509) 375-0875 

RECR?VXD 
MAY 2 6 1999 

DOE-RL I DIS 
I w a s  present a t  the public hearing held at the Shilo in Richland last night and offer my 
appreciation for the availability of the forum. Thank you also for the opportunity to submit written 
comment. We support the DOE preferred alternative. We also support the S a v e  the Reach 
Coalition suggested amendments. 

W e  support designation of all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverlands area,  and the And Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge (176,000 acres). 

Grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation is not appropriate. The ecology of the a rea  
is fragile; the activities of large non-native animals would damage the cryptobiotic soil crusts and 
allow the invasion of non-native weeds such as cheat grass and Russian thistle. These, and 
other weedy species, provide a far greater fuel base for range fire than the native bunch grasses. 
Fire w a s  o n e  of the natural forces in the evolution of the sagebrush steppe and grassland in the 
a reas  referred to above. The  bunchgrass fueled fires that formerly swept the lands were of a 
different nature than the fires w e  see in recent times, which are  richly fueled by exotic weeds and 
burn differently, with more heat and with more destructive force. Another point in opposition of 
grazing on these lands is that, for a very dubious potential return, there is a risk that consumers 
may avoid Washington produced cattle if it is publicized that some Washington beef is grazed on 
Hanford lands. (My heritage is in wheat farming and cattle ranching in Washington State.) 

W e  support restricting all mining operations to only those essential to completing clean- 
up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. It would be desirable if gravels could be  mined 
a t  Horn Rapids or  elsewhere in order to avoid inflicting ugly mining scars on now-pristine, and 
publicly visible, areas.  

W e  support issuing a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. 
Areas uncontaminated by Hanford operations should not have to wait for protection until the  
complex.decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area a r e  made. 

I enclose a copy of a n  article from the May 21, 1999 Tri-Cify Herald. It is clear from this 
article that what Doc Hastings and others who favor "local control" really mean is (very) "local 
control" by special interest groups. Doc Hastings' actions have demonstrated he  does not 
represent the local people who voiced their opinions a t  last night's public hearing. 

/ Thank you for your consideration, 
n 

Karen Hinrnan 
State Board Member, 

Washington Native Plant Society 

Also signed by Dr. Chester A. Hinman 
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May 22,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550 

Richland, Washignton 99352 
MSIN HQ-12 

0 6 9 3 0 9  
15 100 SE Gladstone Dr. 
Portland, aegon 97236 

@e nkirlcaatrickl @?iuno.com 
(503)76 1-3492 

I am writkg this letter to provide written comment on DOE'S public hearings relative to 
the h e  of the M o r d  Reach. 

First, let me state that I have more than a passing interest in protecting the last fiee 
flowing stretch of the Columbia River. I am an avid sea kayaker who uses this stretch of 
the river for recreation in the winter on a regular basis. It is absolutely a wonderful 
experience to spend a day floating this section of river, observing the wildlife and 
remoteness ofthis unique treasure. 

I strongly support the DOE preferred alternative in the DEIS. This stretch of nver is 
unique and deserves the highest degree of preservation possible. DOE should include 
within the National Wildme Re-e all public lands including its islands, the McGee 
Ranch and Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. Therefore, the DOE should proceed 
immediately with a separate Record of Decision to establish the national wildlife refuge 
and to protect the very Uniqrce recreational, wild salmo-h, wildlife, rare plants and 
archeological resources of this last remaining fiee flowing stretch of the Columbia If 
these resources are lost, they will be lost forever. 

.- 

. 

Sincerely, 

Glen Ghatrick 

cc Senator patty ~ ~ r r a y  
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Diplomates American Board of Surgery 

May 19,1999 

0 6 9 3 1 2  
LOWER VALLEY SURGICAL GROUP LLC 

George D. Stewart, M.D., F.A.C.S. 

RECEWED 
Krilhna Chand, M.D., F.A.C.S. 

1017 Taconin ;\ve. 
Suntiwide. WA 98944 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland operations Office 
P. O.Box550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Gentleman: 
. -  

I feel the Department of Energy should include ~ & i n  the national wildlie 
refuge all of the public lands on the Wahldce Slope, the Hanford Reach, especially 
its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve and should proceed 
immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national 
wild!ife refuge, and protect these special places and natural values in the H d o r d  
Nuclear Reservation Also, I want protection of all natural and sensitive lands 
within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

* .  

G S m  

cc: Sen. Patty Murray 



71 Cove Lane 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

May 19, 1999 

WECElVED 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Please adopt the "preferred alternative" for Hanford Reach (HRA EIS). 
This is the only plan offering sufficient protection to this remnant 
of wild country. 

As a rural resident living east of the Cascades, I know the scarcity- 
-and hence the value--of native steppe lands. Like many people, I am 
also convinced that in the long run, intact ecosystems offer more 
economic benefits than degraded ones. 

Unfortunately, "local control" will not protect the Hanford Reach. 
Past experience shows that too many people in the area simply don't 
understand conservation. The Reach is public land, and the D.O.E. 
owes it to all American citizens--not just residents of adjoining 
counties--to preserve this last scrap of the Columbia Basin in its 
natural state. 

Sincerely, 

- 

Robert Schnelle 

cc: Heidi Hall 

. I  



19 May 1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

0 6 9 3 1 4  

As a member and supporter of the Nature Concervancy I wodd like to urge that 
authorities protect the ecologically significant lands at the Hanford Site. The Hanford 
Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub- 
steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

I support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: the 
folIowing adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Rehge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire Wahluke 
Slope, the W o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, 
continuous ‘‘crescent” of protected habitat lands surrounding central H d o r d .  

To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the 
Site (including central W o r d ) ,  there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. To expedite a final decision on management of 
uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned 
above. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these important issues. 

* 

Sincerely, 

KathyM. Wing 
409 S. Matthews Road 
Ellensburg, WA 98926-905999 RECEIVED 
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May 19,1999 
PO Box 471 
Goldendde, WA 98620 

0 6 9 3 1 6  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Dept. ol Energy 

PO Box 5-3) 

Richland, W-a 99352 

%Chli"ld OpC%dfiOnS orfiU3 
MSIN HO-12. 

As residents of south cenlral Wa slate lor over -50 years, we strongly urge Iedercil 
protection ofall the extended H d o r d  Reach lands-including lhdl area know as he 
Wahluke Slope. 

We support DOE'S preferred alkrmlive in lhe drdt environmenkd impact slalement and 
land use plan, but we want to insure beller prolection 01 all sensitive and ndturd lands 
within the H d o r d  Nuclear Reservation. Thererore, we support inclusion or all public 
lands on the Wahluke Slope, the HanTord Reach and adjacent sites. 

In order to esrabiish a nalwal wildire reluge, and to protect those very special and unique 
places we urge the DOE to pxweed immediakly wih a Record d Decision in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Linda and Ervin Anderson 
RECEIVED - 

MAY 2 5 f9gg 
DOE-RUDIS 
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Eay 19, 1999 

RECElVED 

MAY 251999 
DOE-RUDIS 

&. Thonas 1. Ferns 
U. S. Depariment of 3nerzr 
Richlane Opera t ibS  Off i c e  
P. 0. 3ox 550, BIN H b I 2  
Richland, Wa. 99352-0550 

Dear S i r :  

L@ h u d u a n a  and 7: add o w  support of The Nat-ne 
. -  . 

Consemancy pos i t i on  to aanaie  a pem%ient’National 

W i l U e  itefxge ;mCluding the  Arid Lvlda Zcology Reserve, 

the &Gee Ranch, %he DOZ’s e n t i r e  7lahlrJre Slope, the  

Hanford Reach a d  the  Dol-araSia River islands. 

give the natur-aJ- habitats a chance to contjnue, as =e 

have so’little l e f t .  

We mts% 

W l e  we do need a g r i c u l t w e ,  we 

60 also neea the  sahon, and all the  birds, ani~~als 

and minute creatxxe, and the p l a n t  l i f e  t h a t  sus ta ins  

t h m  . 
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May 17, 1999 

Ivlr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Ofice 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

c 6 9 3 2 1 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am concerned with conservation and salmodsteelhead restoration. I encourage you to adopt your "Preferred 
AlternatiGe" for the kture of the Hanford Site. 

Some of the reasons are as follows: 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is 
one of the last places in eastem Washington supporting large areas of native 
shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 2. . 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the W o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will 
provide a large, continuous "crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding 
central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). 

My reasons fir concern are summed up as follows: 
The Hanford Site, located north of the Tri-Cities, contains the best of what 
remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once blanketed eastern Washington. 
Large blocks of intact habitat support hundreds of diverse native plants and 
animals, including peregrine Milcons, ferruginous hawks, white pelicans, pygmy 
rabbits, and rare wildflowers. The Hanford Reach, the Iast free-flowing 
segment of the Columbia River in the United States, runs through the site and 
provides a migration comdor and critical spawning and rearing habitat for 
fall chinook salmon. Because much of the similar habitats surrounding W o r d  
have been converted to agriculture or degraded by other uses, the W o r d  
Reach and adjacent, uncontaminated DOE lands represent an irreplaceable 
natural legacy. 

Respectfully, 

Robert L Rasmussen 
390 Elk Valley Lane 
Naches, W a  98937 
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May 19,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. D e p A e n t  of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, Washington 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Dear Sir: 

0 6 9 3 2 4  

I would like to take this opportunity to urge the DOE to preserve the Hanford Reach and 
the adjacent wild steppe grasslands of the Wahluke Slope. These lands are too rare and 
precious to be turned over to commercial ag development. They should receive the very 
highest degree of protection for their scenic, wildlife and environmental values. 

I have lived in the Tri Cities/Umatilla/Hermiston area for a number of years and had the 
opportunity to explore a portion of the H d o r d  Reach and adjacent uplands. I found the 
area to be a rare and wonderful grassland, free flowing river and wildlife preserve. A 
sharp contrast to much of the surrounding agricultural lands. 

The DOE should turn the Reach, Wahluke Slope, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve over to a newly formed national wildlife refuge that will be able to keep 
this rare and wonderful part of the west protected for future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Whitney 
41 5 North Bridgeton Road #2 
Portland, Oregon 97217-8009 

cc: Senator Mumy 
Senator Smith 
Senator .W.yden 
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928 Adailisview 
Yakima, Wa. 98901 
May20, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland. Operations Office 
P.O. Box550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Dear Sirs: 

We support protecting all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the H d o r d  Reach 
including McGee Ranch and Arid Lands Ekology Preserve because: 

-- Once it's given away it m y  never be returned to the public in its virgin state. 
-- Washington State residents were promised cleanup of Hanford by 1993 -- less 

-- Private parties Le. farmers, are in business for profit and sell out to 

-- The salmon have been decimated. We want them back. That would be 

-- We wish to have a wildlife refuge preferrably under National Wildlife 

than 10% has been cleaned to date. 

corporations, over which residents have no control. 

impossible under the alternate plans. 

Service. 
When it comes to land issues, we are more comfortable with federal control than 
county control. . 

Ruth Solowan 



Written Comment Sheet 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Ad 
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qq.7 U /  @%\, m7C2 &VG 
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I I I 
IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 

and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Wriften Comment Sheet  
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Company, Agency, or Omaniration 
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Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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LETTER #@ /Z=Z ; 
1430 E. Hunter Place P.O. BOX 1547 

Moses Lake. Washington 98837 
Office: 509/ 765-1 226 
Fax: 509/ 7662376 

May24,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

0 6 9 3 3 3  

R E m D  
MAY 2 5 1999 

DQEWL / DE 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I write this letter in support of the Department of Energies “preferred alternative” in the 
draft land use plan of the lands along the H d o r d  Reach. 

By way of background, I am a lifelong resident of the State of Washington and Grant 
Comfy. While I grew up on an kiigated farm dependent upon the reservoir created by 
Grand Coulee Dam, I watched with dismay as other needless dams were erected on the 
Columbia and Snake river systems. . 

I have regularly fished on the Hanford Reach for the last significant run of upper 
Columbia Chinook Salmon. I have floated the Snake River, now dammed. I have 

. watched salmon returning up trickles of water near Woodinville, Washington. Now the 
area is a housing development. 

Enough is enough. 

The proposal to set aside all of the public lands on the Wabluke Slope, H d o r d  Reach, 
the islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve must be adopted. 

Besides being home to the last significant fall run Chinook in the upper Columbia system, 
this is habitat for a multitude of upland steppe species both plant and animal. . 



0 6 9 3 3 3  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
May24,1999 
Page Two 

Make no mistake about this, if the counties get control of this area it will be for the 
benefit of a few wealthy farmers. Where is it written that our coufltry has to subsidize 
developers and faimers by turning over public lands and public water for their exclusive 
use. 

I urge you to protect this unique natural resource to the upmost. 

TGCIsay 
cc: Senator Patty Murray 

Representative Jay Inslee 
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May24,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations O5ce  
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mi-. Ferns: 

This is just one more letter, in a historic series, to try and provide a convincing argument that 
lands like the Wahluke Slope, ALE, the old McGee Ranch and the islands within the Hanford 
Reach of the Columbia River need to be protected fiom all fiture development. The only way we 
can assure that will happen is ifthey are permanently assigned to the U. S. Fish & Wildlife 

, Service for management purposes. 

Habitat becomes more fragmented with each passing year as we develop more and more open 
space to suit our personal needs: The remaining fiagments then become less and less desirable to 

.the plants, animals and insects that depend on that type of habitat. By the grace of God, these 
areas have remained relatively undisturbed. We have the unique opportunity to preserve them in 
their current state for the wildlife that use them and the people who enjoy t h e n  As development 
continues in other areas, these $des will truly become more valuable jewels than they already are. 

Thousands of hours have been spent trying to find the perfect argument that will magically make 
all opponents of site protection sei: the light; to make them understand that we should not develop 
every last square foot of the CoIumbia Basin. Please help us end the long standing debate and 
protect these lands. Assign them to the Fish & Wildlife Service and protect them forever as the 
only real alternative. Future generations will thank all of us for our foresight in doing so. 

Pasco, WA 
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Timothy E. De Witt 
1321 5 W 4th Ave 
Cheney WA 99004-91 41 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Off ice 

Richland, WA 99852-0550 

’ PO BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

0 6 9 3 3 6  

May 28,1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

I am writing to encourage you to support the following proposals of the Draft Hanford 
Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement (HRA EIS): 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford 
Site is one of the last places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native 
shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, 
including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a 
permanent National WIldlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 
McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia 
River islands. This will provide a large, continuous “crescent” of protected habitat 
lands surrounding central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems 
located across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE 
should issue separate decis ions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). 

Sincerely yours \ 

TIMOTHY E. bE W l U  
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1220 NW State St. #30 
Pullman, WA 99163 
24 May 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
PO BOX 550 MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

I am writing to ask you to recommend protection of the 
ecologically valuable lands at Hanford (HRA EIS). 
is much too important as habitat for hundreds of native plants 
and animals, including chinook salmon, to allow agriculture, 
commercial grazing, and mining. 

It should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. 

The area 

Yours sincerely, 

- 
Robert 0.  Johnson 
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May 22, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S.  Department o f  Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland W A  99352 
.MSIN HO-12 

E E T E R  # -7 
0 6 9 3 3 8  

Members o f  DOE: 

I am writing to give m y  voice to saving the Han- 
ford Reach. I urge strong protection o f  this 
national treasure that is the free-flowing 
Columbia River and the desert steppe lands 
o f  the Hanford Reach. 

I support DOE'S preferred alternative in the 
draft environmental impact statement and land 
use plan, but I want more and better protection 
of all natural and sensitive lands within the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Therefore, DOE should include within the national 
wildlife refuge all o f  the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope; the Hanford Reach, especially its 
islands; the McGee Ranch; and the Arid Lands 
Ecology R e s e r v e .  

DOE' should proceed immediately with a separate 
Record of Decision in order to establich the 
national wildlife refuge, and protect these 
special places and natural values in the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. 

Sincerely, 

J.A. Schierbaum-Seely 

c: Sen. Patty Murray 
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May 18, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-IZ 

Jimmye D. Angell, Ph.D. 
Clinical Psychologist 

Walla Walla, Washington 99362 
0 6 9 3 3 9  1424 lsaacs 

(509) 529-041 0 
F ~ x  (509) 527-0751 

I am writing to say that we want very strong protection of the free-flowing Columbia River and desert 
steppe-land of the Hanford Reach. 

We support DOE’S preferred alternative in the impact statement and land use plan, but we want more and 
better protection of al l  natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

We want DOE to include within the wildlife refbge all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the wildlife 
refbge, and protect these special places and natural values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Such devastation in many ways followed the nuclear uses of this land. It wodd be a b e a m  act of 
balance, compensation, and restoration to have such life-serving good occur now with the preservation of 
this treasure. 

Sincerely, 

Jimmye D. Angell-Erickson, Ph.D. 
Verdie Erickson 
Jennifer Winters 
Jean & Bill Krapfel 

cc: Senator Patty Murray 
JucLLfh Q m  
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Senior dogs and cats make gr&t 0 8 9’3 4 1 companions -ADOPT ONE TODAY! 

. .  

Ms Katluyn T Ehlen 
2211 SW Marthast 
Portland, OR 97201-2048 

lops and cats 

I 
! .  
I 
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Jim Pritchard 
617 First Ave NW 
Ephrata, WA 98823 

May 24,1999 
V/F (509)754-2931 

0 6 9 3 4 2  

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations o&ce 
P. 0. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland. IWashington 99352-0550 

Re: Comments on DOEIIS4222D Rev. Draft Hanford Remedial Action Emironmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Please make the following comments a part of the official comments to the "Revised Draft W o r d  
Remedial Action Ewironmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use P k n  

I strongly favor Alternative Three (3) from local government. Given the world increase in human 
population, we are going to run out of h d  for food production. The Wahluke Slope contains Iand 
particularly well g t e d  for irrigated agricultural production. We can not allow these lands to be tied up in 
a wildlie r ewe .  The use of sprinkler irrigation should protect the White Bluffs from slumping. The 
study of this problem in Congressman Hastings proposed legislation should provide any needed practices 
and procedures needed, 

My second reason for favoring Alternative Three is that we do not need Federal Control of the Hanford 
Reach, particularly through a "Wild and Scenic Rivers designation. This Act provides too much 
opportunity for increased restrictive federal control. LocaI government can and will protect the "Reach" 
because the vast majority of us want it protected. But we have had too much expexience with well 
intended decisions made from the federal level that lack real knowledge of what will work in a particular 
situation. A 

copy: 
Grant County Commisioners 
Representative Richard "Doc" Hastings 
Senator Slade Gorton 
Senator Patty Murray 
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May 19,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Richland, WA 99352 

0 6 9 3 5  

MAY 2 7 1999 

DOEaL /Dls  

I am writing in support of the Department of Energy’s preferred alternative in the draft 
environmental impact statement and land use plan. I believe DOE should include within 
the nationdwildlife refuse all of the public lands o,n the Wahluke Slope, the H d o r d  
Reach particularly its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

The DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife rehge and protect these special places and natural values in 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Obviously these preceding descriptions and names have been supplied to me by the 
Sierra Club, which I have been a member of for six years. The address, also, was 
supplied by the club. The suggestion to send a copy to Senator Patty Murray was not 
necessary as I would have done this action on my own. 

Saving the Hanford Reach and “sensitive” lands fi-om agribusiness and any others with 
an eye for exploiting the area for financial gain, is very important to me as a resident of 
this state the sixty-four years of my life. It is such a small area to keep in its natural 
state in comparison with the developed and developing areas in the region h o r n  as the 
Columbia Basin. The Columbia River itself has been changed with the construction of 
the dams within my lifetime. Ifthere are 50 miles of the river th& have slirrived all this 
r civilization^', let us protect this segment to the best of our ability. 

Thank you for the opportunity to state my opinion. 

Sincerely, @ p i !  
Betty Ddant 
Quincy, Washington 
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May 25,1999 0 6 9 3 5 3  
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Ofice 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am Writing to submit comments on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (HRA EIS) for your June 7 deadline. 

I am sony that I am unable to attend one of the public hearings, because I have been writing 
letters for years now Wpporting protection for the Hanford Reach and adjacent DOE lands. I 
think it is one of the most important decisions DOE will make anywhere in the US, and it 
certainly wilI have a tremendous impact on Washington and the Pacific Northwest. 

I believe your HRA EIS “Preferred Alternative” is definitely movement in the right direction, but 
I support even stronger protections for the river and the Wwuke Slope. I am a member of The 
Nature Conservancy of Washington, and I am aware of the extensive work they have done to 
document the ecological value of the Wahluke Slope. The critical value of the Hanford Reach, 
which I was able to visit with the Conservancy a couple of years ago, is obvious to anyone 
concerned about the health of Columbia River salmon stocks. Therefore, I recommend 
modifying the Preferred Alternative to: 

W Manage the Hanford area as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge, including the Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve, the entire Wahluke Slope, the McGee Ranch, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia River islands. . 
Expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated DOE lands by issuing 
separate decisions for the areas listed above. 
Protect the entire Hanford site long-term by prohibiting any agriculture, commercial 
mining, or livestock grazing in the area 

W 

R 

I live in Seattle, but I visit family in Richland several times a year (in fact I’m headed over this 
weekend), driving the stretch south along the Columbia from 1-90 at Vantage through Mattawa, 
Vernita Bridge, and across the Hanford Reservation. I love that part of the drive. But I’ve got to 
say that the extraordinary growth of the orchards around Mattawa, especially over the past 5 years 
or so, make me wony for the health of the river and any other areas that might be opened to 
agriculture. 

I urge DOE to approve the “Preferred Alternative” of the HRA EIS, with the modifications 
suggested above, as quickly as possible. And I urge you to take the strongest possible actions to 
protect the Hanford Reach, the Wahluke Slope, and adjacent lands. 

Sin erely, 

h i l i n  
Ellen M. Smith 
1628 N. 53rd Street 
Seattle, WA 98103 
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May 22,1999 

Ashli Carter-Smith 
801 Lilly Rd NE Apt. 21 1 
Olympia, WA 98506-70 16 

W o r d  h e d i a l  Action EIS 
U.S. Dept. ofEnergy . 
Richland Operatiofis office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

0 6 9 3 5 4  

R R r n , r n D  
MAY 2 7 1999 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to you today to let you know that I support DOE’S prefened alternative in the draft environmental 
impact statement and land use pIan, but I would like to see much more and better protection of d natural and 
sensitive lands within the W o r d  Nuclear Reservation. 

The DOE should include within the ~ t i o n a l  wildlife refbge all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

I would like to see the DOE proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national 
wildlife refbge, and protect these special places and natural values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation 

Ashli Carter-Smith 

cc: Sen Patty Murray 
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May 25,1999 
0 6 9 3 5 5  

Mr. Thomas Ferns ' 

U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Post Office Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

REVISED DRAFT HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (HRA EIS) 

I support the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Preferred Alternative as presented by Secretary 
Richardson. It is very important to preserve the Hanford Reach and Wahluke Slope for future 
generations. I also support the following amendments as proposed by the Save the Reach 
Coalition: 

. .  

. Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total 
acres.) 
Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-upand remediation on 
the Hanford Reservation. 
Issue a separate Record of Decision for al l  the areas mentioned above. These areas are prime 
fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to wait 

. for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are 
made. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Charlotte M. Reep - 4 

cc: Guadalupe Flores 
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May 25,1999 

PRODUCTIVITY, INC. 541 NE 20TH AVE. PORTLAND, OR 97232 
TELEPHONE (503) 235-0600 FAX: (503) 235-0909 LEmER # 

0 6 9 3 5 8  
T H E  EDUCATION COMPANY F O R  THE KNOWLEDGE ERA 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richiand Operations Offce 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, W A  99352 
MSIN HO-12 

MAY 2 7 1999 

Re: Protection of Hanford Reach 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am very concerned about the preservation and protection of the national treasure 
consisting of the free-flowing Columbia River and desert steppe lands of the Hanford 
Reach. 

I support the Department of Energy’s preferred alternative in the draft environmental 
impact statement and land use plan, but I specifically request more and better protection 
of all natural and environmentally sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

The Department of Energy should include within the national wildlife refuge ALL of the 
public lands on the Wahluke slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

The Department of Energy should proceed immediately with a separate Record of 
Decision in order to establish the national wildlife refuge and protect these special places 
and ~ t u r a l  values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert Shoemaker 
Chief Executive Officer 

Cc: Senator Patty Murray 
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LETTER# " , . _  
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1 
Written Comment Sheet 'wp.rnrn,D 

MAY 2 7 1999 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

Sfreef Address 

City/State/up Code Telephone 

Address 

/ so4  L A S S E N  AVE. 

R l C H L A N 9 ,  wi4 ??33=7 -2at3Y (5mJ 'i 96 - 41 93- 

-~ - 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Written Comment Sheet RRPMNT,i> 
MAY 2 7 7999 

- 
Company, Agency, or Organiration 

Sireel Address 

Address 

1404 * L B  5s&-AJ 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Thomas Fearns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-I2 

Dear Mr. Fearns: 

Mrs. Keith Tracy 
815 Summit Drive 

Cheney, WA 99004 

May 30, 1999 

I strongly support the DOE Preferred Alternative plan for land use 
of the Hanford area; the plan should include the amendments proposed 
by the Save the Reach Coalition. 

I believe that only federal protection will effectively insure the 
continued ecological integrity of this unique area, 
that would open the area to agricultural or any other use that would 
damage the land or imperil the animals and plants, 

of the United States, I think that its fate should not be determined 
only by the local residents. 

I oppose any plan 

The Hanford Reach and the surrounding area belongs to all the people 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 

Yours truly, 
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SAVE T H E  GRAY WHALE NURSERY! 
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Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations 

LETTER 
0 6 9 2 8 0  WARREN S. PETERSON 

2113 €art 371h Avenue - -  
Spokane. Washington 89203 

508-535-8558 Fax 509-535-0287 

May 31,1999 

Office 
; P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Richland, WA 99352 DOE-RIL /DIs 

Dear Sir: 

of the Columbia River in its pristine state as the habitat of the 
population of wild salmon. 

We vividly recall, from the days of the  OS, observing wild salmon by the 
hundreds leaping up the Yakima River to spawn. Also the good salmon 
fishing in the Columbia River near The Dalles before the dam was built. It is 
diEcuIt for us to accept the fact that the wild salmon of only forty years ago 

save the wild fish which are still swimming in the Columbia. 

- We are especially concerned about the preservation of the Hanford Reach 
healthy 

* are almost all gone. We urge that strong conservation efforts be made to 

Conservation of the Wahluke Slope is needed because if most of this 
region is opened for agriculture (as some local farmers and officids urge), 
irrigation will cause the White Bluffs to slough into the Reach damaging 
critical salmon spawning places. And degrading the White Bluffs cliffs as 
well. 

Sincerely, 

Warren S .  and Ruth S. Peterson 
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Written Comment Sheet 

Delbert L. Ballard DOERL 1 DIS 
Name 

Address 
B Reactor Museum Association (BRMA) 

66 Newcomer 
Company, Agency, or Organhation 

Smet Address 

(509) 946-6401 Kichland, WA, 99352 
City/State/up Code Telephone 

I am a charter member of the B Reactor Museum Association (J3RMA) and a private citizen of Richland. 

I am very pleased to note that essentially all of the alternate plans include the concept of preserving and 
. converting the B Reactor to a museum. That is a primary g oal of BRM& and for myself That very important 
&ce ~ortravs such immense scientific and political history and must be preserved and made accessible to the 

th currentlv and for future generations. 
* .  

NOW that rt IS -. become a museum. we must consider how it can be best utilized . .  
e access bv the Dublic must be Dlanned for; this includes access by road, rd, and 

. I urge DOE to Drovide for land use designations that both 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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May 25,1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RE: Reyised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Mr. Ferns, 

I write to support the department's preferred alternative to designate the vast majority of the 
Wahluke Slope for preservation as National Wildlife Refuge. Do not cave in to the local 
government plan, which I understand would open up about 2/3 of the Slope to agriculture. 

. 

There are a few items I'd like you consider. 

* 1. Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge. 
2. Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
3. Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the 
Hanford Reservation. 
4. Issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. These areas are prime 
fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to wait for 
protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. 

Please keep informed on activity on the EIS and Land Use Plan. 

Lou Bubala 
5536 Winthrop Ave. 
Indianapolis, IN 46220 

MAY 2 8 1999 
UBE-RL/ DIS 



LETTER #,U/v 
0 6 9 2 3 2  

CYNTHIA WITMAN, M.Div., PhD 
National Certified Mental Health counselor 
Certified Chemical De endenc Counselor I 

5 W Alder #316 Wayla Wal Y a WA 99362 
509-525-7486 

May 26, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 
Richand, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Patty Murray 
US Senate 
Washington DC 20510 

I support DOE'S preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact 
statement and land pse plan, but want more and better rotection of all 
natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford NUC ear Reservation. 
Therefore, DOE should include within the natinal wildlife refuge all of the 
prublic lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford REach especially its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. DOE should 
preceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect these special places 
and natural values in the Handford Nuclear Reservation. 

Y 

Thank you, 

MAY 2 8 1999 
DOE-RLI DES 
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May 2 7 ,  1 9 9 9  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550  

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

TO whom it may concern: 

It is in our best interest to provide strong protection for 
Hanford Reach, the last free-flowing stretch of the Columbia 
River including the desert steppe lands. I support DOE'S 
preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact 
statement and land use plan, however we need more and better 
protection of all natural and sensitive lands within the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Therefore, DOE should include within the national wildlife 
refuge all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. I strongly encourage DOE to 
proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in 
order to establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect 
these special places and natural values in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. Many of us endorse the above act'ions as they are 
crucial to restore Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
7- 

@p+-r!'?ip7-7 
!, / 

Marsha H; Yim 
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Thomas Ferns 
U S  Dept of Energy 
Richland WA 

LETTER 

0 6 9 2 1 8  

26 May 1999 

Dear Thomas: 

I understand that you seek comments on the Hanford Reach draft EIS. Please 

It s e e m s  that the entire area, meaning the Wahluke Slope, t h e  reach, t he  

accept my few comments. 

islands, and McGee Ranch ought to be designated as a National Wildlife Preserve to  
offer the  best protection to fish and wildlife. 

Mining, grazing and  other agricultural activities are incompatible with a 
designated wildlife refuge. None of these  should be allowed on  the  nuclear 
reservation. 

It's truly remarkable that such a n  a rea  still exists in our state. More pristine a r e a s  
are increasingly rare and are very valuable to not only us  but also the life forms which 
rely on that piece of land and river. Any work you can  do to help ensure  the 
preservation of this prime site will be noted and remembered. 

Many thanks for soliciting public comment on this important area. 

121 2 24th S t  
Bellingham WA 98225 



May 27, 1999 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RE: 
. 

Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA-EIS) 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the HRA-EIS. Although I am pleased the 
U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) has recognized the irreplaceable ecological values 
of the Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in their Preferred 
Alternative within the HRA-EIS, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative for the 
following reasons: 

0 I 1. On Page P-l of the ERA-EIS an identification is made that USDOE “is considering 
changing the name of this environmental impact statement from the Hailford 
Remedial Action Environmental impact Statement mid Comprehensive Land- Use 
Plan (HRA-EIS) to the Hmford Comprehensive Land-Use EIS. The preamble text 

. omits an important aspect of the scope change. It is this reviewer’s understanding 
that after the 1992 Notice of Intent was publicly commented on, an Implementation 
Plan was issued. In response to public comments on the Implementation Plan, 
USDOE responded they would not make specific land use designations. The EIS was 
released for public comment in 1996 during which USDOE received comments 
stating that regulators would make cleanup decisions. Now, USDOE has issued a 
revised draft which primarily addresses land-use designations. It is appropriate to 
indicate in the preamble either that the HRA-EIS was not originally scoped to include 
land-use designations or that the scope has significantly changed to primarily address 
land-use designations. As this reviewer is concerned about local desires to develop 
particular areas of the Hanford Site prior to the deliberative process that NEPA is 
designed to ensure, I support Alternative Two as my preferred alternative. 

02 2. The preferred sources of cap materials as reflected in Appendix D includes McGee 
Ranch. Section D.2.1 approximates 1,629 acres of shrub-steppe habitat would be 
eradicated. The McGee Ranch provides an invaluable wildlife connection to the 
Umptanum Ridge and on to the Cascade Range. This connection provides a 
contiguous wildlife refbge in one of the last, large tracts of shrub-steppe habitat in 
Washington State. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative as the 
land-use designation for the McGee Ranch is preservation. It is requested that the 
USDOE identi@ Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 
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May27,1999 

Page 2 - 
3. Section 1.3 of the HRA-EIS represents excellent justification for the performance of a 

thorough analysis of all land-use designations imposed by CERCLA Record of 
Decisions (RODs). The sentence which states “Ifthe desired ‘highest and best use’ 
land use cannot be attained because of remediation-linked technical or economic 
constraints, or if the remedial action required to achieve that land use would cause 
unacceptable-unavoidable impacts, then the land use designation of this EIS would be 
amended using the policies and implementing procedures in Chapter 6 to the next 
‘highest and best use’ land use” is confusing and what may lend to “loopholes” in the 
land-use decision-making process. It is this reviewer’s observation that the CERCLA 
RODs may very likely be inappropriately driving the land-use designations in certain 

. areas of the Hanford Site. For example, in the 300 Area, cleanup levels are currently 
being established to support an “industrial” land-use. As such, where certain ARARs 
would normally require lower cleanup levels (residential due to Hanford not being 
zoned “industrial”), the argument that CERCLA will not require residential cleanup 
standards, therefore it is not good use of federal fimds to attain lower cleanup levels is 
commonly stated. This is an inappropriate and premature land-use designation that 
very likely may preclude certain future uses of certain areas andlor environmental 
medias at the Hanford Site. As Alternative Two is most protective and does not 
preclude options associated with use of areas andlor environmental medias, it is my 
preferred alternative. 

Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 0 6 9 2 2 0  

4. The preferred sources of cap materials as reflected in Appendix D includes McGee 
Ranch. Section D.2.1 approximates 1,629 acres of shrub-steppe habitat would be 
eradicated. From Figure D-1 and the text’s description on pages D-2 and D-4, it 
cannot be detennined if the McGee Ranch as a quarry site would be limited to the 
No-Action Alternative and Alternative Three as indicated by lines 32-37 on page D-4. 
It is recommended that the topographic boundaries of the potential quarries be 
reflected (to scale) on Figure D-1 (i.e., a ‘Yootprint”). As Alternative Two clearly 
preserves wildlife corridors and there is no codh ion  as to the potential eradication as 
indicated by Section D.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, Alternative Two is my 
preferred alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as 
their preferred alternative. 

5. The preferred sources of cap materials are identified in Appendix D. Line 36, page 
C-4 identifies the preclusion of McGee Ranch “as a source of materials for 
construction of caps.” Similarly, Line 2, page D-5 identifies Pit 30 as a source of 
“materials for construction of caps.” Similarly, Line 4, page D-6 identifies the 
Vemita Quarry as supplying a “sufficient quantity of basaIt for cap construction.” 
Page G-2 provides a definition of “cap”. Page G-1 1 provides a definition of “rip 
rap”. Page G-1 provides a definition of c%asaIt’y. All three definitions are provided in 
context of cap construction or cap construction materials. The distinction between 
“cap” and ‘‘fill” material does not appear to be made in the HRA-EIS. Alternative 
Two clearly preserves these areas and maintains wildlife corridors without firther 
clarification being necessary. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative. 
It is requested that the USDOE identi@ Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 
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6. The potential sources of cap materials are reflected in Appendix D. The TWRS-EIS 

did not address closure alternatives. It is this reviewer’s understanding that hrther 
NEPA analysis (a supplemental EIS) is necessary to evaluate tank closure 
alternatives. The firther analysis will consider tank capping and filling material 
needs: Clearly, this HRA-EIS represents only a preliminary screening and hrther 
NEPA analysis is necessary. In addition, it is inappropriate to. make mining land-use 
designations until the tank closure needs are defined and the alternatives are 
analyzed. Alternative Two would preserve a11 potential sources to be analyzed and 
considered without precluding options. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred 
alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identi@ Alternative Two as their 

. preferred alternative. 

7. The potential quarry sites are described in Appendix D. The necessity to request an 
eligibility determination, a findings of effect and plans for mitigating adverse 
impacts of a proposed action is described on page D-4 in relation to the McGee 
Ranch. As such, it is this reviewer’s understanding that such an action would 
constitute a major federal action of significant impact under 40 CFR Part 1508.18 
through 1508.27. Although the text on page D-4 may imply a major federal action, 
the NEPA procedural applicabilities are neither clearly explained nor is a 
commitment to impose a biological and cultural analysis. Similarly, the necessary 
conductance of a cultural resource and sensitive species surveys is described on page 
D-4 in relation to Pit 30. Again, the text on page D-4 may imply a major federal 
action, but the NEPA applicabilities or requirements are not clearly explained. 
Similarly, the necessary conductance of ecological surveys at three privately 
operated on-site quarries is described on page D-5. Clearly, the HRA-EIS represents 
only a preliminary screening and fbrther E P A  analysis is necessary. As such, it is 
inappropriate to designate land for conservation mining land use prior. to performing 
the NEPA-required analyses. Alternative Two would satisfy the requirement to 
change the land-use designation through the NEPA process via a Record of Decision 
which would be supported by the required analyses. Therefore, Alternative Two is 
my preferred alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as 
their preferred alternative. 

8. Alternative Two does not designate land for “Conservation (Mining)”. Appendix D 
discusses the need at Hanford for mineral sources and descItibes the potential quarry 
sites. Appendix D stops well short of providing the full analysis of biological and 
cultural impacts of the various alternatives. The NEPA process clearly requires such 
an analysis under 40 CFRPart 1508.18 through 1508.27. In addition the ‘‘Tank 
Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement” (DOEEIS-0189, August 1996) clearly commits to 
a “future NEPA analysis” in relation to fbture borrow site decisions (see page 3-1 14 
of the TWRS-EIS). All of the alternatives, with the exception of Alternative Two, 
designate lands for “Conservation (Mining)”. In Appendix D (page D-2), it is 
explained that ‘Vpon approval of the Record of Decision for the Hanford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA- 
EIS), development of a quarry in an area without a land-use designation consistent 

192 



. . * .  

May27,1999 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 
Page 4 

with mining activities would require changing the land-use designation for that area 
through the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 W P A )  process.”. 
Therefore, all alternatives, except Alternative Two, can be interpreted to circumvent 
the NEPA process requirement to perform a full biological and cultural analysis by 
attaching the “Conservation (Mining)” designation. Prior to performing a full 
biological and cultural analysis, it is inappropriate to attach such land use 
designations in this fashion. This neither upholds the borrow site commitments of 
the TWRS-EIS nor satisfies NEPA analysis requirements. Therefore, Alternative 
Two is my preferred alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative 
Two as their preferred alternative. 

03 9. The text describing Alternative Two repeatedly identifies the position that existing 
contaminated groundwater is considered a constraint to groundwater use. The text 
also identifies the opinion that due to the contaminated groundwater, the private 
sector will be unable and/or unwilling to accept the environmental liabilities. The 
Alternative Two text states ‘Trohibiting irrigation would protect public health and the 
environment by preventing remobilization of contaminants entombed within the 
river’s sediment and the shoreline’s soil column.. .”. 

. 

Groundwater and vadose contamination is discussed in Section 4.3.2 of the HRA-EIS. 
Although Section 4.3.2 does not include groundwater contamination plume contour 
maps for the principal groundwater contaminants, the text does describe the existence 
of significant groundwater contamination. Unfortunately, the text does not provide a 
good description of the numerous well-documented groundwater contamination 
plumes found beneath the Hanford Site. While the text generally describes certain 
groundwater contaminants, it does not identify the existence of many more well 
documented contaminant plumes. For example, there are dozens of contaminant 
plumes associated with the tank farm waste releases, yet the text only primarily 
discusses two radiological contaminants (cesium-137 and cobalt-60) and only 
mentions six additional radionuclides detected in the groundwater. Similarly, Section 
4.3.2.4.3 only mentions a few contaminants of concern along the Columbia River 
while there are numerous, well documented groundwater contamination plumes as 
well as groundwater remediation (pump and treat) systems designed to address the 
migrating plumes. 

Section 4.3.2.4.4 does not mention the fact that tank farm vadose and groundwater 
contamination is such that the Washington State Department of Ecology is imposing 
RCRA corrective action requirements via proposed Tn-Party Agreement Milestone 
M-45. 

’ 

Section 4.3.2.4.4 does not describe the resources currently being dedicated to the 
Hanford Site groundwater integration effort. The contaminated groundwater at 
Hanford is such that there are currently millions of dollars annually dedicated to gain 
a better understanding of the groundwater remediation needs associated with the 
Hanford Site. Section 4.3.2.4.4 does mention the ‘kvo programs” currently under 
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way to characterize and monitor vadose zone contamination but does not reference 
the public skepticism regarding the approach (i.e., Hanford Advisory Board advice). 

Appendix E provides supplementary information for cumulative impacts analysis. It 
is noted that the portion of Section E. 1.3 which describes the Tank Waste 
Remediation System (TWRS) EIS does not identify risks associated with 
contaminated groundwater potentially resulting from the action. It is also noted that 
an analysis of the impact to groundwater due to the action was provided in the EIS. 
In addition, page 5-127 of the TWRS EIS discusses the groundwater contamination of 
the proposed action in relation to the land-use commitments by the following: 

Groundwater use at the Hanford Site isxontrolled at 
present because of existing groundwater contamination. 
Groundwater contamination has land-use implications. 
While some land uses might not be precluded because of 
Underlying groundwater contamination, the value of land 
for potential future uses such as agriculture could be 
diminished or restricted because the underlying 
groundwater could not be used. Under all EIS alternatives, 
TWRS activities would contribute to future Site 
groundwater contamination. 

In summary, the groundwater contamination extent and rate of migration at and 
beyond the Hanford Site is neither well understood nor currently being evaluated in a 
comprehensive fashion. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative 
because it recognizes the probable magnitude of the groundwater contamination as 
well as the inappropriateness of transferring or even sharing environmental liabilities. 
It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 

Note: The Hanford Site Quick Facts on page 4-40 does not include technetium-99 or 
vinyl chloride. Both contaminants exist as mapped contamination plumes. 

Note: The waste releases and/or leaks from the SST’s is not included in the first 
paragraph of Section 4.3.2.3.1. Recommended text is: “...because of liquid waste 
disposal, SST waste releases, and/or leaks.”. 

Note: Sections 4.3.2.3.1,4.3.2.3.2, or 4.3.2.4 do not discuss the anticipatedfpredicted 
contaminant travel times. In particular, a discussion of contamination travel times 
from the Central Plateau to the Columbia River is omitted. 

10. Alternative Two identifies High-Intensity Recreation only for the area surrounding B 
Reactor. The alternative description also identifies the land-use designation would 
allow conversion of the reactor into a museum with museum-related facilities. The 
definition of High-Intensity Recreation land-use designation provided on page G-6 of 
the HRA-EIS indicates that the designation could allow the development of 
recreational facilities such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, and boat 
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launching facilities. Clearly, the land-use designation is synonymous to 
development. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative. It is requested 
that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 

1 1. Alternative Two does not identify any conservation areas dedicated for grazing. 
Grazing increases fire danger and spreads noxious weeds. In these ways, grazing will 
harm sensitive species’ habitat. Furthermore, it is my belief that the position of 
grazing controlling fire and weed as suggested on page 3-21 of the HRA-EIS is 
unsubstantiated at the Hanford Site or in such a shrub-steppe environment. It is my 
position that grazing will not protect sensitive cultural and biological resources. 

. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred alternative. It is requested that USDOE 
either provide the basis for the position that grazing would control weed and still 
protect sensitive cultural and biological resources or identify Alternative Two as their 
preferred alternative. 

04- 

12. Alternative Two does not identify any conservation areas dedicated for grazing. The 
Preferred Alternative identifies grazing entirely around the 200 Areas and in several 
places right up to the 200 Area boundaries (fences). Considering the high number of 
Occurrence Reports issued regarding radiological contamination surveys where 
contamination is found beyond the 200 Area fences, this would seem inappropriate to 
identify potential grazing to this extent. In addition, there are pits, ponds, ditches, 
lagoons, etc., which are located beyond the 200 Area fences in which radioactive 
liquid waste was managed. The radiological postings are numerous beyond the 200 
Area fences. Configuration control of radiological material is difficult to maintain 
and nature has demonstrated this by.the survey findings of radioactive “specks” 
commonly found in animal feces, animal bodies, insects, plants, dust, soil, sediment 
etc. In fact, there is a tumbleweed collection program due to the need to control 
radiation configuration in just this particular media. The grazing land-use designation 
is clearly subject to public concern in relation to consumptive products grazed on the 
Hanford Reservation, if not ridicule (consider the recent such ridicule by the 
columnist Dave Barry). The land-use designation of grazing as identified in the 
Preferred Alternative is clearly inappropriate until such time as configuration control 
can be more consistently demonstrated. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred 
alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as their 
preferred alternative. 

55 

13. The description of Alternative Two correctly identifies that activities which change 
the course of the Columbia River could release chemical and radioactive 
contaminants ‘?hat have been entombed within the fine sediments of the Hanford 
Reach”. The alternative explains this contaminant entombment as the basis for the 
preservation designation of the entire WahIuke Slope. This explanation is supported 
by routine radionuclide surveys conducted along the Hanford Reach. One such 
survey of the 100-D Island resulted in a letter fiom the Washington State Department 
of Health to a representative of the Environmental Protection Agency which 
concludes with the following: “This recommendation does not apply to the 
remediation of reactor effluent pipes in the Hanford Reach of the river because it is 
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not clear to the Department if these pipes are a significant repository of radioactive 
specks.” It is my opinion that until such time that we understand the extent and rate 
of migration of contaminants, Alternative Two best addresses the issues associated 
with not transferring or even sharing liabilities. Similarly, Alternative Two best 
preserves all options by preserving and protecting the majority of the Hanford Site so 
that no fiture option is precluded. Therefore, Alternative Two is my preferred 
alternative. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as their 
preferred alternative. 

Note: the following references related to radionuclide surveys are not included in 
. Section 9 of the HIM-EIS: 

WDH, 1994, “Radioactivity In Columbia River Sediments And Their Health Effects,” 
D. Wells. 

PNL, 1993, “Investigation of,Exposure Rates And Radionuclide And Trace Metal 
Distributions Along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River”, PNL-8789, Pacific 
Northwest Laboratory, Richland, WA (February). 

PNL, 1995, ‘Measurement of Environmental Radiation Exposure Rates from Vernita, 
Hanford Reach, and Richland Area Shores”, PNL-8789, Addendum 1, Pacific 
Northwest Laboratory, Richland, WA (February). 

14. Alternative Two applies the preservation land-use designation to the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, the Hanford Reach Islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve. I support designation of all public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach, the Hanford Reach Islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refige and Wild and Scenic River as 
has been recommended in, and Record of Decision signed for, the Hanford Reach 
Final EIS, June 1994. 

06 15. The text describing Alternative Two repeatedly identifies the position that 
conveyance of ownership should not occur due to remaining soil contamination. The 
existence of thousands of solid waste management units (SWMUs) as reflected by the 
Waste Identification Data System (WIDS) is directly applicable to this position. The 
HRA-EIS neither describes the existence of the numerous SWMUs nor gives any 
indication of the time or money required to remediate these sites prior to a prudent 
conveyance of ownership. This particular lack of information could be considered an 
omission of disclosure. As this EIS addresses land-use designations, this omission 
represents a significant deficiency. As such, it could be interpreted that certain land- 
use designations are synonymous with the willingness to share environmental 
liabilities. Although it is recognked that the HRA-EIS does describe the large 
contaminant sources and plumes, it does not clearly indicate the length of time 
associated with remediation of the numerous sites. For example, if the schedule for 
remediating the various areas along the Columbia River were considered, it would 
stand to reason that a preservation land-use designation would be the most 
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appropriate designation during the interim. This is to say that it will take decades to 
remediate and confirm the ‘adequacy of remediation in many areas of the Hanford 
Site. Such a site designation would not preclude fbture land-use re-designations after 
remediation is defined and implemented. In summary, the extent of soil 
contamination at and across the Hanford Site is neither well understood nor currently 
being evaluated in a comprehensive fashion. Therefore, Alternative Two is my 
preferred alternative because it recognizes the probable magnitude of the soil 
contamination as well as the inappropriateness of transfemng or even sharing 
environmental liabilities. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as 
their preferred alternative. 

16. The term “institutional control” is used in the preamble ofthe HRA-EIS. The 
definition of institutional control is noted on page G-7. The definition provided in 
Appendix . .  G uses the term “human institutions” which is somewhat confusing. 
Recommended wording (taken from EPA, Region 10’s final policy on the use of 
institutional controls at federal facilities) is: “generally includes all non-engineered 
restrictions on activities, access, or exposure to land, groundwater, surface water, 
waste and waste disposal areas and other areas or media”. Due to what could easily 
represent numerous, confusing, non-justified, non-integrated, and “final-remedy-like” 
institutional controls placed on numerous sites (solid waste management units) 
associated with various Hanford properties or environmental media (groundwater, 
soil, sediment, etc), I support Alternative Two. 

07 

17. The term “institutional controls” is repeatedly used in Table 1-3. It is requested that 
the HRA-EIS reference and discuss EPA Region lo’s ‘Final Policy on the Use of 
Institutional Controls at Federal Facilities”. The policy discusses the use of 
institutional controls as a component of remedy selection at federal facilities. It is my 
observation that contamination characterization of structural property and 
environmental media at and across the Hanford Site is simply neither occumng nor 
being addressed in a comprehensive, consistent, regulatory-correct fashion. As stated 
in a previous comment, due to what could easily represent numerous, confixing, non- 
justified, non-integrated, and “final-remedy-like” institutional controls placed on 
numerous sites (solid waste management units) associated with various Hanford 
properties or environmental media (groundwater, soil, sediment, etc) as is shown by 
the various institutional controls imposed by CERCLA RODS, I support Alternative 
Two. Alternative Two is my preferred alternative because it most reasonably 
recognizes the probable magnitude of the contamination as well as the 
inappropriateness of transferring or even sharing environmental liabilities. It is 
requested that the USDOE identifjl Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 

18. Alternative Two designates the majority of the Hanford Site as preservation for land- 
use purposes. As this EIS was supposed to be about remedial action, it is my position 
that Alternative Two’s land-use designations would offer consistent cleanup goals 
and objectives across much of the Hanford Site. Cuirently, as is clearly demonstrated 
by Tables 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3, there are numerous remedial action needs occurring 
simultaneously. I support Alternative Two as my preferred alternative because it 
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does not support the ultimate land-use-driving decisions that are obviously occurring 
as demonstrated by Tables 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3. It is my observation that such land-use- 
driving CERCLA ROD decisions are occurring in relation to significant portions of 
the Hanford Site in the 100 and 300 Areas. When such decisions preclude certain 
land-use options or even bias the land-use options, they are inappropriately being 
made when they are primarily justified by cost. Similarly, when such decisions are 
being made and not addressing all applicable and substantive ARARs, they also 
represent an inappropriate application of the CERCLA process as well as 
inappropriate land-use-driving decisions. This EIS is significantly deficient in that 
such issues are not analyzed. Alternative Two would provide clear Hanford Site 
.remediation objectives. Alternative Two would also allow remediations to be 
completed without the preclusion of any ultimate land-use alternative so that in time, 
all options of land-uses remain viable for consideration. In short, Alternative Two 
would compliment the morass of land-use-driving decisions currently being made. It 
should be noted that some of the land-use-driving decisions Currently being made are 
not justified, do not have a technical basis, do not honor substantive ARARS and are 
thus, inappropriate. For these reasons, it is requested that the USDOE identify 
Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 

19. As indicated by several previous comments, the HRA-EIS lacks an analysis of land- 
use-driving decisions currently being made regarding the Hanford Site. The usage of 
the term “highest and best use” on page 1-17 without a definition in Appendix G does 
not allow the readerheviewer to understand the significance of the land-use-driving 
decisions being made and as indicated by Table 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3. Without a 
definition of this term, the discussion of Section 1.3 is unclear and deficient. 
Therefore, Alternative Two would best compliment the morass of land-use-driving 
decisions currently being made. It is requested that the USDOE identifl Alternative 
Two as their preferred alternative. 

20. The water resources discussion of Section 5.2.2 on pages 5-15 through 5-21 identifies 
potential water impacts of the various alternatives but does not evaluate or analyze 
the environmental impacts. The mitigation measures discussion of Section 5.2.2.7 on 
pages 5-21 through 5-22 identifies “mitigation measures that could reduce impacts to 
water resources”. Clearly, the entire discussion is premised on potentialities and not 
on an analysis of cultural and biological resource impacts. Considering the salmon 
recovery needdrequirements, this discussion is significantly deficient. Therefore, I 
support Alternative Two as my preferred alternative as it would best protect water 
resources until such time as the numerous competing needs and resulting impacts can 
be properly analyzed. It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as 
their preferred alternative. 

21. The biological resources discussion of Section 5.2.3 on pages 5-22 through 5-30 
identifies potential biological impacts of the various alternatives but does not evaluate 
or analyze the cultural or biological impacts. The mitigation measures discussion of 
S e d o n  5.2.3.7 on page 5-30 identifies “mitigation measures that could reduce 
impacts to biological resources”. Clearly, the entire discussion is premised on 
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potentialities and not on an analysis of cultural and biological resource impacts. 
Considering the significance of the sensitive species found at the Hanford Site, this 
discussion is significantly deficient and in particular, lacks the required analysis. /o Therefore, I support Alternative.Two as my preferred alternative as it would best 
protect biological resources until such time as the numerous competing resource 
needs, biological reviewdevaluations and resulting impacts can be properly analyzed. 
It is requested that the USDOE identify Alternative Two as their preferred alternative. 

22. Due to the significant deficiencies associated with the HRA-EIS, it is requested that 
the USDOE designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, the 

. Hanford Reach Islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as 
National Wildlife Refbge. Furthermore, in keeping with the many land-use-driving 
RODS that have been and are being issued for remedial actions, it is requested that the 
USDOE issue a separate ROD for all the areas previously mentioned in this 
request/mmment. These areas represent irreplaceable biological and cultural 
resources and should not wait for protection until the complex and long-term 
decisions involving cleanup across the Hanford Site are made. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the HRA-EIS. If you have any 
questions about the above comments, recommendations, andor requests, I may be 
contacted at the address andor telephone number provided below. 

Sincerely, 

Alisa D. Huckaby 
1524 Ridgeview Court 
Richland, WA 99352 
509/627-1162 

c: Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 
Nez Perce Tribe 
Yakama Tribe 
Umatilla Tribe 
Keith Klein, Hanford Site Manager 



From Travis Elliott 
11660 SW Lancaster Rd. 
Portland, OR 97219 

To: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
MSLN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

cc: Sen. Patty Murray 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

To whom it may concern: 

My name is Travis Elliott and I am a student at the National College of Naturopathic 
Medicine in Portland; a city I have lived in for 22 years. Having grown up surrounded by 
the unique beauty of the Pacific Northwest, I have learned to love the natural environment as 
I strive to preserve it. I am by no means an extremist; rather, I would like to see the growth 
of human civilization coexist with nature. I frown only upon unnecessary development. 

Having studied biology in college, I know that our environment is robust as long as it 
.. d p n ' t  lose any key species. One might think of it as a wheel that can only lose so many 

- s- Before collapsing. We, as humans, can pick away at our natural environment to fuel 
urban and rural growth for only so long. Sooner or later we might take a step that we 
wouldn't be able to take back Unfortunately, our treatment of the salmon native to the 
Colombia River is nearly to that point. 

Because of the numerous dams on the Colombia, the salmon are only just surviving. Any 
further blows to the natural habitat might mean an end to the wild salmon harvest. This is a 
tragedy that nobody wants to see come to fruition. 

Fortunately, we have an opportunity to do something about it. The establishment of a 
national wildlife refuge for all of the natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation would go a long way towards helping preserve the native run. The Department 
of Energy should include within the national wildlife refuge all of the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach. It is especially important to include the adjoining 
islands: the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

The Department of Energy is in a tenific position to do a great amount of good. The 
salmon, a long-held symbol of Pacific Northwest vitality, may be helped tremendously by 
simply doing nothing. By not turning the Hanford Reach into irrigated farmland, the status 
of the salmon's place in the Pacific Northwest ecosystem may be stabilized. 

Please support the preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact statement and land 
use plan. 
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Thomas W. Ferns , 

U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Oper'at ions O f f  ice 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P. 0. BOX 550,' MSIN HO-12 

Dear M r .  Ferns: 

60 Loban Lane 
Eastsound, ITA 98245 

May 26, 1999 

We bel ieve uncontaminated areas at Hanford should be 
preserved as a natural  area. 
Alternative" with modif icat ions t h a t  create a National 
Wildlife Refuge from t h e  Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, 
t h e  McGee Raach,' DOE'S e n t i r e  Wahluke 'Slope, the Ilanford 
Reach and the. Columbfa R i v e r  i s lands .  N o  agriculture,  
commercial mining o r  livestock grazing should be allowed. 

We support t h e  '"Preferred 

' 

These undisturbed lands are i r rep laceable ,  and.we must 
t a k e  t h i s  opportunity to pro tec t  them. 

Sincerely,  

Derex Lowe 

cc: Hei'di H a l l  
TKe N a t u r e  'Conservancy 
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Mr. Thomas W.. Ferns 
U.S.Deparunent of Energ?. 

P.0.Box 550, MSW NO-12 
Richland, W A  99352-0550 

DearMr Ferns: 

Please: 

Richland operatons office 

, . . _ _  ___-  -.--. - - - ' -- - 
_______-.. --.-- 

1. Protect the ecologicaliy significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Sits is one of the last places 
in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wiidlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A The following adjoined DOE lands shouid be managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire U7ahluke Slope, 
the W o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This wiII provide a large, continuous 
"crescent" of protected habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site 
(including central Hanford), there should be RO agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated !an&, DOE should issue separate 
decisions for the areas mentioned above (see 2A). 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations P Z c e  
PO BOX 55 MSIN HO-12 
Richland WA 99352-0550 

Dear MR Ferns; 

I would like to make the following commen,; on the Draft Hanf'ord Remedial Acti n EIS. 
I strongly support the preferred alternative, With the followkg comment. I also strongly support 
the protection of the Wahluke Slope and other adjoining DOE property, with continued closure 
for all districts to mining, grazing and agriculture. I urge decision-makers to continue to protect 
this last area of shrub-steppe habitat and the wildlife it sustains. This opportunity will not come 
again. Thankyou. 

v Jean E CaldwelI 

920 Rogers St SW 
Uiympia 'FIA 98502 

. .  
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5808 S. Regal St. #99 
Spokane, WA 99223 
May 28,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

RichIand, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

RE: “FORD REACH 

U. S. Department of Energy: 

I support the revised draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
comprehensive Land Use Plan of Energy Secret;mi Bill Richardson. All natural and sensitive 
lands within the Hadord Nuclear Reservation should be added to this bill to better protect this 
unique and fragile environment. What better way to enhance the image of Hanford and honor 
the “downwinders” of this region than by establishing a nationd wildife refuge in this infamous 
nuclear reservation. . 

The Columbia River is the heart of Washington State. Can we not preserve this final and only 
stretch of natural habitat that remains today? The DOE must include all of the public lands on 
the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve. Do not give in to the greed of developers who mine the land and then 
move on. The people of this state have already given up too much water to agribusiness and 
have watched the erosion from that business further spoil the waters of the Columbia, 
endangering the salmon. 

Please preserve the 90,000 acres of the north and east of the Hanford Reach, a magnificent 
national resource. 

Sincerely yours, ,? 
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Emily Platt 
212 West 2nd Ave. Ste. 100 
Spokane, WA 99201 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland,WA99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Thomas: 

I support DOE'S preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact 
statement and land use plan for the Hanford area. I do have a few additional 
concerns that I would like to see addressed in the final statement. First, it is 
imperitive that all public land on the Wahluke Slope, Hanford Reach, its islands, 
the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve be 
designated as National Wildlife Refuge. Second, I am firmly opposed to any 
grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation And finally, the importance of 
issuing a separate Record of Decision for each of the areas mentioned cannot be 
overstated. These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat that remain 
uncontaminated by Hanford operations. These areas cannot'afford to wait for 
protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central HanEord 
area are made. Thank you for your time and concern. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service 

Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC) 

Atlanta GA 30341 -3724 

JUN 0 11999 
May 27, 1999 

0 6 9 3 8 6  

Thomas W. Ferns 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN H 0 4 2  
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

We have completed our review of the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement (RDEIS) and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. We are responding on behalf of 
the U.S. Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services. 

Technical assistance for this review was provided by Patricia L. Lee, Ph.D, Radiation Studies 
Branch, Environmental Hazards and Health Effects Division, National Center for Environmental 
Health, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. I have attached her comments to this letter 
for your consideration as you prepare the frnal document. If you should have questions 
regarding these comments, you may contact Dr. Lee at (770) 488-7627, or me at (770) 488-7074. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this RDEIS. Please send us a copy of 
the Final DEIS, and any fbture environmental impact statements which may indicate potential 
public health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH 
Chemical Demilitarization Branch (F16) 
Emergency & Environmental Health Services Division 
National Center for Environmental Health 

Attachment 
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Public Health Service 
Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention (CDC) 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

May24, 1999 

Memorandum 

068386 
Patricia L. Lee, Ph.D. StaiTFellow. National Center for Environmental Health, Division of 
Environmental Hazards and Health Effects, Radiation Studies Branch (F35) 

Review of 'Revised Draft H d o r d  Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive 
Land-Use Plan' 

Ken Holt, Environmental Health Scientist, Special Programs Office, National Center for 
Environmental Health 

This review. focuses on public health impacts a d o r  risks associated with several proposed 
land use alternatives for the Hanford area. Because of comments received by the authors on 
the original draft Environmental Impact Statement @IS) dated August 1996, this document 
contains little information regarding health impact and risk. These impacts are not quantified 
due their dependence on the ongoing Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) activities in the Hanford area. 
Therefore, there is no estimate of the excess risk associated with each alternative. Section 
5.6.4 describes the risk of one alternative versus the other but does not give any idea of the 
potential level of risk for either. 

' 

I have a general comment that may help to define these health impacts firther. Within the 
discussion on health impactslrisk, there could be a general'discussion on the CERCLA 
activities, goals, and current status as they relate to this EIS. The discussion of the activities 
will provide the reader with an idea of what CERCLA is. The goals can provide some 
quantitative information of the level of contamination or risk at which the H d o r d  area is 
considered "clean." The current status will provide some levels that could be used now if the 
cleanup is complete in some areas of interest in this EIS. This discussion should include 
some tabulated quantities of expected impactslrisks based on the cleanup goals and a 
representation of the health impactslrisks for each alternative, based on those quantities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. I hope that these suggestions will be 
helpfil to the preparers. 
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Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Offrce 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dawn Corl 
6226 34th .4ve XE 
Seattle, WA 981 IS 
May 26. 1999 

Dear Mr. Fern51 

In regards to the HanfodReach issue, I wish to state my request that the Dept of Energy support [he DOE 
Preferred Alternative but with the Save the Reach Coalition's amendments as follows: 

* Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its 
islands, *e McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total acres) 
*Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
*Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up 
and remediation on the W o r d  Reservation. 
* Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned 
above. These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by 
Hanford operations, and should not have to wait for protection until the 
complex decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are 
made. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Corl 
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May 28,1999 

Tom Fems 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

11203 E. Heglar Road 
0 6 9 3 8 4  Mead, WA 99021 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

We would very much like to see the entire Hanford Reach ecosystem, including the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve and the WahIuke Slope, protected as National Wddliie Refbge and the Hanford 
Reach protected as a Wild and Scenic River. Local people should not be permitted to take what 
is a national treasure and abuse it for their own profit. 

We have both done several hikes in the area and know what a special place it is. The native and 
rare plants, the wildlife and the wildlife habitat, the white bluffs, the archeological and religious 
sites, the salmon, and not to mention the natural, never plowed or grazed, wide open spaces all 
desperately need permanent protection. 

Ifthe farmers have lived without having to  ruin it for this long, they can certainly get by without it 
now. Please do what you can to protect it. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

U Cris M. Currie NoraE. Searing 



125 East Sharon Avenue 
Burlington, WA 98233 (360) 757-0974 Fax (360) 757-1074 

.~ . 
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Written Comment Sheet 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Written Comment Sheet 
JUN 01 1999 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

I IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 



May 28, 1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations OGce 
P.O. box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Kim Bailey 
225 White Street 
Walla Walla, WA. 99362 
(509) 529-2883 

Dear Mr. Ferns; 

I am writing to you on behalf of my concern for the future of the H d o r d  Reach. 
Although this pristine land has been recognized by the U.S. government as such, I worry 
that when the words get down on paper this land will be chopped up and misused, 
especially.since local governments still want 60,000 acres of this land to be opened up for 
agriculture. They clearly don't see the long term benefits of preserving this land for our 
future generations. 
I support the DOE'S Preferred Alternative, but with the Save the Reach Coalition's 
amendments as follows: 

the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total acres). 

*Designate all public lands on the Wahluke slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, 

"Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
*Support restricting all mining operations to those essential to completing clean- 

up *and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 
*Issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. these 

areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in 
the central Hanford area are made. 
Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. I hope you will make the right 
decision regarding one of the only untouched lands in the United States. We should be 
more proud and careful of our land because we have only been here a short time and we 
are destroying it fast. 
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230 Farallone 
Fircrest, WA 98466 
May 2 2 ,  1999 

Thomas Ferns 
US Dept. o f  Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

0 6 9 3 7 9  

Dear M r  . Ferns: 

This letter is about the future of the Hanford Reach. All 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 
must be listed as a National Wildlife Refuge. 

I wish to also oppose any grazing on the Hanford Nuclear 
reservation since I have been so pleased about the new 
species discovered and feel we must not have any conditions 
that might harm them. 

Mining must not be allowed except for that necessary for 
clean-up and rehabilitation of the reservation. 

. 

Sincerely, n n  

IdTh&ma T.  Gilmur 

! 



Hanford Remedia? Action EIS 
!??&tion: Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy ' 

Rich1 and Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

0 6 9 3 7 8  
4078 King Drive 
West R i  chl and, WA 99353 
May 26, 1999 

The natural  and sensitive public lands i n  the Hanford nuclear Reservation a r e  
predious resources t h a t  must be preserved f o r  fl persons i n  this region and 
i n  the rest of t he  country. We now have the  opportunity of doing t h a t  and 
must n o t  l e t  the opportunity escape us. We therefore  s t rongly support, w i t h  
important modifications, the Department of Energy's preferred a l te rna t ive  i n  
the  d r a f t  environmental impact statement and land use plan f o r  the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. In addition, we urge t h a t  'a l l  public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the islands i n  the  Hanford Reach, the old McGee Ranch, and the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve be included i n  the national w i ld l i f e  refuge. 

Protection of the Columbia River and a l l  of i t s  resources a re  essent ia l  for 
fhe economic. and recreational well-being of the region. 
requires establishment of the expanded wi ld l i f e  refuge as  described above. 

We believe t h a t  the Preferred Alternative should be modified i n  the following 
ways. Because grazing and agricul ture  a re  destruct ive of nat ive plants  and 
natural habi ta t  and they also bring i n  noxious weeds and pests ,  we oppose 
grazing and agricul tural  a c t i v i t i e s  on lands of the Hanford Reservation. In 
addition, we bglieve t h a t  only those mining operations t h a t  a r e  essent ia l  t o  
clean-up of t he  Hanford Reservation should be allowed. 

The boundaries of the industrial-exclusive areas i n  the 200 Area.should be 
consis tent  w i t h  those of Alternative One and Alternative Two. Hanford 
Operations do not require  the western extension of the Preferred Alternative.  
Industri  a1 use should be r e s t r i c t ed  t o  1 ocati  ons adjacent t o  current ly  
developed areas i n  the  southeast sect ion of the Hanford Reservation where 
ut i l i t ies  are avai lable  and land disturbance i s .g rea t e s t .  

The Department of Energy should immediately issue a separate  Record o f  
Decision i n  order t o  es tabl ish the  national wi ld l i fe  refuge. This will permit 
t imely-protect ion of prime fish and wildl i fe '  habi ta t  without having t o  wait 
u n t i l  complex decisions 'on clean-up i n  the  central  Hanford area are  made. 

We look forward w i t h  appreciation t o  strong and meaningful protection of t he  
unique and valuable natural and sensitive lands i n  the Hanford Reservation. 

Such protection 

. : --  . . .  

- .  

hathan E. Bdliou Elaine C. Ballou 



. * .  

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richiand aperations miter 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

JUN 0 11999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

W e  are writing in regard to  the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. W e  strongly support the Preferred Alternative 
with these changes: 

1. The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach, and the islands in the Columbia River should be managed as a permanent 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

2. No commercial agriculture, no grazing, and above all, no mining activities should be 
allowed to take place on these lands. 

Two years ago we had a chance to tour both the  Wahluke Slope and The Arid Land Ecology 
Reserve . W e  were incredibly impressed with the  pristine character of t h e  land after so many 
years of protection. The legacy of this protection was an ecological gold mine, including 
hitherto unknown plants and new bee species, that the scientific team was just beginning to 
understand and evaluate, . The bees could presumably be of substantial economic value in the 
agricultural region surrounding Hanford. 

A t  one time the shrub steppe habitat covered thousands of acres in the Columbia Basin. 
Approximately ten per cent of that ecosystem remains, mostly in remnant patches. This site is 
an outstandingt example of that habitat and it's in excellent condition and of adequate size to  
support the wide variety of plants and wildlife that are typically associated with it. In short, 
it is both a living historical landscape and a dynamic laboratory in whaich to  observe and note 
interactions and changes. 

As  a study area It is important that this refuge be of adequate size and vital that the plant 
and animal interaction be uninterrupted by human activities. This is a rare opportunity to take 
advantage of the nearly sixty year absence of the species "man". 
Results that could contribute positively t o  the economy or well-being of the citizens of the area 
could help to counter the terrible chemical tegacy that was feft to the people of the region. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

220 





0 6 9 3 7 5  
Daniel Pensak 
3 156 Hawthorne PI 
Olympia, WA 98501 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Re: Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Wild Salmon. Natural Habitat. Free-flowing River. My ,gandparents were 
familiar with these things, and as in the distant future I want my kids to know these things 
too. The undeveloped Hanford lands are an ecological treasure that belongs to all of us, 
and I believe they should remain undeveloped. Please support the DOE Preferred 
Alternative to preserve the Wahluke Slope and the rest of the Hanford Reach. Please ban 
mining and -Orazing on the Nuclear reservation's undeveloped lands, since these activities 
are not compatible with preserving the ecological integrity of this unique site. And please 
designate all of the public lands on the Wahiuke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 
McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge in a 
separate Record of Decision, so that the protection of these lands will no longer hang in the 
balance. If we lose the Hadord undeveloped lands, they can never be recovered. 

I have recently been reminded about the foresight of some of the people in our 
.government to set aside natural areas for our future. I was hiking through Olympic 
National Park with a 30-year veteran salmon biologist, and I learned that scientists use 
these undeveloped lands as a model for salmon restoration. This brought home the fact that 
the ecological knowledge bank stored in wild lands is irreplaceable. Like the old-growth 
rainforests, the undeveloped lands of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation are islands in a sea 
of human habitation. We need to fully protect all of the Hanford lands so that future 
generations can both study and enjoy this unique section of the Columbia River. 

Reservation. 
Thank you for this,opportunity to comment on the future of the Hanford Nuclear 

Sincerely, 

- 

Daniel Pensak 
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LETTER# ,&178' 

Barbara Burk Zielstra 
316 Willow Ct. N. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

May 26,1999 
360/67 1-7472 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. box 550, MSIN HO -12 

0 6 9 3 7 4  

Dear Mr. Ferns, * 

I am writing to voice my concerns about the Hanford Reach and its preservation as a 
protected wildlife area. I am unable to attend the public hearings and appreciate your 
consideration of my thoughts. 

I believe we need to actively preserve remaining natural areas that support wildlife - both 
plants and animals. The Hanford Reach is already in public ownership and we have no 
compelling reason to develop this rare large tract of wild land. There will always be those 
who wish to develop or use the land for farming, mining or grazing cattle. They will argue 
that these uses do not harm the land. However, we have transformed most of Eastern 
Washington into these uses. Can we not allow a small percentage to remain in tact and 
natural? Wild lands are not simply home to a few plants or animals, they can allow an 
entire species to survive if the land is large enough in area. 

It is easier at times to argue to preserve the dramatic wild places -- the Redwoods, the San 
Juan Islands, Yosemite. But diversity is essential to life on this planet. Once the shrub- 
steppe lands covered most of Eastern Washington, now very little remains. We need to 
preserve this last large tract of this eco-system for the salmon and the hawks, for the 
wildflowers and the pelicans, but also for ourselves. Being careful custodians of this 
incredible Iand we have inherited means looking out for the best interests of all life - now 
and in the future - not simply following what makes the most money today. How much is 
a wild salmon worth? a hawk flying free? fields of wildflowers? even if no one sees 
them? Just knowing they are there, living as they have for centuries, contributing to life on 
earth, is worth a lot to me. 

Again, this land already belongs to us -- it costs us nothing to preserve it. Please do not 
give away our natural heritage. 

Thank /- you, 
- _  f 

i 
J 

i 
J 
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. .JUN 0 1 1999 
May 28,’1999 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Re: The Hanford Remedial Draft Environmental Imuact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

American Rivers is a national, not-for-profit membership organization with its main ofice in 
Washington, D.C., and regional offices in Seattle, Washington, and Phbenix, Arizona. American Rivers is 
the nation’s leading river conservation organization. We are striving to secure a future in which healthy 
rivers support diverse species of wildlife, fish-and plants, are safe for human consumption and recreation, 
contribute tomstainable local economies, and improve the quality of life for all Americans. The Northwest 
office fulfills this mission by working to protect and restore river ecosystems that will support thriving wild 
salmon runs in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. Hence our interest in the HEU-J5IS and in the preservation 
of the Hanford Reach and its associated ecosystem. In 1998, American Rivers designated the Hanford 
Reach as the nation’s most endangered river, principally because of legislation proposed by Congressman 
Hastings that would allow the fragile lands of the North Slope to be returned to local control and opened for 
irrigation. . 

. .  

We appreciate-the opportunity to comm>nt on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land use PI? (HRA-EIS). We are pleased the U. S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) has recognized the irreplaceable ecological values of the Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach of 
the Columbia River in its preferred alternative. The Hanford Reach ecosystem, including the Hanford . 
Reservation, contains the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once blanketed eastern . 
Washington. Large blocks of intact habitatsupport hundreds of diverse native plants and animals--dozens of 
them now rare. The Hanford Reach, the last free-flowing segment of the Columbia River in the U.S.,, 
provides a migration corridor and critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall Chinook salmon and 
numerous other native fish. Because much of the similar habitat surrounding Hanford has been converted to 
agriculture or degraded by other uses, the Hanford Reach and adjacent, uncontaminated DOE lands 
represent an irreplaceable natural legacy and a truly national treasure. These lands should be immediately 
and permanently protected. .. 

NORTHWEST REGIONAL OFFICE 
150 NICKERSON STREET 

SUITE 311 
SEATTLE, WA 98109 

206-213-0330 
prinled on lOO%patIionsumer rec)rIedpaper 

with soybased inks 

. 206-213-0334 (FAX) 
arnw@amrivers.org (INTERNET) 
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We support &e DOE preferred alternativ!, but with ihe followhg modifications: 

. . .PROTECTTHE "CRESCENT" OF HABITATS AS A NATIONAL WILDL~E REFUGE 
. .  . . .  

The'following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge: . 
. .the &id.Lands Ecology Reserve,-the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area, all DOE land on the entire Wahluke 

Slope, ihe Hariford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. .This.will provide a much-needed large, 
continuous "crescent" of protected land surrounding &n@i Hanford. ' . . 

. .  

. .  
We understand that under conkact to the'DOE; the Natbre Conservkcy has conducted a biological 

S U N ~ Y  of H8ford .finding:over twenty rixe .speci'es of plahts and insects some of them new to science. The 
.McGee Mnch provides an.invaluable wildlife connection to-the Umptanum Ridge and on to the Cascade 
Range. US. Geological Survey, Bureau of Reclamation and.Washington Stat; University &dies have 

. 

shown that fanning the Wghluke.Slope would jeopaidize the White Bluffs, which border the Hanford Reach, 
by causing landslides into salmon sgasWing sites. That is the laSt thing weneed with salmon. and steelhead 
listed as endangered and threatened throughout the 'Columbia Basin. Scientists are in perfect agreement that 
we must preserve.the core Hanford Reachhabitat in order to have any hope . .  of recovering the listed stocks.. 

. 

. .  . .  
- .  --.EFEDITE PROTECTION .. . 

. -  . _  
. .  

. . .  . .  . .  . . .  

. .- .' ' ,. The areas mentioned above &e prime.fisfi and wildlife habitat, uncd&hiriated byHanford , ._ * . 
operations, and should not wait for protection uritil'ae 'cbmpIex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area: are made.. To expedi$a final decision on managemefit ofuixontaminated lands; DOE should ' 

. . 'issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for the -are& mentioned:above:qe ALE- and WahlukeSlope are . : 
. aIieady managedm wildlife rehges wliile the.McGee Ranch makes the connection between the two . . 

. . .. .providing acontiguous,wiIdliferefuge in one of the. last, lqgktracts of shb-steppe habitat in Washington 
. St&e. Wildlife Refuge designation for the V@hluke.Slope iind Wild & Scenic River designation for the . , 

. ' 
' Hanford.Reach h&.been recommcnded in. the Hanford Reach F6al . .  EIS;Juile, . .  1994.and.its , . &sociated -. 

I .  . .  
. .  

. .  _ .  
' ' , '. Recordof Decision. . . _: .. . . .  . .  

. .  
. .  
.. . '. 

' 
' , :. We urge their immediate transfe;.to 7he'U.S. Fish.and Wildlife. Sewice in.perpe&ity for management 

. .  

. . .  . .  . ... . .. * .  
. .  . 

. . as a:Natio,nal Wildlge Refige. . . . , 

.. 

. .  

. .  

_. . . .  

. .  . . .  .. .. . .  . * .  . . I  

, ; . IiEPLkE INDUSTRIAL USPI&RI$AS COMBI%ED I k D U S w  USE.AREAS 
. . .  '. * REFLECTED XN 'J%E RECOWNDATIONS I .  J?ROM'ALTERT?ATIVES . .  . .  . .  . .  0NE.A;ND TWO 

The in~ustrial-exdusive areas (200,&e&) should reflect alternative one'and tW;o boundaries _. 

.. . 

- .  
. .  

... ' . . .  . 
- .  ' ' . 

. 

. . ' 

. (Western ixtension of preferred alternative is not necessary for Hanford Operations). The combined . 
. 'Industrial areas described in.afternative onemd tiyo provide over 6,200 acres.of public land for.industria1 . 

expansion i i  addition to the 1 1,350~acres.forhdustrial~Exclus'ive use ofihe 200 Are?. This Industrial use 
. designation includes ill areas defined by the City of Richiand in their Comprehensive Plan and provides 

morethan. ample space for lokal economic development, especially considering 'the acreage available off the 
Haford Site cu&kntly.p1med for development: Industrial use should be restricted to, locations contiguous 
with currently developed arsili the southeast portion ofthe HanfordSite.wfiere-utilities are available and 
'land disturbance f greatest. No indUStiia1 use should .. . occur in Sensitive wildlife-habitEts . .  or further fiagment 

' 

. .  

. 

". . -'thesehabi&ts. ' . . . . . .  

. .  

. .  
i . 

. I  
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. NO AGFUCULT&E,.GRAZING OR COMMERCIAL MINING 

. .To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site (including 
central HanfordJ'there should be no agriculture,cornmercial'mining, cr livestock grazing permitted. High 
intensity recreation should also be limited to development of a museum at the B-Reactor. High Intensity 
Recreation would allow development of destination resorts; golf. courses and cdmmercial facilities, which 
would . .  deswoy the character of the Site. . .  . 

. .  
. .  . PROTEC.T ALLOTHER JM~ORTANT L;LUYDS.AT . _  "FORD 

. .  . . .  . .  
. The Hanford Site is one of the.]& places in eastern Washin&on supporting large keas of native . 

shrub-steEpe vegetation and related wildlife. We urge DOE permanently to protect the ecologically. 
. significGt larids at Hanford, including those in central Hanford, such Bs Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, 
Hanford Sand Dunes, Vernal Pools,'and other important habitats. . 

. .  . . .  . .  . .  
. . .  

. .  ' R&TFUCT.DESIGNAT.ED .. &C&ATION&. AREAS 
. .  

Developed recreational are? should be restricted to one low intensity recreation area at &e Vernita 
. 

_ '  

Rest Stop (amimproved boat ramp-in conjunction with the existing rest, stop thereby reducing riparian'area 
aisturbance and-utilizhg .existingdeveloped resources, i.e:, the facilities at Vemita). High intensity 

-recreation should occur only at the B-Reactor which should be a museum. Access to B-Reactor mu& be by 
' . existing roads only (avoiding disturbance to important riparian hkbitat along the river); We are not opposed . 

.to low inipact recreational use of the fianford Reach and surrounding public lands; but recognize that ' 

. ~ developed recreation cAn have adverse environmental impack similar to industiia1,use. No commercial 

. 

. 

. 
. 

. .  
, . development should be'allowed . .  in these low-intensity recreation area. . 

I .. . . _  . - . -  
.. . DESIGNATE ALL OTHER ~ R E A ~  CONSERVATIONMINING (WITHOUT GRAZING) AND . 

. .. . LIMIT MI?IING TO AREAS NECESSARY FOR. C L E A "  , . . . . .  
. _  . .. . . .  . .  i 

'Indeed, designating much of cential Hanford lands as ConservationMining wihout grazing should 
occur only where immediate preservation'as wildlife refuge is not feasib1e:The Washington State 
Department of Fish & Wildlife hai identified substantial portions of central Hanford & .prio@y habitat The 
object of Conservation/Mining is to provide the USDOE mineral resources to complete cleanup'activities 
while protecting valuable wildlife habitat. Therefore, mining should be restiicted to only'those activities 
.supporting Hanford's cieanup mission and any areas not.nteded for miner& resources should be designated 
preservation. &azing, OJ any agricul.ture, should not be allowed an..any Hanford lands because grazing . 
increases fire danger 2nd spreads noxious weeds. Agricultqral use of  Hanford 1ands.would put Washington 
State agricultural products at risk of  ektremely negative publioity; Areas'designated Conservatiodvlining 
sheuld revert to Preservation whekthose l ads  are no.longer needed for Hanford clean up. 

. 

, . ' 

.. 

. .  

. .  

. .  
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Comments to “Revised DraJ Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 
and Comprehensive Land- Use Plan” 
Steve Weiss 
2132 Crestview Ave 
Richland, WA 99352 JUN 0 3  1999 
May 31,’1999 

Overall, I endorse the DOE preferred alternative with the following changes: 
DOE-= i QIS 

1 

01 
The White Bluffs boat launch should not be reserved for low intensity recreation, but 
should be closed and a replacement installed closer to the Hanford Townsite. The current 
White Bluffs boat launch has been the site of bald eagle nesting attempts for the past 
decade at least, and in 1999, as of early June, the eagles are still present and defending 
their territory here (the presence of eggdyoung is unknown at this time). Human use of 
this area is not allowed while eagles are using the site, and this restriction could run fiom 
November-December through mid-August. Encouraging (by declaring the area a site for 
low-intensity recreationj human use of this area during eagle neSting is in conflict with . 
the DOE’S Bald Eagle Site Management Plan and with the Endangered Species Act. By 
moving the boat launch, these conflicts would be avoided. 

2 ’’ A small portion of the McGee Ranch should be retained for mining of silt for Hanford 
Barriers. Extensive characterization of portions of this area (the NRDWL Reserve) have 
been completed, and show the silt and sand (a necessary part of the barriers) to be 25 to 
3 1 feet deep (Lindberg, J.W., 1994, Geology of the McGee Ranch Site, Area B: Phase I1 
Characterization, WHC-SD-EN-TI-206, Rev. 0). Much of the McGee Ranch, especially 
along SR 24 in the NRDWL Reserve Area, is not shrub-steppe at this time, but 
cheatgrass, and likely to remain that for a long time because of the fine soils. Setting 
aside even just 40 acres near SR 24 for soil mining will have no effect on the quality of 
shrub-steppe for migration corridors, allow for adequate soils for use in barriers, and be a 
known quantity for fine soils, versus the area proposed for mining on the Fitzner- 
Eberhardt ALE Reserve. 

3 No grazing or agriculture should be aIlowed on the Hanford Site. All of Hanford is 
associated with radioactive waste in the public’s eye, and marketing any food items 
would create a negative image for all of Washington’s agriculture. In addition, grazing 
is not compatible with preserving shrub-steppe land use: cows change the quality of the 
soils by destroying the cryptogam protective layer, introduce noxious weeds, eat native 
species in preference to noxious weeds, are extremely difficult to control and keep fiom 
areas not designated for grazing for long periods of time, and would likely cause more 
large-scale wildfires by encouraging the growth of cheatgrass and tumbleweeds. 

4 

03 
The amount of area currently designated for Industrial activity is too large. Industrial 
areas should be limited to the 300 Area and the large Hanford Patrol area west of the 300 
Area, the Supply System, FFTF, 200 Areas, City of Richland industrial growth area, and 
U.S. Ecology’s low-level waste dump. 
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LETTER# &In: 

June 3, 1999 

COLUMBIA RTVERCONSERVATION LEAGUE 
1942 Hetrick Ave. 

Richland, WA 99352 

0 6 9 4 2 4 

Rvm.m.n 
JUN 0 3  1999 

Mr. Tom Ferns 
USDOE, Richland Operations Ofice 

Richland, WA 99352 
P. 0. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RE: Comments in support of Alternative Two of the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA-EIS). We are pleased 
the U. S .  Department of Energy (USDOE) has recognized the irreplaceable ecological values of the 
Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in their Preferred Alternative within 
the HEW-EIS by designating them for preservation. The attached page documents the sustained 
public support for preservation of the Wahluke Slope as national wildlife refuge and the Hanford 
Reach as a Wild & Scenic River has enjoyed since issuance of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River EIS in June of 1994. However, the Preferred Alternative fails to recognize the considerable 
biological resources of the central Hanford Site: The Industrial, Conservation, Research and 
Development, and Recreation areas depicted in the Preferred Alternative are not based on studies, 
data, or demonstrated need. Rather they are presumptive and speculative and therefore not 
appropriate for recommendation in a "EPA document such as the HRA-EIS. For these reasons, and 
for preservation of the unique biological resources of the Hanford Site, the Columbia River 
Conservation League endorses Alternative Two in the HRA-EIS. Alternative Two is supported by 
studies, demonstrated need, or existing use as follows: . .  

0 1 The Industrial areas depicted in Alternative Two reflect the City of Richland's Urban Expansion 
Area per its comprehensive planning under the State of Washington's Growth Management Act. 
The two other Industrial areas d2picted in Alternative Two include the existing operations at the 
Fast Flux Test Facility and the Washington Public Power Supply System. Therefore we concur 
with the recommendation for industrial areas as depicted in Alternative Two. The Recreational 
Areas in Alternative Two depict a high intensity recreational area for a museum at the B-Reactor. 
We concur that the B-Reactor is of unique historical value, but recommend this museum facility be 
limited to the area within the existing B-Reactor security fence line with access restricted to existing 
paved roads only. A low intensity recreation area should be developed as an improved boat launch 
at the existing Vernita Rest Stop facility in coordination with the existing rest stop facilities located 
on the south side of the river at the Vernita Bridge. Research and Development should be limited to 
the existing footprint of the LIGO. Industrial Exclusive areas should be limited to the area depicted 
in Alternative Two. The rest of the Hanford Site should be designated Preservation as 
recommended in AIternative Two. Preservation designation is consistent with the Washington State 
Fish & Wildlife's Priority Species maps and Priority Habitat maps within the HRA-EIS and would 
protect the biological resources identified by The Nature Conservancy's biological survey for the 
USDOE which so far has identified 42 species new to science throughout the Hanford Site.. 
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Regardless of the alternative selected by the USDOE in its final HRA-EIS the Columbia River 
Conservation League recommends the following: 

Designate all lands within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, the islands of the 
Hanford Reach, and RiverlanddMcGee Ranch area as a national wildlife refuge overlain by the 
Hanford Reach Recreational, Wild & Scenic River. All these areas to be managed by the U. S 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Issue a Record of Decision before the end of calendar year 1999 for the areas listed in the bullet 
above. This may be an interim or separate Record of Decision fiom that for the central Hanford 
Site if the issues concerning central Hanford are too complex or if comment periods are 
extended for the HRA-EIS. 

' 

All mining should be restricted to those mineral resources necessary to support Hanford 
cleanup activities and should occur only in areas of low biological integrity. Mining on the 
Hanford Site should occur only after an environmental review per NEPA and as a non- 
conforming use if within preservation areas. 

Agriculture and grazing should not occur on any Hanford Site lands. 

No Industrial, High Intensity Recreational, or Research & Development areas should be 
designated within % mile of the Columbia River except at the 300 &ea as depicted in 
Alternative Two. 

Any trails constructed dong the Hanford Reach or within the Hanford Site should be foot 
traffic only with no motorized vehicle use. Such trails must be located away from sensitive 
wildlife habitat and avoid riparian areas. 

We look forward to issuance of the final HRA-EIS and will continue to support preservation of the 
H d o r d  Site's unique natural legacy and preservation of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
while providing for reasonable economic development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Wilson 



. .  

0 6 9 4 2 4  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SUPPORT 
FOR 

DESIGNATING THE WAHLUKE §LOPE AS‘ NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
AND 

DESIGNATING TBE HANFORD REACH AS RECREATIONAL 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

1. From January 1994 through May 1999, the Mid-Columbia Basin’s regional newspaper, The 
Tri-City Herald, has published 283 Letters to the Editor specific to the Hanford Reach. 215 
of these letters (76%) support federal Wild & Scenic River designation for 
the Reach. 

2. A 1995 independent and scientifically-conducted poll by Eiland Research , Seattle, WA 
revealed that 76% of the residents of the counties surrounding the Reach support 
federal Wild & Scenic River designation for the Reach and National 
Wildlife Refuge designation for the Wahluke Slope. 

3. A 1996 survey of residents of the counties surrounding the Reach by Benton County’s own 
Planning Department revealed the most desirable land use and management 
authority for both the Hanford Reach and the Wahluke Slope to be wildlife 
and fwheries management under federal authority and the least desirable 
managers to be private or local authorities. 

4. Two of the three Tri-Cities, Richland and Kennewick, support federal Wild & 
Scenic designation for the Hanford Reach with the City of Pasco remaining neutral on the 
issue. 

5. Of the 535 letters received by the National Park Service while completing the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Reach, 464 comment letters, (87%) 
supported federal Wild & Scenic River designation for the Reach and 
National Wildlife Refuge designation for the Wahluke Slope. 

6. The Committee to Save the Reach has received over nine hundred written endorsements 
signed by over two thousand individuals for designation of the Hanford Reach as Wild & 
Scenic and Wahluke Slope as national wildlife rehge from businesses, community 
organizations, and citizens throughout the state of Washington. 

7. The Committee to Save the Reach issues a newsletter to over 2,000 Mid-Columbia Basin 
Wild & Scenic Reach supporters. 

8. The editorial boards of all major regional newspapers support Wild & Scenic designation for 
the Reach as do the governors of Oregon, Washington, and Alaska, the Northwest Power 
Planning Council, and the majority of Washington State’s Congressional delegation to the 
1 0 6 ~  Congress. 
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June 1,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

* Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Catherine A. French, PhD 
1 15 20th Ave. SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 

w F m . n  

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am wri&g regarding the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement. 

As a resident of the state of Washington and a native of the Tri-Cities region, I believe that the 
Department of Energy has the opportunity at this time to protect a wonderful Washington ecosystem -- 
the best remaining shrub-steppe community that historically covered much of the eastern half of the 
state. 

I know that there are many interests adding their voice to the question of what to do with the 
uncontaminated lands at the Hanford site, including environmental, mining, and agricultural interests. 
My opinion is that keeping the site as wild as possible would benefit the most people if both current and 
future generations are considered. Intact ecosystems provide many benefits and serve functions that are 
often transparent to us until they are lost. Agriculture and mining operations that are too close to 
preserves can compromise the mteg&y of the native habitat, for example due to changes in precipitation 
run-off and pollution. 

Therefore, I am in support of the Preferred Alternative set forth by the Department but with some 
modifications. 

1. I wonder whether the Preferred Alternative includes a large enough area of wild lands south of the 
Columbia to ensure the viability of natural communities and to adequately protect the ecosystem fiom 
mining/agricultural impacts. I would prefer to see no commercial mining or agriculture (including 
livestock grazing) permitted on the entire site under consideration. 

2. I support the modifications suggested by The Nature Conservancy, includkg the following: 

a. The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, the entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia River islands should be managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge. This would ensure that a continuous zone of habitat lands surrounding the central 
portion of Hanford were protected. 

b. It would be best if the Department issued separate decisions for the areas mentioned above in 
order to expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands at Hanford. 

Although the shrub-steppe ecosystem surrounding Hanford is perhaps more subtle than some of 
Washington State's other wild places, rest assured that it is valued by residents of the state. With so little 
of this habitat left, it would be great to see the Department preserve it. 

Thanks very much for considering my input. 

Regards, 1 

LiZ2L-1.c39W%L 
Catherine A. French. PhD ~ ~~ ~ 

Managing Editor 
Environmental Practice 
Journal of the National Association of Environmental Rofessionals 

NOTE: This letter contains my personal opinion on this topic and is not meant to represent the stance of 
Environmental Practice or the National Association of Environmental Professionals. 



Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

8051 28th Ave NE 
Seattle, WA 981 15 
May 29,1999 

0 6 9 4 2 1 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing to encourage you to protect the uncontaminated areas at 
Hanford as a permanent national land legacy. 

This land contains the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe 
ecosystem that once covered eastern Washington. It supports hundreds of 
diverse native plant and animal species including white pelicans and rare 
wildflowers. Also, the Hanford Reach, as the last free-flowing part of the 
Columbia River in the U.S., provides spawning the rearing habitat for fall 
chinook salmon. Agriculture and other uses of the surrounding lands have 
destroyed similar habitats, making the Hanford Site a particularly 
wonderful way to preserve this natural ecosystem. 

Following the guidelines of The Nature Conservency, I urge you to 
manage the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River Islands as a 
permanent National Wildlife Refuge.. This will provide a large crescent of 
protected habitiat lands to surround the Hanford Site. 

Also, to ensure long-term protection for native species and systems 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining or livestock grazing permitted. 

Yours truly, 

Janet KirnbaIl 



- .  

Elizabeth Bryer 
9526 Lake Washington Blvd., N.E. Bellevue, W A  98084 

June 1, 1999 

Thomas Ferns, U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Re: Wahluke Slope 

Dear h4r. Ferns: 

I strongly support the preservation of the Wahluke Slope and the rest of the Hanford Reach's 
undeveloped lands with several amendments such as the following. 
Include all public lands on the WaNuke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, and 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total acres). Oppose grazhg 
on the W o r d  Nuclear reservation. Restrict all mining to those essential to finishing clean-up and 
remediation on the W o r d  Reservation. Release a separate Record of Decision for all of the areas 
specified above. Since these are vital fish and wildlife habitat and not contaminated by the Hanford 
operations, they should not have to wait for protection until the clean-up decisions in the central 
Hanford area are made. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely Yours, 

.+ " 

Elizabeth Bryer 
ebryer@ebryer.seanet.com 
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1520 15“’ Ave. E. 31 3 
Seattle. WA 9S112 

May31,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland. WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

0 6 9 4 1 9  

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

1 am writing to comment on the Drzft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement [HRA EIS] and tc. ask you ta do everything you can to protect the ecolo~cally 
significant lands at Iianford. The Hanford Site is one of the last places in eastern 
Washington supporting larze areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

I support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications: The following adjoined 
DOE lands should be manzged as a permaaent National Wildlife Refige: the Arid Lands 
Ecolo_ry Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, 
and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a larse, continuous “crescent” of 
protected habitat lands sxrotindins central Hanford. To ensure Ions-term protection for 
key native species and systems lccated across the Site, there should be no agriculture, 
commercial mining or livestock grazing permitted. These activities, particularly 
mining, would devzstate the Hanford Reach, including its valuable salmon resources. 

Thank you for your zttefitiori to this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Lillian McDonell 
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4 139 19” Avenue SW 
Seattle, Washington 98 106 
June 1, 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 MSIN HO- 12 
Richland, Washington 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Fems, 

I am writing to ask that you firmly stand behind the “Preferred Alternative” 
developed by the environmental impact statement process for the Hanford Site (HRA). 
This location contains the best remaining fraction of the ecosystem that formerly much of 
Eastern Washington. This shrub-steppe ecosystem, with the large blocks of intact 
habitat, is home to hundreds of diverse native plants and animals. The Hanford Reach is 
a critical habitat for our dwindling wild salmon. Agriculture and other commercial uses 
of this environment are not compatible with the need to maintain this as an ecologically 
significant bit of the original habitat of Eastern Washington. 

The Preferred Alternative should have a few important modifications made so as 
to provide a large permanent National Wildlife Refuge. Combine the Arid Lands 
Ecology Preserve, the McGee Ranch, the DOE’S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach and the Columbia River Islands into one continuous Refuge. 

To ensure and maintain lasting protection of this ecologically valuable and 
sensitive treasure there should be NO agriculture, livestock grazing, or commercial 
mining permitted. We must keep this last bit of native environment pristine and 
untouched for future generations to come. If it is not saved now it can never be brought 
back to its original state. For short-term gains by a few we cannot afford to lGse this for 
the future. 

combined into this National Wildlife Refuge. This will expedite the decision making 
process for creating and maintaining this uncontaminated treasure for the future. Long 
term litigation will do nothing except drag out the process of creating this Refuge. It 
must be saved now, in its entirety, while it is still whole and uncontaminated! 

The DOE should issue separate decisions for the various areas that are to be 

Yours truly, 

$c“-2-“ 
Jeanne Turgeon 
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Attn: Tom Ferns 
Revised Draft HRA ElSlMSlN HO-12 
US. Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 550 
Richjand. WA 99352-9959 

May 26, 1999 . 
368B South Forest 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am providing written comment on the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. I support the DOE preferred alternative. I 
also support Save the Reach Coalition suggested amendments. 

I support designation of all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverlands area, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge (176,000 acres). 

I oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. The fragile ecology of the area, if 
- disturbed by the activities of large non-native animals, would be damaged in ways that would 

favor the invasion of weedy plant species such as cheat grass and Russian thistle. Non-native 
weeds such as these provide a far greater fuel base for range fire than the native bunch grasses. 
Fire is one of the natural forces that forged the evolution of the habitat in the areas referred to 
above, but range fires richly fueled by exotic invading plants are different and bum with more 
destructive force than the bunchgrass fueled fires that formerly swept the lands. An additional 
point in opposition of grazing on these lands is that, for a dubious potential return, there is a risk 
that consumers may avoid Washington produced cattle if it is publicized that some Washington 

I support restricting all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 

. beef is grazed on Hanford lands. 

remediation on the Hanford Reservation. . .  
I support issuing a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. 

These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat. Areas uncontaminated by Hanford operations 
should not have to wait for protection until complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area are made. 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit written comment. 
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John C. Worsley, FAIA 
15321 N W  Troon Drive 

Portland, Oregon 97229-0915 

Junel, 1999 

W o r d  Remedial Action, EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Wce 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO -12 

0 6 9 4 1 5  

Re: W o r d  Nuclear Reservation, 

Gentlemen, 

I M y  support the Department of Energy's preferred alternative in the draft environmental 
hnpact statement and land use plan. It is excellent as fhr as it goes, but this would seem to 
be the time to provide protection for all of the environmentally sensitive Ian& within the 
W o r d  Nuclear Reservation. I would hope that the DOE would include the public lands 
on the Wahluke Slope, The W o r d  Reach with its islands, the McGee Ranch and the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. With all of the concerns about restoring salmon to the 
Columbia, this is no time to be further degmding the watershed of the Columbia by tossing 
these lands into more agriculture. The taxpayers are now subsidizing a lot of Agricdture 
in the Northwest, and it makes no sense to add to the drain on the tax dollars. This is 
especially true, when that drain will also contribute to .future expense in trying to restore 
satmonmni. 

I believe that the proper action for the Department at this time would be to proceed 
without delay in making a 'separate Record of Decision to make the National Wildlife 
Refuge. It is essential that these valuable natural resources be protected now. Once they 
are lost to ill-advised uses, there is no turning back without enormous expense. 



13617 S. E .  G r a n t  C t .  
P o r t l a n d ,  O r e g o n  97233 

J u n e  1, 1 9 9 9  

H a n f o r d  Remedial A c t i o n  EIS 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E n e r g y  
R i c h l a n d  O p e r a t i o n s  O f f i c e  

R i c h l a n d ,  WA 99352 
P.O. 'BOX 550 MSIN HO-12 

0 6 9 4 1 4  

.To Whom I t  May C o n c e r n :  

I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E n e r g y  i s  p r o c e e d i n g  i n  t h e  
r i g h t  d i r e c t i o n  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  H a n f o r d  Reach. I s u p p o r t  t h e  
p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  t h e  DEIS  a n d  l a n d  use p l a n ,  b u t  
d o  w a n t  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  s e n s i t i v e  l a n d s  w i t h i n  
t h e  H a n f o r d  N u c l e u r  R e s e r v a t i o n .  

I b e l i e v e  t h a t  a l l  p u b l i c  l a n d s  o n  t h e  Wahluke S l o p e ,  t h e  
H a n f o r d  Reach, t h e  McGee R a n c h  a n d  t h e  A r i d  L a n d s  E c o l o g y  
R e s e r v e  s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  . w i t h i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  w i l d l i f e  
r e f u g e .  I u r g e  t h a t  immediate  a c t i o n  b e  t a k e n  w i t h i n  y o u r  
a g e n c y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a n a t i o n a l  w i l d l i f e  r e f u g e  i n . o r d e r  t o  
p r o t e c t  t h e  n a t u r a l  v a l u e s  t h a t  e x i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  H a n f o r d  
N u c l e u r  R e s e r v a t i o n .  

Thank you f o r  y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

P a t r i c i a  Sims 

cc: T h e  ' H o n o r a b l e  P a t t y  M u r r a y ,  U.S. S e n a t e  
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Janet Tenold 
1404 E. 58th Ave 

Spokane, WA 99223 
(509) 448-83 12 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN NO-12 

re: Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I want to let you know that I am very much in favor of the DOE'S idea to designate 
Wahluke Slope for preservation as a National Wildlife Refuge. This is a rare opportunity 
for our society to preserve lands which have, until now, been relatively untouched by 
human development. 

I feel that there should be no other uses of the land allowed. G r e g ,  agriculture, and 
miningwould all have adverse effects on this natural area. Let's keep it natural!!! 

[&&et Tenold 



/ LETTER# &4? 
0 6 9 4 0 7  

p 933-3 

248 



f 

.. 

. .  
, .  : :. ._: - -  .-.. . ,;:: . _. . :' , -.. _. : . _ - -  

. .  
, .. , 

249 



LETTER ## &at I .  ' .e. 

0 6 9 5 4 5  
._ 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT 
P.O. BOX 365 * LAPWAI, IDAHO 83540-0365 - (208) 843-7375 / FAX: 843-7378 

June 4; 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
PO BOX 550, MS 330-12 

RE: Revised Draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, April 1999; DOEEIS-0222D 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
(ERWM) appreciates being invited to participate in the development of the Revised Draft, 
Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use 
Plan, April 1999; DOE/EIS-O222D (HRA-EIS). Tribal consultation, on future Hanford Site 
land-use directly impacts our most important resource, the Columbia River. Our rights to the 
Mid-Columbia were retained in the Treaty of 1855 and were affirmed through a series of federal 
and state actions. . 

The Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
(ERWM) has reviewed the HRA-EIS. ERWM has included suggested changes and comments on 
this document with this letter. ERWM favors protection of the Hanford Site and Columbia River 
through proper land-use planning and remedial action. ERWM believes groundwater and the 
Columbia River are at risk from potential radionucIide and toxic chemical releases from the 
Hadord site. The potential for inadvertent releases of hazardous materials may be increased by 
improper remediation or inappropriate land-use. The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM applauds the U.S. 
Department of Energy - Richland Operations Office's (DOE-lU) recognition of the importance, 
need, and inclusion of Tribal input. We have some general comments listed on the following 
page and specific comments are attached. 
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We applaud DOE-E's inclusion of Alternatives prepared by the Nez Perce Tribe ERWM 
and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation as well as recognition of the 
Treaties of the United States with American Indian Tribes of the Hanford Region in this 
document and D O E - E s  recognition of its federal trust responsibility. To our knowledge, 
this document is the first DOE-RL document to include the Treaties of the United States with 
American Indian Tribes of the Hanford Region in their entirely. 

ERWM supports the name change to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use EIS and believes 
that this change is appropriate. 

ERWM supports and agrees with DOE'S Preferred Alternative's land-use designation of 
Preservation for the Wahluke Slope, islands in the Columbia River, Gable Mountain, Gable . 
Butte, Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve, the area from Umtanun Ridge to the ALE 
Reserve, and the active sand dunes areas. 

We suggest reducing the size of the Executive Summary. It contains too much detail for what 
is normally covered in an executive summary and is not very user friendly. 

Because of contamination left at depth, DOE intends to release only the surface in certain 
areas and retain control at depth. In areas where this partial release on lands occurs, DOE 
must also have deed restrictions in place which prohibit the application of water to the 
ground surface and prohibit surface activities which enhance infiltration of natural 
precipitation. These deed restrictions need to be in place in a buffer zone around the waste 
site as well as the waste site because of the possibility of lateral water movement in the 
subsurface. 

As stated in the KRA-EIS, Benton County estimates that 1,620 hectares are needed for 
potential industrial development while both the Preferred Alternative and Alternative Three 
allot more than 10 times this projected need for industrial lands. The assumption that all new 
industrial development in Benton County will occur only on the Hanford Site is obviously 
invalid. The use of this assumption will skew the land-use planning process towards over 
development. 

The management plans for Cultural Resources, biological resources, groundwater resources 
and soil resources will be the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the 
protection of resources. These documents are completely independent of any land-use 
planning effort and are not sub-tier documents of the HRA-EIS. The land-use planning effort 
should be based on sound resource management plans and reflect policies contained in these 
resource management plans. However, we recognize that some of these resource 
management plans are still in draft form'and are not complete. 

The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on Revised 
Draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement, April 1998; DOED3IS- 
0222D. If you wish to discuss Nez Perce ERWM's comments further, please contact Dr. Stan 
Sobczyk at (208) 843-7375, (208) 843-7378 (fax), or stans@nezperce.orq (ernail). 
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Sincerely, 

Patrick Sobotta 
Nez Perce Tribe 
Interim ERWM Director 

cc: Keith Klein, DOE-RL, Hanford Site Manager 
Lloyd Piper, m, DOE-RL, Hanford Site Deputy Manager, 
Kevin Clarke, DOE-RL, Indian Programs Manager 
Mike Wilson, Ecology, Nuclear Waste Program Manager 
Douglas Sherwood, EPA, Hanford Project Manager 
Russell Jim, YIN, Manager 
J.R. Wilkinson, CTUIR, SSRP Manager 
Jay McConnaighey, State of Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSE TO 

Revised Draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 
and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, 

April 1999; 
DOEEIS-0222D 

Comments Prepared By: 

Nez Perce Tribe 
Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Staff 

June 4,1999 
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THE NEZ PERCE TRIBE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

COMMENTS ON THE 
Revised Draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
April 1999 

DOEEIS-0222D 

Since 1855, Nez Perce Tribe treaty rights in the Mid-Columbia have been recognized and 
afEirmed through a series of federal and state actions. These actions protect Nez Perce interests 
to utilize their usual and accustomed resources and resources areas in the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River and elsewhere. Accordingly, the Nez Perce Tribe Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management Program @ R W )  has U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) support to 
participate in and monitor certain DOE activities. ERWM responds to documents calling for 
public comment from DOE. The program critically reviews and comments on documents in an 
objective and straight forward manner. Each document review is provided in a format that lists 
the Page number, Section number and Line number: Comment. Following are specific 
comments and rewording on the Revised Draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement, April 1999; DOEEIS-0222D. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND REWOBDING: 

05 Page ES-1, Section ES1.O, Lines 17-19 
It is DOE’S responsibility to ask for full funding from Congress to ensure compliance with the 
Tri-Party Agreement. 

Page ES-16, Section ES3.2.2, Lines 44-50 
Increased recreational activity leads to increased potential for degradation of cultural resources. 
Increased funding should be provided to allow for increased levels of monitoring for damage to 
cultural resources, as well as other natural resources. 

06 

Page ES-25, Section ES3.3.2, Lines 3-4 - Rewording 
Add “and incorporates the federal trust responsibility to the Indian Tribes” 

Pages ES-32 through ES-37, Section ES3.5 Alternative Three $8 If elements of this land-use plan are implemented, negative economic impacts will occur as well 
as the destruction of Cultural Resources. Conversion of massive amounts of federal land to 
private ownership will decrease the value of fee lands in the local area. Conversion of Wahluke 
Slope to agricultural purposes will further depress commodity prices and accelerate the slumping 
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of the White Bluffs (Hays, W.H. and Schuster, R.L., 1987, Maps showing ground-failure 
hazards in the Columbia valley between Richland and Priest Rapids Darn, south-central 
Washington, U S .  Geological Survey Miscellaneous Investigations Series Map 1-1 699,2 sheets, 
1 : 100,000). 

No explanation is given as to why the City of Richland interim urban growth area (UGA) is 
insufficient to fulfill the industrial needs of Benton County as the Benton County Planning 
Department estimates for the next 50 years, 1,620 hectares are needed (page ES-68). In the 
future, industrial development of the area wiIl not be limited to the H d o r d  Site as assumed by 
the Benton County Planning Department. 

Page ES-69, Section 5.1.2.5, Lines 17-21 
O9 The proposed High Intensity Recreation land-use designation calls for the intensive development 

of the Vernita Terrace for a golf course and RV park. This proposed land use is problematic 
because there are numerous areas of cultural importance along this terrace. 

Page ES-78, Section ES5.4.3, Lines 50-54 
10 In the Treaty of 1855 between the United States and the Nez Perce, in addition to fishing at usual 

and accustomed places, the Nez Perce reserved the right to hunt, gather, and pasture as did the 
confederated tribes and bands in their treaties. Within Appendix A of this document, please 
compare lines 23-27, page A-1 7 (The Nez Perce Treaty, 1855) with lines 29-34, page A-22 
(Yakirna Treaty of Camp Stevens, 1855) and lines 1-6, page A-27 (Walla Wallla Treaty of Camp 
Stevens, 1855). 

These reserved rights were retained for Tribal members and are exercised by Tribal members. 
For example, Tribal governments do not fish at usual and accustomed places while Tribal 
members do. 

Page ES-79, Section 5.4.3, Lines 5 - 8 
Please refer to the previous comment. 

Page ES-79, Section 5.4.3, Lines 11 & 12 
The tribes and bands reserved certain rights when lands were ceded to the United States 
Government, and these rights are treaty reserved rights not "treaty given rights" as stated in the 
text. 

I I 

Page ES-81, Table ES-5, Line 9, Preferred Alternative and Alternative Three 
Both of these alternatives would allow extensive development in the southern portion of the site 
potentially removing enough vegetation to reactivate a stabilized dune field. 

I 

Page ES-86, Table ES-5, Lines 1-4, Alternative Two 
f 3 The amount of land needed to meet DOE'S future missions is not stated in this document, and as 

stated in this document, Benton County estimates that 1,620 hectares are needed for potential 
industrial development, while both the Preferred Alternative and Alternative Three allot more 
than 10 times the projected need for industrial lands. All fiture industrial development in 
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Benton County will not be confined to the Hanford Site. Alternative Two meets the needs for 
industrial land as predicted by the City of Richland. 

Page ES-87, Table ES-5, Lines 2-3, Preferred Alternative and Alternative Three 

jobs. 
I' Job creation in the Tri-Cities area should focus on high-wage jobs not low-wage agricultural 

Page ES-87, Table ES-5, Line 2, Alternatives One, Two, and Three 
Potential impacts should read as those for the No-Action Alternative. 

Page ES-90, Section ES5.5.2.1, Lines 37-42 
Same comment as for Page ES-8 1 , Table ES-5, Line 9, Preferred Alternative and Alternative 
Three. 

16 

Page ES-93, Section ES5.5.2.4, Lines 41-43 
"In addition, construction of dams along the Columbia River has inundated cultural resources and 
sites of significance to American Indian Tribes." 
We recommend adding "many" in between inundated and cultural resources in the above 
sentence. As written, this sentences implies that all of the sites have been inundated. Many of 
them have, but not all of them. 

I 

Page ES-93, Section ES5.5.2.4, Line 49 

sentence so that the sentence reads as "The biological resources on the H d o r d  Site are....." 
/ B As all of the biological resources are important, remove "many" fi-om the beginning of the 

Page ES-100, Section ES6.3.2 

the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of resources. These 
documents are completely independent of any land-use planning effort and are not sub-tier 
documents of the HRA-EIS. The land-use planning effort should be based on sound resource 
management plans and reflect policies contained in these resource management plans. However, 
we recognize that some of these resource management plans are stilI in draft form and are not 
complete. 
Text supporting the protection of air, water, and soil resources should be added. The Hanford 
Site Ground Water Protection Management Plan and the Sitewide Integration of Hanford Site 
GroundwaterNadose Zone Project should be discussed as both directly impact future land-use. 

fl The management plans for biological resources, groundwater resources and soil resources will be 

Page xv. Acronyms and Initialisms 

Management Program needs to be added to this list. 
Zo The acronym "ERWM for the Nez Perce Tribe Environmental Restoration and Waste 

Page 1-1, Section 1.0, Lines 17-21 
Same comment as for Page ES-I, Section ESl .O, Lines 17-1 9. 
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Page 1-3, Section 1.1.1, Line 49 
"The near-shore areas of these rivers contained many village sites, fishing .....I' 

We recommend changing kontained'l to contain. The statement as written is confusing with the 
word contained referring to the sites in the past tense. The remnants of these sites are still 
present along the river corridor. 

Page 1-27, Section 1.4.2.1, Lines 8-10 
These reserved rights were retained for Tribal members and are exercised by Tribal members. 
For example, Tribal governments do not fish at usual and accustomed places while Tribal 
members do. 

Page 3-7, Section 3.2.5, Lines 20-23 
The 200 Areas will be used for waste management activities for the foreseeable future. Wastes 
should be treated and managed to prevent migration fiom the 200 Areas. Without a designated 
point of compliance, the 200 Areas boundary should be considered as the point of compliance for 
planning purposes. If the point of compliance is outside of the 200 Areas, then a buffer zone 
should be established with restricted access to the buffer zone. 

. 

Page 3-11, Figure 3-2 
The No-Action Alternative should show the BC Cribs' Radiological Control Area. The BC 
Cribs' Radiological Control Area encompasses more surface area than any other Hanford waste 
site and should be considered as a "disturbed area". 

Page 3-17, Section 3.3.2, Lines 6-18 
26 In Preparing DOE's Preferred Alternative, it appears that information on Geologic Faults (Figure 

4-7), Geolo&c Hazards (Figure 4-8), Soils (Figure 4-9), and Flooding (Figure 4-1 1) have been 
ignored. Ifthe information on Geologic Hazards and Faults had been considered, then the area 
designated as industrial east of the 200 Areas would not have been slated for future development. 
The extent of the probable maximum flood should preclude development of the Vemita Terrace. 
Development of the South 600 Area is hindered by the sand dunes that have been stabilized by 
vegetation. Any activity that disturbs this vegetation risks reactivating the dune field. 

Page 3-17, Section 3.3.2.2, Lines 39-42 
27 The assumption that DOE has a trust responsibility to protect Tribal interests is a more than an 

assumption. The United States' trust obligations extend to all federal agencies, and all federal 
actions and the implementation of federal statutory schemes affecting Indian people, Indian land 
or Indian resources must be judged by the most exacting fiduciary standard: Thus, the federal 
government and its implementing agencies are obligated to use their expertise and authority - in 
meaningfid consultation with the tribes - to safeguard natural resources that are of crucial 
importance to tribal self-government and to prosperity. 

Page 3-18, Section 3.3.2.2, Lines 22-24 

development of areas outside of the Central Plateau. 
zs DOE's Preferred Alternative tacitly assumes that residual contamination will not prevent 
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Page 3-20, Section 3.3.2.3.1 
ERWM supports and agrees with the Preservation designation for the Wahluke Slope for the 
reasons listed in the comment for Page 3-20, Section 3.3.2.3.2. 

Page 3-20, Section 3.3.2.3.2 
ERWM supports and agrees with the Preservation designation for the islands in the Columbia 
River. 

It is the policy (resolution NP 96-007 by the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee)of the Nez 
Perce Tribe to support a “Wild and Scenic” designation for the Hanford Reach and to not support 

continued federal control for the following reasons: 
. local control of the Hanford Reach by the Counties. ERWM supports “Wild and Scenic” and 

1) Irrigation of the North Slope would accelerate the sloughing of the White Bluffs along the 

2) Sloughing of the bluffs or any activity such as dredging or mining which changes the 
reach. 

course of the Columbia River may release chemical and radioactive contaminants which 
have been entombed within the fine sediments of the Hanford Reach. 

3) Irrigation of the Horn Area would mobilize contaminates left behind at depth in the 
Reactor Areas long after clean-up efforts have ceased. 

4) To protect the last section of Columbia River which has not been damned and the salmon 
habitat found in it as well as other cultural resources of the indigenous people who pre- 
date the federal government 

United States of America in the Treaty of 1855 with the Nez Perce Tribe. 
5) Protection of retained rights to the MidXolumbia as recognized and affirmed by the 

Page 3-22, Section 33.2.3.4, The All Other Areas 
The designation of the Gable Mountain Pond area and a buffer zone around the 200 Areas as 
Conservation ( M i g  and Grazing) may need to be changed to Preservation as the Gable 
Mountain Pond area has been identified as an area containing significant contamination (Kincaid 
and others, 1998, Composite Analysis for Low-Level Waste Disposal in-the 200 area Plateau of 
the Hanford Site, P“L-11800, Richland, WAY p. x). As stated in Kincaid and others (1998), 
“the conclusions of the Composite Analysis depend on the inclusion of Gable Mountain pond in 
the exclusive waste management area, and continued land-use controls by the U.S. Department 
of Energy to prohibit use of resources (groundwater and land) within the exclusive waste 
management and buffer zone for the 1000-year period of analysis.” 

7 9 4 .  

30 Page 3-22, Section 3.3.2.3.4, Lines 32-35 
It appears that the area designated for Industrial use around May Junction is unsuited for 
development for the following reasons: 
1. Located in an Exclusive Use Zone (Figure 4-37) for the 200 Areas as well as being 

downwind fiom the 200 Areas. 
2. Lacks a water supply as it is located over contaminated groundwater (Figures 4-35 and 4-36) 

and away from existing water supply lines (Figure 4-3 1). 
3. Contains Ferruginous Hawk Nest Sites (Figure 4-17). 
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4. If the information on Geologic Hazards (Figure 4-8) had been considered, then the area 
designated as industrial east of the 200 Areas would not have been slated for future 
development because of nearby geologic faults (Figure 4-7). 

5. Lacks natural gas supply line. 
6 .  Lacks sewage service. 
7. Located at distance from the urban areas and the labor pool. 

The area north of the City of Richland designated for Industrial use near WPPSS and the FFTF is 
unsuited for development for the following reasons: 
1. Located in an Exclusive Use Zone (Figure 4-37) for WPPSS and FFTF. 
2. Contains Ferruginous Hawk, Burrowing Owl, and Loggerhead Shrike nest sites (Fiewe 4- 

17). 
3. Hindered by the sand dunes that have been stabilized by vegetation. Any activity that 

disturbs this vegetation risks reactivating the dune field. 

Page 3-22, Section 3.3.2.3.4, Lines 37-42 

development because of the sand dunes that have been stabilized by vegetation and Burrowing 
Owl nest sites (Figure 4-17). Any activity that disturbs this vegetation risks reactivating the dune 
field. 

3 I It appears that the area designated for Research and Development use is unsuited for 

Page 3-22, Section 3.3.23.4, Lines 44-46 
ERWM supports and agrees with the Preservation designation for Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, . 
the area from Umtanum Ridge to the ALE Reserve, &d the active sand dunes areas. 

Page 3-31, Section 3.3.4, Alternative Two 

and WM are together and do not have a slash between the R and the W. 
32 When spelling the ERWM (Environmental Restoration and Waste Management) Program the ER 

Page 3-33, Section 3.3.4.3.2, The Columbia River Corridor. 
33 We would like to add a statement that says that the Nez Perce Tribe supports the designation of 

the Hanford Reach as a "wild and scenic" river under federal control. Please refer to the 
comment for Page 3-20, Section 3.3.2.3.2. 

Page 3-36, Section 3.3.5.1, Lines 38-42 
ERWM appreciates that the local governments recognize the importance of protecting cultural 
resources (includes biological resources). 

Page 3-36, Section 3.3.5.2, Lines 50 & 51 

private and federal uses is invalid for the following reasons: ~ 

1. Contain irreplaceable cultural resources (includes natural resources) which must be protected. 
2. Soil and groundwater contamination will remain at depth and private interests will be 

34 ERWM believes that the assumption that major portions of the site will be used for multiple 

unwilling to assume the environmental liabilities. 
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3. Development in Exclusive Use Zone (Figure 4-37) is not prudent, and such areas will be 
spumed by the private sector. 

4. Development is precluded by Geologic Hazards (Figure 4-8), Soils (Figure 4-9), and 
Flooding (Figure 4-1 1). 

When federal lands are transferred to state ownership, federal cultural resource laws no longer 
apply. In many cases, this loss of federal control can be a real problem because many of the state 
laws are inadequate in their protection of the numerous types and forms of cultural resources 
within the Hanford area. We appreciate the comments by the counties thatthey will protect 
cultural resources, but we doubt if they fully understand all the implications of these statements. 
Especially, in dealing with cultural viewsheds and exclusions of large blocks of land from 
development, the counties may be unable to protect these resources without the teetk of the 
federal cultural resource legislation to support these types of claims. 

Section 3.3.5.3.3 The Wahluke Slope 
ERWM strongly disagrees with having this area designated for Agriculture. Most of eastern 
Washington and adjoining lands to Hanford are presently used for agricultural purposes. The 
main reason that Hanford is unique is the presence of undisturbed sagelsteppe habitat at the Site 
and in the surrounding b e e r  areas. This habitat does not need to be further fiagmented. Many 
species of plants and animals unique to this habitat are shrub steppe dependent, and these areas 
are necessary to ensure that these species thrive. This land-use designation also goes against 
recent recommendations fiom Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson to have this &ea managed as 
a wildlife refuge under federal control. Additionally, refer to the comments for Page 3-20, 
Section 3.3.2.3.2. 

Page 3-39, Section 3.3.5.3.1, Text Box 
What is the Agricultural Opportunity Cost for the Conservation Reserve Program in Benton, 
Franklin, and Grant Counties as it idled 73,000 acres in 1994? 

Page 3-40, Section 33.5.3.2, The Columbia River Corridor 
Please refer to the comments for Page 3-20, Section 3.3.2.3.2. 

Page 3-41, Section 3.3.5.3.4, The All Other Areas 
Please refer to the comments for Page 3-22, Section 3.3.2.3.4, The All Other Areas, Page 3-22, 
Section 3.3.2.3.4, Lines 32-35, Page 3-22, Section 3.3.2.3.4, Lines 37-42, and Page 3-22,. Section 
3.3.2.3.4, Lines 44-46. 

Page 3-56, Table 3-4, Lines 1-4, Alternative Three 
Tailwater from Wahluke irrigation could carry agricultural chemicals to the Columbia River and 
lead to slumping of the White Bluffs, increasing sedimentation in the Columbia River. 

Page 3-57, Table 3-4, Line 5, Alternative Three 
Tailwater from Wahluke irrigation could carry agricultural chemicals to the Columbia River 
adversely affecting aquatic life and lead to slumping of the White Bluffs destroying salmonid 
spawning beds in the Columbia River. 
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Page 3-58, Table 3-4, Line 2 

Alternative. 
39 Alternatives One, Two, and Four protect cultural sites that are not protected by DOE’S Preferred 

Page 3-59, Table 3-4, Lines 7-9, Alternative Two 
While Alternative Two “Would not provide sufficient vacant land to meet Benton County’s 
estimated future needs”, it does fulfill the estimated future industrial needs of the City of 
Richland as the industrial area is the City of Richland’s Interim Urban Growth Area. 

Page 4-7, Section 4.1.3, Lines 26-52 
4-0 All lands in the Hauford area were ceded to the United States by the Treaties of 1855 (Appendix 

A), and these treaties contain reserved rights for perpetuity. All federal agencies and projects, 
including the BoR and BLM, have a federal trust responsibility to protect the rights of the Indian 
Tribes. 

Page 4-35, Section 4.3.2.2, Lines 17 & 18 

supported by Figure 4-12. Figure 4-12 displays large areas on the site such as Gable Mountain 
and the active sand dune area where more than 100 mm of infiltration occurs. 

f The statement that “Little, if any, natural recharge occurs within the Hanford Site, . . .” is not 

Page 4-37, Figure 4-13 

be shown. 
qz Since the water table levels are changing over time, the time period that this map reflects should 

Page 4-40, Section 4.3.2.3.1, Lines 19 & 20 

facilitates in the 100 and 300 areas as well as the Central Plateau. 
4-3 Radioactive and nonradioactive liquid effluents were discharged to the environment from 

Page 4-41, Section 4.3.2.4.2, Lines 26-28 
Currently, tank leak estimates are essentially twice those reported in the text (refer to the attached 
Hanford Press Release, 8/27/98). 

Page 4-42, Section 4.3.2.4.4, Vadose Zone Monitoring 

actually doing vadose zone monitoring throughout the site in a systematic manner. Currently, a 
baseline for vadose zone monitoring is being established in the tank farms while a complete 
baseline for other areas such as ponds, cribs, ditches, fiench drains, and trenches has not been 
established (Horton, D.G., Reidel, S.P., and Last, G.V., 1998, Proposal for Fiscal Year 1999 
Vadose Zone Monitoring and Guidance for Subsequent Years for Liquid Waste Disposal 
Facilities, PNNL-11958, Rev. 1). We are unaware of a project that is systematically establishing . 
a baseline for areas outside of the Tank farms. Without an established baseline, monitoring is 
precluded. Before the 1 9 9 0 ’ ~ ~  geophysical logging was performed on the site using calibration 
methods that were Unique to the Hanford Site. In the 1 9 9 0 ’ ~ ~  the Hanford Site has been using 
calibration methods that are universally accepted. Because of the variation of calibration 

45 Other than a few isolated projects, we are unaware of a current program at Hanford that is 
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methods, comparison of older data to the newly acquired data is qualitative (Horton, D.G., 
Reidel, S.P., and Last, G.V., 1998), and older data can not be used to establish a proper baseline. 

We recommend that the boreholes in the 200 Areas are logged using calibrated geophysical tools. 
Most waste sites are characterized by at least one borehole or test pit. These existing boreholes 
should be the first place that we go to gather more information on the vadose zone. Without a 
sufficient understanding of the distribution of contamination in the vadose zone, migration rates 
and preferred pathways are unknown and risks can not be accurately predicted. Insufficient 
characterization data will prohibit the development of credible predictive risk assessments hence 
coherent land-use decisions. 

The logging of the existing boreholes in the 200 Areas will be the basis for: 
0 Development of a rational and well thought-out remediation strategy. 
0 Aid in determining lithlogy and geologic contacts. 
0 Establishment of a baseline for future comparison. 
0 Estimating and developing credible long term risk predictions (assessments). 
0 Estimating the effects of retrieval losses during tank clean out. 
0 Estimating rate of contaminant migration and mobility under a wide variety of circumstances. 
0 Design of infiltration barriers. 

This logging is relatively inexpensive as no new drilling is required. There are over 500 
boreholes totaling more than 87,000 linear feet. Additional vadose zone information could be 
acquired with minimal worker exposure. A tremendous database could be developed. This 
information could be used in place of new characterization boreholes and to optimize the 
placement of new characterizAion boreholes. The logging would occur in previously disturbed 
areas and probably would not further damage cultural resources. Analysis of this data would be 
similar to the borehole logging program in the Tank Farms. 

Page 4-45, Section 4.4.1.2, Line 53 4b Minus 6°C is plus 21 "F not minus 2 1 OF. 

Page 4-80, Figure 4-27 47 This figure needs to be updated. Contact Larry Cadwell, PNNL, for the most recent information. 

Page 4-83, Section 4.6, Lines 38-42 
A new draft of the Cultural Resource Management Plan is being prepared and should be 

further information. 
% referenced in this section. Dee Lloyd or Kevin Clarke, DOE-RL should be able to provide 

Page 4-84, Section 4.6, Lines 9-17 

temporary buildings at usual and accustomed places. 
47 In addition to the reserved rights listed in this text, the Tribes reserved the right to erect 

10 
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Page 4-119, Section 4.11.2, after Lines 37-39 
Additional text such as the following should be added: “This project will account for the entire 
waste inventory on the Hanford Site. Better understanding of vadose zone transport mechanisms 
may require land-use restrictions where soil contamination is left at depth after remediation.” 

Page 5-5, Section 5.1.6.1, Lines 43-45 
The assumption that all new industrial development in Benton County will occur only on the 
Hanford Site is obviously invalid. The use of this assumption will skew the land-use planning 
process towards’ over development. 

Page 5-15, Section 5.2.1.7 
Archeological and cultural resources surveys should be conducted before any ground disturbing 
activities are allowed. The Cultural Resource Management Plan should detail the necessary 

. 

culturd surveys and protocols to be adhered to when cultural resources are discovered. 

Page 5-20, Section 5.2.2.5 
The contarnination left at depth in the 100 Areas poses a potential hazard to development. Even 
facilities associated with low intensity recreation may increase infiltration of natural 
precipitation. Where vegetation is suppressed and gravel covers are used, i.e. campgrounds, 
infiltration of precipitation will occur at a higher rate driving contaminants toward groundwater. 
Shelters over picnic tables will shed water and increase infiltration. Infiltration through the 
vadose zone in the 100 k e a s  is supplying contaminants to groundwater in the 100 Areas. Travel 
time within the aquifer fioom waste sites in the 100 Areas to the river is relatively short (months). 
Since reactor operations ceased more than 20 years ago and contaminant levels (Le. chromium) 
in groundwater have remained elevated, the source of the present high levels of contaminants is 
the vadose zone. 

Page 6-5, Section 6.3.1, Overall Policy. 
ERWM supports and endorses these policy objectives. 

Pages 6-8 & 6-9, Section 6.4, Organizational Structure and Procedure for Review and 
Approval of Use Requests 

ERWM will actively participate in the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) when the SPAB is 
established. 

Pages 6-5 & 6-6, Section 6.3.2 Protection of Environmental Resources 
It states in this section that the Draft Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) and Draft 
Biological Resources Management Plan and Implementation Strategy (BRMiS) should be 
modified to be consistent with the Preservation and Conservation designations. This improper 
interpretation of the purpose of the BRMaP and the BRMiS continues to arise. It is important 
that this issue is resolved. Our comments regarding this issue listed below, demonstrate the 
proper relationship of resource management plans with the Land Use Plan. 

The BRMaP and BRMiS will be the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the 
protection of habitats and species based on the ecosystem management principles stated below. 

I 1  
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These documents are completely independent of any land-use planning effort and are not sub-tier 
documents of the HIU-EIS. It is DOE’S policy that any land-use planning effort conform to 
ecosystem management principles. At Hanford, the application of these principles are found in 
the BRMaP and BRMiS. 

In December of 1995 several government agencies including DOE signed a memorandum of 
understanding to “foster the Ecosystem Approach.” This memorandum is attached. In the 
memorandum, the federal government agreed to provide leadership in and cooperate with 
activities that foster the ecosystem approach to natural resource management, protection and 
assistance. These principles are to applied “in carrying our federal responsibilities” which would 
include land-use planning efforts. The memorandum also provides more detail about policy, 
background and approach. 

In October of 1998, DOE issued a memorandum about “Ecosystem Management and Land Use 
Principles.” This memorandum is attached and clearly defines how land-use planning should be 
conducted. The policy in question, DOE P 430.1, LAND AND FACILITY USE POLICY, states 
that the Department’s stewardship will be based on ecosystem management principles. These 
principles integrate and place in perspective hundreds of regulatory, mission, and policy 
requirements which face the planners and managers of land resources. In summary, DOE P 430.1 
directs the use of ecosystem management principles to foster and guide the land-use planning and 
management processes. When the policy is implemented through DOE 0 430.1 , LIFE CYCLE 
ASSET MANAGEMENT, sites integrate mission, economic, ecological, social, and cultural 
factors within a comprehensive planning process to establish land-uses. These land-uses support 
the Department’s missions. 

The BRMaP is not a sub-tier document of the Land-Use Plan. For instance, if a threatened and 
endangered species is found to be occurring anywhere on Hanford, the guidance in the BRMaP 
would have to be adhered to regardless of the land-use designation. Within a few months, the 
BRMaP will be a DOE policy document, and there needs to be a clear understanding of the 
jurisdictional differences between the BRMaP and the Land-Use Plan. Because an area may be 
designated for a given land-use does not preclude the guidance in the BRMaP from being 
followed if a sensitive species or unique habitat is identified in that area. 

Page 6-6, Section 6.3.3, Protection of CuUtural Resources ’‘ Same comment as for Page 4-83, Section 4.6, Lines 38-42. 

Pages 6-6 & 6-7, Section 6.3.4 

development. Infiltration controls shall be required to protect groundwater. 
57  A new bullet should be added which addresses the increased infiltration associated with 

Page 6-8, Section 6.3.6, Multiple Land Uses 5B Multiple land-uses should be consistent with the land-use designation. 

12. 
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Page 6-8, Section 6.3.6, Protection of Cultural Resources 

value and not as elements of a recreation and tourism economy. 
59 Protection of cultural (includes naturaI) resources should be protected because of their intrinsic 

Page 6-13, Section 6.6.2, Lines 45 & 46 bo Instead of aligning resource management plans with the CLUP, the CLUP should be written in a 
manner that is consistent with existing resource management plans. The CLUP should be the 
result of a sitewide integration of all existing management plans. Additionally, refer to the 
comment on Page 6-6, Section 6.3.2 Protection of Environmental Resources 

Chapter 7 
We applaud DOE-RL’s recognition of the Treaties of the United States with American Indian 
Tribes of the Hanford Region in this document as well as DOE-RL’s recognition of its federal 
trust responsibility. 

61 

Appendix A 
We laud DOE-RL‘s inclusion of the Treaties of the United States with American Indian Tribes of 
the H d o r d  Region in this document. 

Page D-5, Appendix D, Section D.2.3, Potential Basalt Quarry Sites 
Based upon previous discussions and consultations, ERWM was under the impression that basalt 
would not be quarried at Gable Mountain or Gable Butte as is discussed in this section. The 
Hanford Natural Resource Trustee Council has also come out against using these sites to mine 
basalt. We feel that these sites should not even be discussed or considered as potential quarry 
sites. This issue s e e m  to continually come up again and again after being told by DOE that these 
areas are no longer being considered. 

62 Page E-5, Section E.1.3, Lines 4 & 5- Rewording 
There is a typographicd error in the sentence, and “is” should be changed to “in”. 

13 
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LEAK ESTIMATES FOR HANFORD TANKS INCREASED 

The results of a recently completed study by Los Alamos National Laboratory indicate that the volume of 
past leaks from four of the Hanford Site's 149 single shell waste tanks is greater than previously 
estimated. 

The study, based on new models and analysis of tank f m s  operations data, was commissioned by the 
U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Tank Waste Remediation System Project as part of an aggressive 
program to determine how much waste has leaked from the "S" and "SX1 tank f m s  at the Hanford Site 
in Southeastern Washington. Continuing field, laboratory, and modeling investigations at the Hanford 
Site are improving DOE's understanding of past leaks and the impact on groundwater quality - with the 
primary objective of protecting the Columbia River. 

"This is important information," said DOE-lU Tank Characterization Project Manager 

Jim Poppiti. "DOE commissioned this study in the summer of 1996 after discovering that radioactive 
waste from the SX tank f m  was found at substantially greater depth than previously assumed. This 
study did exactly what we intended it to do. We knew we needed better, more precise information, and 
now we have it. Now we'll continue our investigation by studying other tanks we believe have leaked." 

Previous estimates .of the amount of waste entering the vadose zone were performed in the 1970's and 
were based solely on surface level measurements and therefore led to an underestimation of the 
contamination. The Los AIamos study used historical information and new leak models to better define 
the volume, chemical composition, and radioactive components of leaks from tanks.SX-108, SX-109, 
SX-111, and SX-112. The study estimates that past leaks fiom the four single-shell tanks likely total 
between 200,000 and 400,000 gallons - about six times more than previous estimates. The original 
estimate for all 67 tanks known, or suspected, to have leaked at the Hanford Site is 1 million gallons. 
The tanks are located in the central part of the Hanford Site - approximately 10 land miles from the 
Columbia River. Each of the tanks has been "interim stabilized" to reduce the risk of any additional 
leaks. 

The report also estimates that an additional one million curies of cesium fiom the four tanks have 
entered the vadose zone (the soil area between the surface and water table). Original estimates were that 
a cumulative total of approximately one million curies of cesium had leaked fiom all Hanford's 67 waste 
tanks. Based on the study's data, the sitewide cesium contamination estimates may be significantly 
increased. The half life of cesium is approximately 30 years. 

The new data on the inventory, distribution, and mobility of contaminants will help guide DOE's 
ongoing actions to protect public health, the environment, and the Columbia River, and will be factored 
into the vadose zone study effort. A project plan for that effort has been completed, and a detailed 
characterization plan will be issued in January. 

5/19/99 1150 AM 
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The report "Analysis of SX Farm Leak Histories -- Historical Leak Model (HLM)," was completed by 
Stephen Agnew and Robert Corbin of Los Alamos National Laboratory. The report is available to the 
public and can be found under the Tank Waste Remediation System Website on the Hanford Home Page 
at http:/www.hanford.gov/docs/hnf-3233/index.html. . 

Historical Note: The U.S. Department of Energy's Richland Operations Office manages the 560-square-mile Hanford Site in 
Southeastern Washington State. Hanford was established during the Second World War as part of the secret Manhattan 
Project to produce plutonium for the United States' nuclear weapons. Weapons material production stopped in the late 198Os, 
and the site is now engaged in the world's largest environmental cleanup effort to deal with the legacy of radioactive and 
hazardous wastes that resulted from the plutonium production era. 

RL,/OEA 98-091 
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MANAGER'SINFO SID 
Department of Energy MGR 

Washingtan, DC 20585 mIF 
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ESH . 

PMD 
- \,& QSH 

October 21,. 1998 
2 q OCC U L d y - /  (T - , &..y < .. 

W E  MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 
I 

FROM: 
MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT 
t%f p+'q 

One of the recommendations in IG Report 0399~"Audit of the U.S. Department ..,_- --. . -_-- of Energy's .-.i 

Identification and Disposal of Nonessential Land,': called for.the Department to reevaluate fhe 
policy of defining ecosystem management as a valid new use for, and basis for retaining 9 
Department owed or conpolled real piope*. In its June '1,1998, Management Decision, th"e 
Department disagreed wif3 the recommendation in principle but agreed that clarification of the: 
policy was needed. Tiis memorandum provides the clarification. 

. ~ , -.. . ._,.:e. . - . 

2 

;b\ : 5 !h'qu& e policy in question, DOE P 430.1, LAND AND FACILITY USE POLICY, states that the) 
Department's stewardship 'will be based on ecosystem management principles?The attached . 
principles were developed by the President's Council on Environmental Quality &d adopted by all 
land holding agencies. They help to integrate and place in perspective the hundreds of regulatory, 
mission, and policy requirements which face the planners and managers of land resources. 

?&?7 'e 

Under the policy DOE, as the responsible manager of site's natural resources, . would , - .. . . conduct2 . 
condition assessments of resources and facilities, look at environmental, soci'd, cultural, and? 
economic impacts within and beyond DOE borders.2Its sites would also partner with other h 
agenciedgovemments, measuring results of actions over,time, and involve the public Q 
conscientiously steward the real property in DOE'S charge: 

In summary, DOE P.430. I directs the use of ecosystem management principles to foster and. 
guide the land use planning and management processes:jWhen the policy is implemented through 
DOE 0 430.1, LIFE CYCLE ASSET MANAGEMENT, sites integrate mission, economic, . 
ecologic, social, and cultural factors within a comprehensive planning process to establish land 
uses. These land uses support the Department's missions, including environmental research, 
stimulate the economy, and protect the environment. 

OCT 2 7 1998 
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Mr. Andrew Dum of my staff can provide fixther information on ecosystem management and 
comprehensive land use planning. Your staffmay contact him at (202) 586-4548. 

cc: 
Bruce Elmer, ALO 
Pat Brewington, CHO 
Chuck Spoons, OR0 
Tony Sy, OAK 
Kevin Thorton, NVO 
Dan Shirley, ID0 . 
ChuckBomp, SRS 
Greg Collette, GFO 
Cheryl Row, RFO 
Bill Edwards, RLO 
MaBrown, OH0 
Joe Eng, BHG 
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A t t a  c h m e n t 

Ecosystem Management Principles 

1. Establish baseline conditions for ecosystem functioning and sustainability against 
which change can be measured. Monitor and  evaluate actions and their outcomes to 
determine whether goals and objectives a r e  being achieved. 

2. Integrate the best science and knowledge available into the decision-making process 
while continuing scientific research to improve the knowledge base. 

3. Recognize that ecosystems and institutions are characteristically complex, dynamic, 
heterogeneous over space and time, and a r e  constantly changing. 

4. Develop a shared vision of the desired ecosystem condition, taking current social 
and economic conditions into account and identifying ways in which all parties kan 
contribute to achieving common ecosystem goals. 

5. Support adions that incorporate sustained economic, sociocultural, and community 
goals consistent with the vision. 

6. Develop coordinated approaches among Federal agencies to accomplish ecosystem 
objectives, and collaborated with local, State, and Tribal parties based on recognition 
of mutual concerns. 

7. Respect private property rights, and work cooperatively with land owners to 
accomplish shared goals. - 

8. Use ecological .approaches that restore and sustain the biological diversity, health, 
and productivity of ecosystems. 

9. Use a n  adaptive approach .to management to achieve both desired goals and a new 
understanding of ecosystems. I. 
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M-EMURANMJM OF UNDERSTANDING 
TO FOSTER TEZE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH 

between the 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRO-AL QUALm 
D.WARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

' DEPARTMENT OF TBE ARMY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCX 
. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE'- 
'- DEPAR"W OF ENERGY 

. DEPARTMENT OF T€E INTERIOR 
' .DEPiWf'MENT OF JUSTICE 

DEPARTMEhT OF LABOR 
D E P A "  OF STATE 

DEPARTMENT- OF AOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

. DEP&R"MENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENal 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

I. DEFINITIONS . 
An ecosystem is an i n t e r c ~ n n ~ t e d ~ c o n x n ~ y  of living things, inclnding humans, and the 
physical environment within which &cy inttract. 

The ecogstem approach is a mefhod for sustaining or restoring ecological system and tfieir 
functions .and values. i t  is goal driven, and it is based on a collabodvcly dcvclopcd vision 
of desired future conditions that hEgrates ecological, economic, and social factors. ft is 
applied within a geographic ihmework'deked primariy by ecological boundaries. . 

. 

n e  goal of the ecogslem apprmch is to restore and sustain the health, productivity, a@ 
biological diversity of ecosyste& and the overall quality of life through a natural mource 
management approach that is fuuy integrated with social and economic go&. 

. 
. 

D. POLICY 

The federal government should provide leadership in md cooperate with activities k t  foster * 

the ecosystem approach to natural resource managemenL protection, and assistance. .Federal 
agencies should ensure that they utilize their authorities in a way that facilitates, and does 
not pose barriers to, the ecosystem approach: Consistent with their assigned n$ssioriS, 
federal agencies should administg their programs in a manher that is sc&itive to the needs 
and rights of landowners, local commu@k, &d the public, a@ should work with them to 
achieve common goals. 

1 

27 1 



LZI. BACKGROUND 

In its June 1995, report entifled,'he Ecosystem A p p r m k  Healthy Ecosystem and 
Surtainable Econhziks, the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force set forth specific 
recommendarions With respect to how fderaI agencies could better impkment the ecosystem 
approach. The Task Force rewmimnded that member agency representatives sign a 
memorandum of understanding affirming their inteat to implemeilt the recommendations. 

W .  THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH . 

Healthy agd well functioning ecosystem ark vital to the protection of OUT nation's 
biodiversiq, 10 'the achievement of quality of Life objectives, and to t6e support of econo&s 
and communius. The ecosystem approach recog;lizes the internlationship between healthy 
ecosystems and sustainable economies. It is a common sense way for federal agencies to 
carry out thck mandates with greater emciency and -e€€ectiveness. The approach 

. emphasizes: 

0 

0 

- 0  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

V. 

Striving to consider all relevapt and iaentifiable ecological and economk . . 
consequences (long term as well as short term). 

Improving coordination among Wed agencies. 

P0-g pmerships between federal, state, and.local governments, k&n3&es, 
landowners, foreign governments. international organizations, and other stakeholders. 

' .  

Improving communication with the gcncral publit+ 

.Can-jjh.g out federal responsibilities more efficiently and COst-effeCtively. 

Basing decisions 'on the best science. 
, .  

Improving information and data management. 

Aajusting management direction as new information becomes availabie. 

THE COOPERATORS AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING: . 

A. Wch federal agency that is a party to this Memorandum of Understanding 
shall designate an individual who will be responsible for coordinating the 
agency's internaI and interagency activities in support of this Memoranduin of 
Undersranding io implement the recommendations of the Task Force report as 
appropriate. Such designation shall be reported IO the Interagency Ecosystem 
Management Task Force within 30 days of signature. The collective agency 
designtes witI serve & an implementation Committee. The Coxnmittee.wil1 

f .  

2 
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- 
meet regularly to h e  information on progress in implementing ;his 

. Memorandm of .Understanding, problems encountered, and solutions 
proposed in resolving them. The Committee shall provide reports at rneehgs 
of the Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force. Such T ~ ~ O T ~ S  should 
include any unresolved issues that may require thc attention of the Task Force. 

Each signatory agency shall examine the specific recommendations made in the 
report of the fntcragezy Ecosystem Managanent Task Force in fight of its 
authorities, policies and procedures, and identify recommendations dat  m y '  
apply u3 its programs. Based on this review, agencies shall deterinbe what 
changes or mteragency actions ate ~~tcessary or desirable, undertake 
appropriate actions, monitor accompIishmmts, and report their Wings and 
actions through the Implementation Committee to the Interagency Ecosystem 
Management Task Force, on a schedule to be determined by the Task Force. 

The Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force shall encourage r e g i d  
directors or cornparable executives of the federal agencies in the various 
regions to have reguIar and systematic exchanges of in€orInation about  plan^, 
priorities, and problems. The purposes are to e l i i t e  inefficiencies and 
du&ation of effort, to &p executives informed about federal government 
activities outside of their agencies, to clarify the respective conti-&utions to 
ecosystem actb&ies of federal agencies with Varying missions (such as land . 
management, rcsourcc,managanent, regulatory, research, hbsmcture, 
technical assistance, and funding), and to strengthen executive-level support 

* 

B. 
. 

C. 

* -  

, 

for 'the interagency ecosystem activities of field peisonnel. . . .  

. D. ' Each signatory agency shall participate, as appropriate to its mandates, m 
ecosystem management efforts initiated by other federal agencies, by state, 
local or tribal governments, or as a result of i d  grass-mots efforts. 
Memkrs of the Implementation COmmim shall identify Oeir ongoing 
ecosystem efforts and other efforts that come to heir attention, share. 
information about those efforts. discuss appropriate agency actions with regard 

.. .to participating in those efforts, and identify successful and llllsttccfssfLil 
components of those t€for&. Signatory agencies shall also look for 
opportunities in new geographic areas for federal efforts in collaboration with . 
stakeliolders. 

E. The Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force wiIl propose, as 
., appropriate, new regional ecosystem demonstration initiatives. These 

initiatives will build upon the knowledge gained from evaluating the seven 
ecosystems that were the subject of rhc Task Force reports. 

F. The Inkragency fiosystcm Management TaskForce will evaluate the potenrial 
for join t rakhg programs for the ecosystem approach, in which all sigm&ry 

- .  * . .  

3. 
1 
I 
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June 7, 1999 

Thomas W. Ferns, HM-EIS Document Manager 

P:O. BOX 550, MSN HO-12 

REcEgifE-J 
J"N 0 7 1999 

DOE-WL/.DBS 

US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washingon 99352 

Reference: Revised Draft Hmford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, DOElEIS0222D 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Department of Energy is to be congratulated fqr an excellent &aft of alternative options for 
establishing a comprehensive plan for the reuse of the Hanford site. 

Of the four proposed options, die Port of Beiiton supports Alternative Three, which best combines 
a generous and balanced use of the site for conservation, recreation and industrial developments. 
Alternative Three is a fair option, which addresses and meets the various needs of local, state and 
national asencies striving TO develop plans which best meet the human and naturd needs for 
preserving the quality of life for fiiture generations. 

The Port of Benton is a direct descendant of the Manhattan Project, which created the Hdord  Site. 
It was created by local taxpayers in 1958, when the first downsizing of the Hanford Site was 
implemented by the federal government. The Port was formed to be a criticd economic development 
agent for the area. The Port's. charter consists-of zwo.basic goals: I)  to develop infrastructure and 
sites to facilitate the exchange of people and freight being transported by water, air, rail and 
highways; and 2) to develop industrial sites for manufacturing. 

The southeast area of rhe site, as proposed in Alternative Three,- meets the needs for industrial 
devdopment while consewhg the critical natural areas. As proposed in Alternative Thee, the Port 
is recommending only that a modification be made to the final DOE Plan, which ensures that the main 
rail line, which exzends through the central portion of the site, be identified as a critical rail fieight 
corridor and the rail h e  along the Columbia River be identified as a potential route for a tow train 
heading to-and-fiorrl the %Reactor, which has been declared a NationaI tIistoric Site. There are local 
and Mera l  plans to convert the reactor to a museum. Preserving a tour train route for people to use 
would best conserve the lands along the river while allowing tourist and residents the opport~~nity to 
appreciate the historical use of the lands and the b e a d 1  area along the Hanford Reach: 



0 6 9 5 4 6  
The Port of Benton, the Washington State Department of Transportation and the Legislative 
Transportation Committee are hding ($600,000) 8 major study to determine the feasibiliry of using 
the central rail line in assisting the State and Port in meeting long range freight mobility needs of the 
region and thc nation. The comprehensive study will determine ifthe Hanford main raiI line should 
be reconnected to Ellensburg, as it was in the 19703, as an alternate route for the Yakima Valley rad 
traj3ic flowhg between the Pug& Sound and the Tri-Cities. The current Yakima Valley route passes 
directly through all the cities in the Valley, including the cities of Yakima and KennewkJc, who have 
plans to developed their downtown areas to be more people friendly. 

Again, we congratulate you for a well researched and comprehensive draft document. The Port will 
continue to keep you abreast of its thoughts and proposals concerning rhe future use of proposed 
industrial areas of the Hanford Site. 

Sincerely, 

c- --4Ez/ 
BmBennett 
Executive Director 

c: Director Sid Morris04 WSDOT 
Director Donna Hammond, WSDOT Trans-Aid 
Senior Staff Jeff Doyle, Legislative Transportation Committee 
Chairman Claude Oliver, Benton County Commission 
President Robert G. Grave, Benton County PUD Commission 
Mayor Larry Haler, City of Richland 
Mayor James R. Beaver, City of Kermewick 
Mayor Herb Schmidt, City of Prosser . 
Mayor John Puccinelli, City of Yakirna 
Managing Dicectar & CEO Vic P&h, Energy Noahwest 

(Washington PubIic Power Supply System) 
President Bill Martin, TRIDEC 
Port Commission and Counsel 
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June 3,1999 

Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 ‘ I  
COMMENTS ON REVISED DRAFT REPORT “HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION 
ENVIRONMENTAT, IMPACT STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN” 

Dear Mr- Ferns: 

The folIoWing comments are provided to the U.S. Department of Energy @OE) in response to the 
Revised Draft report “Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan” (DOE/EIS-O222D). These comments focus on Research and 
Development @&D) land-use designations. R&D is one of nine designations used in the 
Environmental Impact Statement @IS) for comparing potential impacts from six proposed 
alternative land-use plans. 

As used, the definition of R&D appears overly restrictive and could, under some land-use 
alternatives, preclude conducting Critical onsite research activities consistent with the Hanford 
Suence and Technology Mission, the Hanford waste management and cleanup mission, as well as 
futqe non-DOE research activities. R&D activities are presented only as a major “disruptive” 
activity requiring large facilities and employing tens to hundreds of staff. The EIS does not discern 
between large-scale, multi-decade R&D facilities such as the Environmental Molecular Sciences 
Laboratory WSL), the Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (LIGO), or the Fast 
Hux Test Facility (FFTF) (see Table 5-1) compared to smaller-scale and time-limited research 
conducted in the field or within kcilities that consume limited resources. Examples include 
environmental characterization or monitoring studies, site-specific testing of waste management or 
cleanup technologies, or environmental research in unique areas such as the Columbia River or the 
,Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE). 

In Section 3.2.3 (Identification of Land-Use Suitability) the Research and Development Land-Use 
Designation is defined as, ‘Xn area dRFignated for conhcting baric or @Led nsemh that requins the rise Ofa 
linge-scab OT uohted fmXp. Inchdes scient& engineeTing, technology devehpmen4 technohgy t m n f q  and 
technohgy &hyment acthities to meet ngional and national needr. Inciudes rehted acfizities consistent with Research 
and Development”. This designation is elaborated upon in Section 5.1.6.4 (Research and 
Development). . . ‘The Resemb and Devehpment (RdND) hnd-use designation involves tbe siting Ofl‘mge--scale 
faddticr in chdm or cqus-kke  developments. 0th- RdrD an? simihr to  industrial developmenty such as the 
facilties hcated in the 300 A n a .  - -Because RdrD facilties open nquire &e capital investments and provide 
rehive& high saber compand to other industges, the economic impacts coirld be sign$cant.” 

Battelle Boulevard m P.O. Box 999 Richland. WA 99352 
Telephone (509) 375-6754 rn e-mail roy.gephart@pnl.gov rn Fax (509) 375-4343 
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Both high-intensity and low-intensity R&D land-use categories should be included in the EIS. 
High-intensity uses would possess the general characteristics presently assigned to R&D--large scale 02 facilities, large land disturbances, and numerous workers located in an industrial type setting. Such 
activities would be reserved to those areas where negatiye impacts would be avoided to sensitive 
environmental, cultural, or historical sites. Smaller-scale, low-intensity R&D would cover all other 
R&D and would be compatible with most other land uses. 

Not distinguishing between such R&D activities significantly influenced the impact analyses 
conmined in Section 5.1 (Analysis Approach). In several land-use alternatives, all R&D activities 

type areas supporting R&D. 
03 appear excluded because of potential negative consequences from building only large-scale indusuial 

It would be prudent to develop and maintain an overriding and flexible R&D policy for Hanford 
tailored to specific land-use designations (preservation through industrial). For example, d e  heady 
heavily disrupted parts of Hanford (in and around the 100,200,300, and 400 Areas) could sustain a 
variety of large-scale R&D activities while sder -sca le  research could be (as has been) conducted in 
biologically sensitive areas such as AIJZ or along the Columbia River corridor. 

The proposed Natural and Accelerated Bioremediadon Research (NASIR) Field Research Center 
and vadose zone test beds are just two examples of short-term (less than 10 years), small-scale R&D oq activities that provide critical onsite research opportunities for understanding how to protea and 
cleanup Hanford's soil and groundwater. The land-use plan should acknowledge and accommodate 
such future research activities. In fact, small-scale research is esseniial to preserving the unique 
habitats and resources found at Hanford for which low impact Preservation, Consemation, and 
Recreational land-uses are intended to protect 

I encourage the siting of new R&D projects onsite and conducting innovative R&D activities in a 
manner compatible with preserving Hanford's unique environrnental, historical, archaeological, and Q5 cultural heritage. I also encourage DOE to adopt a policy of promoting research and technology 
development in future land uses: Pethaps such flexibility was intended under the A&wabb Use 
(land-use consistent with land-use designation) and SpeciaZ Use (land-use activity requiring further 
review and approval) provisions of land-use planning noted in Section ES6.2. If so, it is not 
apparent from the text. 

The EIS should also recognize two ongoing research and education projects underway on AI22 
gravity experiments in the underground Nike bunkers located in the southern portion of ALE and 
on-lime science education, teacher training, and astronomy research in the observatory atop 
Rattlesnake Mom&. Both are long-term projects using existing facilities. These uses have been . 

and refnain consistent with the nearly fifty year history of using ATiE for environmental research and 
education. 

. 
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Please contact me (509-3754754) if there are any questions or if the Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratory may be of assistance in developing a R&D policy for future Hanford land-uses and 
alternatives. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Roy E-ephart 
Program Manager 
Environmental and Health Sciences Division 

cc: 

RA. Brouns 
LL. Cabel l  
RE. Leber 
M.J. Quadrel 
EM. Rosselli 
TL Stewart 
G.M. Stokes 
B.R Stults 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
P.O. Box 47600 Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 

(360) 407-6000 TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006 

June 3,1999 RFPbrn.-n 
Mr. Thomas W Ferns 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 

Richland WA 99352 
PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement @IS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (DOEVEIS- 
0222D). We have reviewed the revised draft EIS and have the following comments. 

General Comments 

We are very appreciative of the fact that the Department of Energy has substantially 
accepted the comments the Nuclear Waste Program submitted on December 10,1996, in 
response to the initial draft EIS. This EIS is no longer designed to assess generic cleanup 
levels or to make remediation decisions that are properly managed under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, the Model 
Toxics Control Act, the Hazardous Waste Management Act, and the Tn-Party 
Agreement. Moreover, the Department of Energy involved local governments, Indian 
Tribes, and resource agencies in development of land use alternatives, and assessed the 
environmental impacts of those land use alternatives. Both were responsive to Ecology’s 
1996 comments. 

Indeed, the revised draft EIS is focused on comparing environmental impacts of six 
alternative land use plans-a “No Action” alternative, the Department of Energy’s 
preferred alternative, and four others developed by trustee agencies, Tribes and local 
governments. The Department of Energy is to be commended for working with others 
both to develop and present alternatives for comparison within the National 
Environmental Policy Act Framework, and to develop a common set of definitions that 
make comparison possible. 

Ecology is generally supportive of the suggested process for implementation of the plan. 
The proposed Site Planning Advisory Board’s review of proposed non-conforming or 
conditional uses will assure continued local, Tribal and resource agency participation, 
and increase the likelihood that land use decisions affecting adjoining jurisdictions are 
coordinated. 
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The adoption of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan map, policies, and implementing 
procedures is likely to assist Ecology as it makes remedial decisions under the Tri-Party 
Agreement. These items will provide both predictability about the likely use of any part 
of Hanford during the next fifty years and an established process to assess the impacts of 
future changes, including those relating to remedial activities. 

In some respects, the revised draft EIS may have withdrawn too far from discussion of 
remediation and cleanup at Haxiford. The billion-dollar-a-year Environmental 
Management budget at Hanford is likely, for the foreseeable future, to dominate the 
socio-economic impacts associated with activities at the site. The physical work 
associated with cleanup will place constraints on other land uses and compete for 
resources. These constraints and impacts require more analysis than that offered in Table 
5.14, or in intermittent references to mining for rock and fill material for cleanup 
purposes. 

The revised draft EIS does not provide sufficient analysis in another important area: 
water resources. There is considerable, if general, treatment of groundwater usage, flow 
changes, and potential contamination associated with different land use alternatives. 
There is also general discussion of the possible impacts of surface uses on Columbia 
River water quality. There is no analysis, however, of potential demand for Columbia 
River water associated with the alternatives, and the impact on competing uses, especially 
maintenance of in-stream flows. 

Although the EIS and comprehensive land use plan may not require such detailed 
analysis, it would be useful to consider briefly the likely constraints on land use that will 
result from mid- and long-term requirements to monitor, sample and survey for 
contamination or movement of contamination within Hanford. For instance, groundwater 
withdrawals will not only affect flows, but will also result in wells drilled in sp.ecific 
places that may be in conflict with monitoring requirements. 

A fuller description of the extent of the groundwater and vadose zone contamination 
should be provided in Chapter 4, which deals with the affected environment. The . 
information should include the extent (in terms of square m i l e h )  of contamination and 
the hazardhisk associated with it. Buffer, exclusive, and emergency planning zones that 
affect public access are defined primarily using meteorological conditions without 
considering other criteria, such as soilhadose and groundwater conditions. The soil, 
groundwater, and surface water-especially near the river--would play an important role 
in defining the above zones. The text also fails to mention the expected future impact of 
contamination on the Columbia River and the ecosystem. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Page 

05 

1-17: The meaning of the second paragraph of section 1.3 is murky, at best. It 
appears to say that existing Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) records of decision were not 
considered in determining land uses, but that the latter will be altered through the 
Chapter 6 process if a conflict exists. This is an illustration of the need, 
mentioned above, for some analysis of the constraints imposed by cleanup on laad 
uses. 

Page 2-1: Presumably the absence of any reference to the Washington State Department 
of Ecology at lines 30-31 does not imply (a) that Ecology would not consult the 
land use plan in making remedial decisions or (b) that Ecology has no authority to 
make remedial decisions. 

a 
Page 3-2: The role of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife as a consulting 

agency or in developing alternatives is unclear in section 3.2.1 and following 07 pages. 

Page 3-12: The purpose of referring to and including language from the publication 
entitled Waste Management Operations, Hanford Reservation, Richland, 
Washington: Final Environmental Statement (ERDA 1975), is unclear. The 
ERDA language contained in the text box on page 3-12 makes reference, in a 
general way, to resources “considered to be committed in an irretrievable and 
irreversible manner by the Hanford Waste Management Operations.” Liability 
for natural resource damages may be barred under Section 307(f) of CERCLA, if 
an “irretrievable and irreversible” commitment of those natural resources is 
specifically identified in an environmental impact statement or comparable 
environmental analysis, and certain other conditions are met. Please clarify: (1) 
whether the Department of Energy considers the 1975 ERDA to be a “comparable 
environmental analysis” as that term is understood in Section 107(f) of CERCLA; 
and (2) the reason for including the 1975 ERDA reference in the draft A p d  1999 
HRA-EIS. If the intent is to exclude resources, that appears to contradict the 
emphasis throughout the revised draft EIS citing the Department of Energy’s role 
as a natural resource trustee. 

Page 4-35: Section 4.3.2.2. Groundwater Recharge fails to mention the major recharge 
sources of the Hanford and Ringold Formations. They are: 
a. Inflow from the dry creek which averages 0.035 crns 
b. Inflow from the Cold creek which averages 0.028 cms 
c. Inflow around Rattlesnake Hills which averages 0.032 crns 

09 
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Page 5-15: As noted in overall comments, above, section 5.2.2 needs to address 
competing demands for Columbia River water, including in-stream flows for 0 salmon recovery. 

Page 5-59: Table 5-14, line 24, references the Fast Flux Test Facility. It does not 
indicate, however, that present storage of spent nuclear fuel or future generation 
of spent fuel or radioactive process wastes may require Industrial-Exclusive I designation. 

Page 6-2: Section 6.2 would benefit from a definition of “highest and best use”, 
especially if the implementation process is to make operational the statement on 
page 1-17 (section 1.3) referenced above. 12 

Page 6-5: In Section 6.3.2, paragraph 2a,, the Department of Energy says that the 
Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) should be modified to be 
consistent with the Preservation and Conservation designations. This discussion 
suggests that the Department of Energy considers the BRMaP to be a sub-tier 
document of the HRA-EIS. We consider the BRMaP to be independent of and 
not affected by any Record of Decision issued under this EIS. 

13 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Max Power with our Nuclear Waste 
Program at (360) 407-71 18. 

Sincerely, 

V 
Rebecca J. Inman 

RI: 
EIS #966286 
Record #99-23 15 

cc: Max Power, NucWaste 
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JUN 0 7  1999 
R i c h l + ~ o I s o f E c e  
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. BOX 550. MSIN HO-12 
%&d, WA 99352-0550 

Subjed: Conwents on €IRA EIS 

We supporlthe DOE p r e f e r r e d  Attemstive in the HRA EIS with the following d e n t s :  

* All public lands onthe W d u k e  Slope,theHanford Reach and its islands,theMcGeeRan&and Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve should be designated as a NSrionaI Wildlifr -re (176,000 total aaes)- 

* There should be no & onthe W o r d  Nuclear R e s d o n  

* ~ 0 p e r ; r t i O n s  should be restricted to onlythosethat are gssentiai to completing clean-up and 
remedintion oftite Hsnford  Resch. 

* A separate Record of Deckion (ROD) should be issued for all of the areas m d d  above- These areas itre 
prime fish and wildlife habitat and should not have to wait for protection d t h e  complex decisiclir; mvolvhg 
dean-upinthe 'roftheHanfordSitearede. 
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Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 
A CHAPTER O F  T H E  N A T I O N A L  A U D U B O N  S O C I E T Y  

PO. Box 1900 Richland, WA 99352 (509) 545-6115 

June 2,1999 

. Mr. Thomas Ferns 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland.Operations Office 
P.O. Box-550, MSN HQ-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

! 

. Re: Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society would .like to take this opportunity to 
comment on DOE'S Draft Hanford Repedial Action Environmental h p a c t  
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use.Plan. 

We commend the Department of Energy for the excellent research and enormous 
staff work utilized in preparing the EIS. The draft presents a broad spectrum of 
alternatives and supporting data. The department has done a good job of reaching 
out to the community for review and comments. . 

We support and congratulate the Department of Energy for the protection the 
referred alternative provides for the Wahluke Slope, McGee Ranch, the Fitzner/ 

Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE) , Gable Mountain, Gable Butte and the 
Hanford Dune Field. The Hanford Reservation contains some of the best fish and 
wildlife habitat and native plant communities in the state of Washington. As an 
appendix to our comments we have included a large binder of endorsements 
supporting National Wildlife Refuge status for the Wahluke Slope and Wild & 
Scenic River designation for the Reach. We request the 922 endorsements be 
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E D U  CATI  o N CONSERVATION APPRECIATION 

Recipient of the Chevron Times Mirror Award, 1996 
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included in the responsive summary for the HRA-EIS in support of a Wild & Scenic 
Reach and Wildlife Refuge for the Wahluke Slope. 

Unfortunately the areas designated as "preservation" in the Preferred Alternative 
only begin to protect Hanford's natural resource treasures. We recommend 
extending "preservation'! status to a much larger portion of the reservation as 
depicted on our attached map which is a combination of the Preferred Alternative 
and Alternatives One and Two. These additional "preservation" areas were selected 02 to protect and connect the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife's Priority 
Species locations displayed on Figure 4-17 and Levels a, Ill and TV Biological 
Resources displayed in Figure 427. These additional Preservation areas will allow 
the incredible wildlife habitat of Hanford to function as a shrub-steppe ecosystem. 
We are particularly concerned that the Riverlands area be designated "preservation" 
as it forms the linchpin connecting the Wahluke Slope, ALE Reserve and Hanford 

"preservation." We highly recommend that management of the islands, the entire 
Wahluke Slope, Riverlands, McGee Ranch, and ALE all be incorporated into the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service's Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. 

Land-use designations within the HRA-EIS should be based on the most recent and 
best data available. The Department of Energy should include the biological data 

og from The-Nature Conservancy's 1997 biodiversity survey to help make land-use 
decisions in Central Hanford. All areas identified as containing native plant 
communities qualifying as element occurrences and areas identified as Special 
Habitat Areas (Figures 3 and 5 in the 1997 Annual Biodiversity Report) should be 
designated Preservation areas. These areas are in addition to any areas already 
designated within DOE'S Preferred Alternative €or Central Hanford. 

O3 .Reach. We applaud the designation of the islands of the Hanford Reach as 

, . 

P.F We recommend narrowing the 200 Industrial (exclusive) area to reflect the same 
*2 area designated in Alternative 1. This allows for protection of-Washington 

Department of Fish & Wildlife Priority Species located along the western edge of the 
200 area. 

We recommend limiting the Xesearch and Development to the FFTF and 300 areas. 
We believe the LIGO "V" should be designated "preservation" and managed as an. 
existing non-conforming use within the preservation area. 

We recommend limiting Industrial land use to the Energy Northwest area as shown 
on Alternative 2 and the City of Richland Urban Growth Area (minus the 300 area 
which we recommend as Research and Development) shown on Figure 1-6. 
Although the-total land area set aside for industrial development appears small, it 
reflects the area the City of Richland views as necessary for development over the 
next fifty years. The industrial area includes the lands most suitable for 
development and contains the necessary utilities and transportation network to 
support development. . .- 

. .I 
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We support the recreational land-use designations in Alternative One with a few 
changes. We recommend limiting High Intensity Recreational use to the B-Reactor 
museum area, not including the shoreline as part of the High Intensity Recreational 
area, and allow access to the museum by existing paved roads only. All other 
recreational areas should be designated Low Intensity. Access to the White Bluffs 

0% landing on the Benton County side of the river should be limited to life-threatening 
emergency use only, as this is a bald eagle nesting area. We believe High Intensity 
recreational use constitutes a loophole, which would allow development of 
destination resorts, golf courses and other developments detrimental to Hanford's 
fragile wildlife habitat. We also recommend keeping the Vernita Bridge recreational 
area to the west side of Highway 240. 

We are opposed to any grazing on the Hanford Reservation. Grazing does not 
control noxious weeds; it in fact spreads these weeds and destroys native grasses. 
The draft EIS mentioned using grazing to prevent range fires. We recommend 
introducing carefully managed burns to prevent the build-up of fuels and to 
replicate fires' natural role in Hanford's environment. We also believe allowing 
commercial grazing on Hanford could expose the Washington beef industry to 
consumer rejection of its product due to fear of nuclear contamination. 

06i 

Mining is very destructive to wildlife habitat and should be restricted to only that 
essential to completing clean-up and remediation. All mining should be subject to 
NEPA analysis and review. All mining areas should be restored to natural habitat 
when closed. We are concerned about possible mining along Highway 240 in the 
ALE. We recommend using the ALE quarry site as a last resort only. The ALE is 
among Hanford best wildlife habitat and prime viewshed for the community, and 

I 

. should remain undisturbed. 

The Site Planning Board's membership is too narrow and should be expanded. We 
recommend including representatives of the W72shington Department of Ecology, 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
as well as a representative of the local business community and the environmental 
community. The Hanford Reservation only includes approximately 330 acres of 
Adams County. We do not feel Adams County should be a permanent member of 
this board, except, of course being allowed representation on all matters pertaining 
to its 330 acres. 

We support establishing a trail system for the enjoyment of Hanford's outdoor 
recreation opportunities. We do believe all trails should be carefully located to 
avoid sensitive wildlife habitat and native plant communities of concern. The trails 
should be managed for nonmotorized use. 

1 ' 
Section 6.3.1 discusses Overall Policy for Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP). 

native plant communities, aquatic and wetland ecosys tems, and viable populations 
13 We recommend adding this policy statement: "Protect, preserve and enhance the 
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of native fish, wildlife, and plant species." We further recommend listing this 
statement as the number two policy statement in this paragraph. 

The issues discussed in the draft EIS for the central Hanford area are extremely 
complex and could take years to resolve. The issues involving the WahIdce Slope, 
ALE, Riverlands, McGee Ranch and the Hanford Reach are simple and decisions can 
be made now. We therefore request that the Secretary of Energy issue a separate 
Record of Decision no later than December 31,1999. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these important matters. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Leaumont, Conservation Chair 
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City of Richland Urban Growth Area 

Research & Development 
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317 Fuller St. 
Richland, WA 99352 

946-8966 

June 7,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA). I am pleased the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
has undertaken land use pIanning for the Hanford Site. The irreplaceable ecological values of the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE), and central 
Hanford need to be recognized by all - and protected by all - during clean up operations. The HRA should 
be a good roadmap to prevent needless destruction of these important critical areas, while ensuring an 
adequate land base for clean up, economic development, and future missions. Elements of DOES preferred 
alternative in combination with elements of Alternatives 1 and 2 recognize these values. My preferred 
alternative would be a combination of these three Alternatives, but most closely resembles Alternative 2. 
Alternative 3 calls for far too much development, and will lead to the destruction of those qualities that 
make the Hanford Site unique and valuable. 

The following comments are offered for your consideration: 

Designate all lands within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River islands, 
Riverlands, and most of the McGee Ranch as Preservation. All of these areas should be managed by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a National Wildlife Refuge. The Columbia River and an area 
on average ?4 mile from either shore should be designated a Recreational Wild and Scenic river. 

Under DOE contract, the Nature Conservancy has conducted a biological survey of Hanford, finding 42 
species new to science and at least 48 more species of plants and animals classified as rare or endangered on 
state or federal lists. The McGee ranch and the Riverlands area provide an invaluable wildlife ccrridor 
between the Yakima Training Center and Hanford, which comprise the last, large tracts of shrubsteppe 
habitat remaining in Washington State. The HRA should strive to connect important habitats rather than 
fragment them. Part of the McGee Ranch should be considered as a possible site to obtain mineral resources 
(see below). ALE and part of the Wahluke Slope are already managed as wildlife refuges by USFWS. 
Wildlife Refuge designation for the Wahluke Slope and Wild & Scenic River designation for the Hanford 
Reach has been recommended in the Hanford Reach Final EIS, June, 1994, and in the associated Record of 
Decision. The islands contain both important wildlife habitat and irreplaceable cultural sites and require the 
highest level of management and protection. 

Issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas listed in the bullet above, because decisions about the 

. 

future of these Iands need not be delayed by debates over central Hanford land use issues. 
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* Restrict the Industrial (Exclusive) Area boundary to that shown in Alternatives I and 2. 

The western extension in the Preferred Alternative contains valuable shrub-steppe habitat and should not be 
used for Hanford clean up operations. 

Replace Industrial Areas in the preferred alternative with those areas for which there is a documented need 
and which do not significantly impact wildlife habitat or further fragment these habitats. 

The Industrid designation should include areas defined by the City of Richland in their Comprehensive Plan 
(except for the 300 Area, see below), the Energy Northwest site, and the FFTF. The 1100 area has already 
been given'to the Port of Benton for industrial development. These locations are contiguous with currently 
developed areas in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site where utilities are available and land 
disturbance is greatest. These Industrial areas combine to provide over 3,500 acres of public land for 
industrial expansion in addition to the 11,350 acres for Lndustrial-Exclusive use of the 200 Areas, providing 
more than ample space for local economic development over the next 50 years. This is especially true 
considering the availability of other lands off of Hanford which are slated for development, such as 
Richland's Horn Rapids Industrial Park and other Port of Benton properties. 

The amount of land designated Industrial in the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 3 is far more extensive 
than can be justified. The reserving by DOE of large blocks of land at May Junction and in the southeast 
comer of the site outside of the Richland UGA for unspecified, speculative future industrial uses is 
unacceptable. According to Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations, 48 Fed. Reg. 34263 (1983) by A. Alan 
Hill, Chairman of the CEQ at that time, "NEPA has never been interpreted to require examination of purely 
conjectural possibilities whose implementation is deemed remote and speculative. Rather, the agency's duty 
is to consider 'alternatives as they exist and are likely to exist'.'' These lands' existing value as wildlife 
habitat should be recognized and given the designation of either Preservation or, if it is shown that they 
contain mineral resources needed for clean up, Conservation Mining. 

No industrial use should occur at May Junction in the Preferred Alternative and the area south of Energy 
Northwest in Alternative 1 because these areas fragment and lower the quality of important adjacent 
habitats. With time, the habitats in these areas and other areas in the southeast comer of the Site will be re- 
established and improve in wildlife value. In addition, areas near the river should be avoided for industrial 
development. . .  

Lands designated Research and Development should be limited to the 300 Area. 

R&D areas have the same impacts as Industrial areas. New R&D activities should be located in the 300 
Area or within Richland's UGA. LIGO should be designated a pre-existing nonconforming use and the 
Iands it occupies should revert to Preservation when the LIGO mission is complete. 

High intensity recreational use should be restricted to an area for the museum at B Reactor. Low intensity 
recreation in the Vernita area should be limited to a boat launch at the Vernita Rest Stop on the south side 
of the river and upstream of the bridge. 

0 \ 

DOE should encourage reasonable recreational use of the Hanford Reach and surrounding public lands, but 
recognize that developed recreation has similar environmental impacts as industrialized use of an area. 
High-intensity recreation should only occur at the B-Reactor, which should be a museum, and not extend to 
the river. Access to B-Reactor must be by existing roads only, avoiding disturbance to important riparian 
habitat along the river. The proposed improved boat ramp in the Vemita area should be developed as a low- 

292 



. 
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

' June7, 1999 
Page 3 

intensity recreational area at the existing Vernita Rest Stop (upriver of the bridge), thereby reducing riparian 
disturbance and utilizing existing developed resources. The low intensity recreation area downriver of the 
Vernita Bridge shown on the Preferred Alternative should be eliminated. The White Bluffs boat launch on 
the Benton County side should not be available for low intensity recreation. This area is important for Bald 
Eagle roosting and possible nesting. This launch should be closed when eagles are present and used at other 
times for emergencies, law enforcement, and research only. Any trail that is constructed should be located 
to avoid sensitive wildlife habitats, native plant communities, and cultural sites. Trails should be removed 
from the river'sedge with occasional spurs to allow access to the river. Trails should be designated for non- 
motorized use only. No commercial development should be allowed in any low-intensity recreation area. 

Eliminate the possibility of agriculture, including grazing, on Hanford lands. 

Lands designated Conservation MininglGrazing should be changed to Conservation Mining. Grazing, or 
any agriculture, cannot be allowed on any Hanford lands since grazing increases fire danger and spreads 
noxious weeds. In addition, agricultural use of Hanford lands would put Washington State agricultural 
products at risk of extremely negative publicity. The U.S. Geological Survey, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and Washington State University studies have shown that farming the Wahluke Slope would jeopardize the 
White Bluffs, which border the Hanford Reach, by causing landslides into salmon spawning sites. 

. Only those areas actually necessary for mining mineral materials in support Hanford cleanup should be 
designated ConservatiodMining (without gazing). 

The objective of ConservationMining is to provide DOE mineral resources to complete cleanup activities 
while protecting valuable wildlife habitat. Therefore, mining must be restricted to only those activities and 
areas supporting Hanford's cleanup mission. Furthermore, DOE should conduct the appropriate and 
promised NEPA studies to determine site needs, specific location alternatives for obtaining the needed 
materials; the impacts of obtaining the materials, and mitigations following mining activities. All areas not 
needed for mineral resources should be designated Preservation. Those areas designated Conservation 
Mining should revert to Preservation as those lands are no longer needed for Hanford cIean-up. No 
commercial mining should be allowed under any circumstances. 

No mining should be allowed on ALE. One of the many values of ALE is the beautiful panoramic vista of 
Rattlesnake Mountain, one of the defining geologic formations in.the Tri-Cities. A mine in front of 
Rattlesnake, easily visible from SR 240, will destroy the view shed of this distinctive landmark. Instead, the 0% possibility of using a small portion of the McGee Ranch site to obtain the needed soils should be explored. 
This site should be used if adequate materials can be obtained while still maintaining the important 
migration corridor to the Yakima Training Center. 

I urge DOE to continue to support preservation of the unique natural and cultural legacy found on the 
Hanford Site and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River while providins for reasonable economic 
development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

u 
Michael A. Lilga 



June 1,1999 

. Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.0. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We  are writing to submit comments on the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Em'ronmentai impact Statement and Comprehensive Land U s e  Plan (HRA EIS). 

We support me DOE Preferred Alternative in the draR EIS, but w-m the 
following improvements to protect the natural values on the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation: 

We feel that all the public lands of the WahIuke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach of the Columbia River, the Hanford Reach islands, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve should be designated as a national 
wildlife refuge. 

W e  oppose all livestock grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation; 

We  feel that all mining operations should be restricted to those essential to 
completing clean-up and remediation of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

We feel that the national wildlife refuge portion of the EIS should be implemented 
immediately, issuing a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the 
areas mentioned above. These a reas  are prime fish and wildlife 
habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to 
wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in 
the central Hanford a rea  a re  made. 

Sincerely, 

Alan R. Poplabsky and Diane Prorak, 
2108 Vandal Dr. Moscow ID 83843 
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1 0 6 2 1  SE 30th St. 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
June 1, 1999 

M r .  Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Rich’land Operations Off ice  
?. 0’. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
M S I N  HO-12 

Deal- M r .  Ferns: 

I am wr i t i ng  i n  support of t he  s t ronges t  poss ib le  
pro tec t ion  f o r  Hanford Reach of t he  Columbia River. The 
Steelhead Committee of t h e  Federation of Fly Fishers  
endorses t h e  Department of Energy a l t e r n a t i v e ,  p lus  t h e  Save 
the  Reach C o a l i t i o n ’ s  amendments i n  favor of a comprehensive 
National Wi ld l i f e  Refuge and i n  opposit ion t o  expanded 
grazing. 

A s  t h e  l a s t  remaining s t r e t c h  of f r e e  flowing r i v e r  i n  
the  Columbia/Snake from Bonneville upstream t o  the  Canadian 
and Idaho borders ,  Hanford Reach i s  unique and worthy of 
maximum pro tec t ion .  It  is  no coincidence t h a t  t h e  Reach 
supports t h e  only remaining heal thy spawning run of wild 
chinook salmon above Bonneville. 

The Columbia/Snake salmon and s teelhead c r i s i s  has 
water shortage w r i t t e n  a l l  over i t ,  not  i n  a heavy snow pack 
year l i k e  1999, b u t  i n  t he  per iodic  dry years t h a t  stress 
the  sea-run salmonids most severely.  Further development 
and a g r i c u l t u r a l  i r r i g a t i o n  along Hanford Reach can only 
increase t h e  s e v e r i t y  of water shortages and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  
impacts on t h e  f i s h  during these  drought years .  

Northwest want Hanford Reach t o  be protected.  Thank you f o r  
considering these  i s s u e s .  

The overwhelming majori ty  of the  people of t h e  

Steelhead committee 
Federation of F l y  F ishers  
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30 May 1999 

Mr. Tom Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Ene rg  
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: . 

0 6 9 8 7 2  

I am writing to ask you to do all within your power to protect the entire Hanford Reach 
ecosystem and to encourage its preservation as a National Wddlife Refuge. 

I am dismayed by the prospect of having any part of that area sold to the agricultural 
interests who are so eager to go in and decimate the land and marshes for their financial 
gain. I know what these businesses can do. 

I lived in Florida for years and we watched as the large 6at-m enterprises expanded into the 
marshlands, growing their crops and raising their cattle and payingno attention to the 
runoffs they caused with their feailizer and animal waste. The Everglades were almost 
wiped out because of h e m  (with lots of inept help fkom the Army Corps of Engineers). 
The State of Rorida has only recently enacted legislation that will prevent some of this 
marshland invasion in the future. There is much work yet to be done there. 

We know that once the agriculture @ants gain a toehold in any part of the Hanford Reach, 
there will be no going back. It is not a matter of giving 'x' number of people jobs or 
feeding the masses with crops that might be raised on the land there. 13s a matter of some 
powerful agridval interests making more money to put in their pockets. 

' 

Hanford Reach is a special place; there is no other place &e it in the county. We should 
do everything we can to keep it intaq as a refuge and as a source of wonder for future 
generations. Earth is the only planet we have. Let's do om part to help preserve i t  

0 '*, 

? ./ A> J L&-.ci p7." < 
Mary LouJoseph 
4704 S. Keyes Court 
Spokane, WA 99224 

I 
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Phil Hoge 

1512 Folsom Avenue o Yakima, WA 98902-2522 

Philhoge@ol. corn 
(509)-577-7598 0 (509)457-7861 fM 

June 5,1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

JUN 0 7  1999 

DOERL /'IDIS 

RE: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing in strong support of the natural preservation of the Wahluke Slope and the rest of 
the W o r d  Reach's undeveloped lands. I particularly oppose the alternative submitted by local 
governments to open up the Slope to agriculture. 

I S U R P O ~ ~  the DOE Preferred Alternative but with the Save the Reach Coalition's 
amendments as follows: 

Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 
McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total acres) 
Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 
remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 
Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These 
areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up 
in the central Hanford area are made. 
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0 6 9 8 6 1  
June 4, 1999 
Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Richland, Washington 99352-0550 
P. 0. BOX 550 MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Thomas, 

I am a resident of the Columbia Basin and have been for the past 27 years. I have 
watched the development of the farms and orchards in and around the irrigated 
projects. I am a high school teacher and my students are the children of those 
agricultural families. I have watched the gradual consolidation of the family farms into‘ 
large farms and commercial operations. The position I take on the Hanford Reach and 
surrounding ground is based on the ecology of the area as well as the economics of 
farming. 

Obviously the Hanford Reach is a unique and fragile resource. The river and the 
surrounding lands deserve and need the best protection. I encourage the most 
restrictive protection that provides for limited human access. I vigorously ask for all 
motorized vehicles to be prohibited, especially personal water craft. I would even 
exclude motor boats and restrictions on motorbikes, four wheelers and off-road 
vehicles. The lands of eastern Washington have already provided ample land for 
recreational vehicles. n h e  biggest set aside along the river is necessary to leave the 
river in isolation and protected from human interventiog 

I regret that a compromise is probabfy necessary for the corporate lobby that insists on 
farming part of the slope. The far west end of the slope is the only area that I believe 
should be farmed and I only agree to that in the form of a compromise to appease the 
ant-government stance taken by Congressman Hastings and his followers. I wish that 
the media and the advertising would look at the proposals by Senator Murray and 
Congressman Hastings and realize that both legislators have points that are similar. I 
am upset at ai! the name-calling and political posturing. We need to make the best 
decisions for the resources, not argue about partisan poJitics. 

I suggest that a study be made of the irrigated ground above White Bluffs. I agree that 

adamantly opposed to farming any where near the Red Zone. I do not care about the 
improvements in technology, the red Zone should not be farmed. 

03 excess irrigation above that area is dangerous for the stability of the ground. 1 am 

Thank you for t+ing t_hese comments, 

16651 Road 3 NW 
Quincy, Washington 98848 
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Washington Nonprofit Corporation 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland WA 99352 
P. 0. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

0 6 9 8 6 0 4 June, 1999 

Seattle Audubon Society wishes to go on record as favoring Alternative One of the Revised 
Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (HRA EIS) and provides the following comments in support: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 .  

All of the public lands of the Hanford Reservation, outside of the nuclear and processing 
and storage areas, comprise a large, unique, relatively undisturbed shrub-steppe 
environment. As such it harbors and protects many native species both rare and at risk 
elsewhere, and some listed species. 
The reservation provides a baseline against which to measure other, more degraded shrub- 
steppe habitat and provides unusually good research opportunities. . 
Alternative One prohibits agriculture, mining, grazing and intensive recreational use that 
would compromise the ecological and wildlife values present there. The Reservation 
provides resting and staging areas for migratory neotropical bird species as well as habitat 
for resident species which would be displaced or reduced by intensive development. 
Mining, except for cleanup and remediation of contaminated sites, would degrade habitat 
unacceptably. 
The Hanford Reach provides the last remaining spawning beds for the Columbia River 
population of Fall Chinook salmon and must be left undisturbed. 
The Reach also provides for low-intensity recreational opportunities such as rafting and 
kayaking that do not harm fish or other wildlife. 
The Wahluke Slope and the White Cliffs are very unstable. The addition of imgation water 
could cause severe slumping and erosion, adding to the sediment burden of the river and 
lose of valuable habitat. 

Therefore, we propose that all public lands comprising the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach 
and its islands, the Arid Lands Ecology reserve, and the McGee Ranch be designated as 
National Wildlife Refuge and be added to the existing National Wildlife Refuge. We support 
the use of these lands by the tribes for cultural and ceremonial activities, provided that these 
activities are restricted to tribal members and no permanent modifications or additions are made 
to the land. 

We are completely opposed to Alternative Three. 

We believe that a separate Record of Decision (ROD) should be issued for all of the areas 
mentioned above, that would be placed in a Conservation status. This would serve to protect 

' I  

80 j 0  - 35th Avenue N.E. * Seattle. WA 98 1 15-4814 - 206-523-4483 or 523-8243 
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0 6 9 8 6 0  
these areas now while decisions are being made in regard to cleanup and remediation of the 
weapons manufacturing portions of the Reservation. The latter may require years or decades to 
complete. 

Sincerely, 

LLLk9Q!,d 
Chuck Lennox 
Conservation Chair 
Member, Board of Directors 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

MSIN-HO- 12 
Richland, WA 99352 

P. 0. BOX 550 . 

2028 NE 96Ih St. 
Seattle, WA 98115 
4 June 1999 

JUN 0 7 1999 

Dear Hearing Officer: RE: HanfordEIS 

I have lived in Washington State almost 28 years. During that time, we have seen a steady decline in 
salmon and steelhead habitat, culminating in the recent listing of a number of species of salmon in the 
Northwest as threatened or endangered. At the same time, the crush to develop has only gotten stronger 
and stronger over the years. It is time to stop the m e r  decline of salmon habitat. The last free-flowing 
stretch of the Columbia River must be protected from the onslaught of incremental development. 

I applaud the release of the drafi Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. This 
is a positive effort to allocate land uses on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation especially because of the 
recommendation to transfer 90,000 acres of the relatively wild country of the reserve to the administration 
of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. I support the DOE preferred alternative to the draft EIS and land use 
plan. In addition, all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation should be 
included in this alternative. 

All public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the entire 51-mile Hanford Reach, including the islands, the 
McGee Range and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve should be included within the National Wildlife 
Refuge. This designation will finally give this area the protected status that it so richly deserves. On the 
other hand, I oppose converting portions of the Wahluke Slope to agricultural purposes. The Columbia 
River, and the aquatic ecosystem that depends on it, has been degraded by petrochemicals washed from the 
numerous farms along the river, the water has been warmed by repeated irrigation uses, and shorelines 
have been eroded. In order to protect the stir1 healthy, wild, fall chinook salmon run, the Hanford Reach 
and the land adjacent to it must not be developed any further. 

The Department of Energy should proceed immediately to prepare a Record of Decision to establish a 
National Wildlife Refuge and to protect the natural values of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. The time 
has come for this transfer to take place. Thank you for recognizing the unique quality of this special part 
of Washington State. 

Please include this letter in your hearing record on the Hanford EIS. Thank you for this opportunity to 
comment. 

Sincerely, - 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P . O .  BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

June 5, 1999 

Christine Psyk 
2104 E. Thomas 
Seattle, WA 98112 

JUN 0 7  1999 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the 
Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement (HRA 
E I S ) .  I am writing to express my support for the preferred 
alternative to protect the ecologically significant lands at 
Hanford to ensure that they are protected from agriculatural, 
commercial grazing and mining activities. Such protection would 
ensure that the Hanford Reach would be protected from impacts 
associated with those activities. 

. 

However, I am also in support of and urge DOE support for 
some modifications to the preferred alternative. Specifically. 
lands adjoining the Hanford Site should be managed as a permanent 
National Wildlife Refuge. 
include: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S 
entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River 
islands. This will provide a large, continuous "crescent" of 
protected habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

species and systems located across the Site (including central 
Hanford). there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. 

ecological functions and habitats. DOE should expeditiously make 
final decisions on management of these lands by issuing separate 
decisions for the areas mentioned above. 

The adjoining lands in question 

Finally, to ensure long-term protection for key native 

In closing, these lands are vitally important to preserve 
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Thomas Fearns 
US. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

Dear Thomas Feams, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land use Plan (HRA-EIS). We are pleased the 
U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) has recognized the irreplaceable ecological values 
of the Waluke Slope and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in their preferred 
alternative within the HRA-EIS. In general, we support the USDOE's preferred alternative 
however our support is subject to the following necessary modifications: 

* Designate all lands within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia 
River islands, Riverlands, and the McGee Ranch a national wildlife refuge. The Columbia 
River and an area 1/4 mile from e'kher shore should be designated a Recreational Wild and 
Scenic River. All those areas should be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

"Issue a separate Record of Decisions without delay for the areas listed in the bullet 
above. 

*Replace all Industrial use areas in the preferred alternative with the combined Industrial 
use areas reflected in the recommendations from alternatives one and two. 

* Restrict designated recreational areas to one high intensity use area, i.e., museum at B 
Reactor; and one low intensity use area, Le., boat launch at the Vemita Rest Stop on the 
south side of the river. 

*Designate all other areas Conservationhlining ( without grazing ) and limit mining to those 
areas necessary for mineral materials in support of Hanford cleanup. 

* Eliminate the possibility of agriculture, induding grazing, an Hanford lands. 

We look forward to the final HRA-EIS and will continue to support preservation of the 
unique natural legacy found on the Hanford Site and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River while providing for reasonable economic development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

Monica Cavagnaro 
7776 10 th Ave SW 
Seattle, WA 98106 
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Company, Agency, or OtyanIzWon 
Address . 

Street Address 

CityBtateRip Code Telephone 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only.' 



Mr. & M r s  John R. Swanson 
3400 Edmund Bbd. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 

‘ I  
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Kay and W.L. Forsythe 
Box 1299 
Ellensburg, WA, 98926 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Departrpent of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 

Richland, Wa, 99352 
MSIN'HO-12 

0 6 9 8 5 4  

Hello! 

You're w o r m  on Saving-the Hanford Reach and weke glad $o hear it!.! Keep up 
the good work Thisism unprecedented opportunity to save something really 
special. 

DOE'S prefwed alternative.h k.di&.envhnrnmd hpactstaternent and land 
use plan is mewesupport, but we want moreand.better protection of dl natwd 
and sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

So, yall should.hcl.ude withki&e national d d H e  refuge doffhepibk lands 
on the W-e Slope, the Hadad Reach especially its i&imis, the McGee 
Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

The DOE shouldgo ahdNOW.&ihaseprate K.mdo€-Deckkkei&x& 
establish thenatimd wild life^^, and protect these speeid places and natural 

. values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

This is the oppmtm&yof.aM&e.& save iia&d&xxsme! 
What a gi€t is presented to usin these desert lands and free- 

flowing river! 

Thanks so much for listening and for w o r k s  for our glorious land. 

Kay S. Forspr$te 
Warren L. Forsythe 
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JUN 0 7  1999 

DO&& Ims  
June 3,1999 

Mi. Tom Ferns 
USDOE, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P. 0. BOX 550, MSIN 330-12 

Kettle Range Conservation Group 
EO. Box 150 

Republic, WA99166 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 
. I  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA-EIS). We would like 
to commend DOE for recognizing the invaluable natural assets of the WabIuke Slope and the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in your Preferred Nternative within the m - E I S  by 
designating them for prese&ation. 

We support the postition of the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society and the Columbia 
River Conservation League. They point out that the Preferred Alternative f$ils to recognize the 
considerable biological resources of the central W o r d  Site. The Iaaustri4 ConservatiOn, 
Research and Development, and Recreation areas depicted in the Preferred Alternative are not 
based on studies, data, or demonstrated need. They are presumptive and speculative, and . 
therefore not appropriate for recommendation in a NEPA document such as the HRA-EIS. For 
these reasons, and for presemation of the unique biological resources of the Hanford Site, the 
Kettle Range Conservation Group endorses Alternative Two in the HRA-EIS. 

’ 

The Kettle Range Conservation Group also recommends the following: . 

* Designate all lands within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, the islands of the 
Hanford Reach, andRiver@&McGee Ranch area as a National Wildlife Refuge overle by the 
Hanford Reach R e c r d o d ,  Wild & Scenic Ever. All these ares should be m-ed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

* Issue a Record of Decision before the end of calendar year 1999 for the areas listed above. .This 
may be an interh or separate Record of Decision from that for the central W o r d  Site if the 
issues concefning central Hanford are too complex or if comment periods are extended for the 
HRA-EIS. . .  

* All ruining should be restricted to those mineral resources necessary to support Hanford 
cleanup activities and should occur only in areas of low biological integrity. Mining on the 
Hanford Site should occur only after an environmental re$ew per NEPA and as a non- 
conforming use ifwithin preservation areas. 

* Agriculture and grazing should not occur on any Hadord Site lands. 

‘ I  
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* Any trails constructed along the Hanford Reach or within the Hanford Site should be for non- 
motorized use. Such trails must be located away from sensitive wildlife habitat and avoid 
riparian areas. 

* We look forward to issuance of the final HRA-EIS and will continue to support preservation of 
the Hanford Site's unique natural legacy and preservation of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River wNle providing for reasonable economic development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

3 
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Written Comment Sheet 
Rp-m.n 
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Slreet A d h s s  
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
HlU-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE REVISED DRAFT " F O R D  RENEDLAL 
ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
COMPREXENSIVE LAND USE PLAN 

The Washington Public Power Supply System has reviewed the HRA EIS, We have two areas 
of concern related to future land use on the Hanford Reservation. 

The Washington Public Power Supply System leases approximately 2000 acres on the Hanford 
Reservation, for three large projects. The first of these is WNP-2, an operating 1200 MW 
commercial nuclear power plant. A recent publication of the Nuclear Energy Institute entitled 
Meeting Our CIean Air Needs with Emission-Free Generation notes that for 1997, this plant 
helped to meet the energy needs of the Northwest while avoiding the production of 62,000 
short tons of sulfur dioxide, 1.7 million metric tons of carbon, and 28,000 short tons of 
nitrogen oxide. While your document did spend time generally addressing the environmental 
impacts of various activities on the reservation, including the operation of WPP-2, the record 
in your EIS would benefit from the addition of the environmental benefits of this activity as 
well. 

To ensure that the public's health and safety has been addressed and protected, this plant was 
duly licensed by the US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the State of Washington, 
through the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council. These same agencies continue to protect 
the public's health and safety, through their continuing oversight and regulation of our 
operations. 

Finally, the Bonneville Power Administration relies on the output of this facility to meet its 
commitments to utilities and other customers throughout the Pacific Northwest. 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
Page 2 
June2, 1999 
COMMENTS ON THE REVISED DRAFT HANFORD REMEDIAL 
ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN 

0 6 9 8 7 6  

Reauest Number 1. 

The land use decisions and priorities for the Hanford Reservation should continue to allow for 
Stating this in the converse, do not allow 

policies, priorities or decisions carried out in the name of land use management to become a 
de facto mechanism to restrict the activities necessary to, or in support of, electrical generation 
at W P - 2 .  

01 the operation of W P - 2  for power generation. 

The other two projects on our leased land in the southeast part of the reservation were WNP 
1/4. These twin projects were also to be commercial nucIear power plants. Each of them has 
been terminated. Each of these facilities has a substantial investment in infrastructure, 
including office buildings, high bay buildings, heavy duty roads and rail access, and water 
delivery systems. These buildings can be reused‘to house industrial concerns, which in turn 
can provide wage-eamer jobs in non-nuclear businesses. When successful, these businesses 
can augment the employment base needed in the Tri-Cities when it transitions away from 
cleanup jobs. 

Reauest Number 2. 

As you craft your final decision for frcture land uses, draw fram options that provide for 
indusiriul development in and around W P  1/4, and from there south to the 300 Area. 

Thank you for your treatment of our projects and facilities in the draft document, and for your 
02 positive consideration of our needs in your final decision. If you have any questions, please 

call me, at (509) 377-4279. 

Respectfully, 

Rod L. Webring ’ 
Vice President, Operations Support/ PI0 

CVH 

Attachment 
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Mr. William Safranek 
214 W. 26th Avenue 
Spokane. WA 99203-1822 
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LETTER aL233-r_ 

COLUMBIA . P.O. BOX BASIN 1285  RONME^ ME^^ SOAP M, WA' 98851 COUNCIL 
/ 

Tom Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland, Wa. 99352-0550 

Re: Hanford Reach land. 

0 6 9 4 5 4  

J u n e  3,1999 

Dear Sir: 

The Columbia Basin Environmental Council membership supports the multiple u s e  of 
the Hanford Reach lands. This land, which was taken by the  federal government for 
national defense purposes, was  promised to be  returned after the Second World War  
This h a s  not been done. The  time is now for the promise to be fulfilled. 

W e  support t he  "Hanford Reach Protection and Management Plan", which was four 
years in t h e  making and  prepared by the  Boards of Commissioners of Benton, Franklin 
and Grant Counties. These  a r e  the  counties directly affected by this Hanford area.  
The plan was developed with the coordination and direct input from a Citizens Advisory 
panel, many public hearings and the  professional planners from Benton, Franklin and 
Grant Counties. 

W e  strongly urge the Department of Energy to do what is right for t he  rightful owners of 
this land, t h e  people of the  three counties, Benton, Franklin and Grant! The people of 
the a rea  deserve  a n d  expect to be treated fairly and honestly. 

W e  urge t h e  adoption of the  Hanford Reach Protection and Management Plan. 

Res pectfu 1 I y submitted, 

William Riley, Public Affairs Director 

' I  

The Uumnn Rnca 1s lrnportnnt, t o o C  
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2803 Walnut Street 
Bellingham WA 98225 
June 1,1999 / 

Mr. Thomas W Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Wce 

Richland WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550 MSIN HO-12 

RE: 'The W o r d  Site' 

Please protect the ecologically significant lands at Handformd, as this site is one of the last places in 
eastern Wahsiigton that supports large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and the related wildlife. 

There should be no agriculture, c o m m e n d  mining or livestock grazing permitted in this area. This will 
help ensure long term protection for native ecosystems. 

Separate decisions should be made for the Wahluke Slpe, the Hanford Reach and the Columbia E v e r  
Islands. These DOE lands m u n d  the M o r d  area will provide a large and continuous area of protected 
habitat lands around Hanford. 

Thank you for supporting this very important eco-system. 
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226 W. Third Avenue, Moses Lake, Washington 98837 
Ph: 509-765-9072 FAX: 509-764-8591 E-mail: BBEDC@ATNET.NET 

Tom Ferns-HRA-EIS Document Mgr 
US Dept of Energy 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

June 1,1999 

Subject: Use of the Hanford Reach 

The Big Bend EDC Board of Directors supports multiple use of the Handford Reach lands. 

When these lands were forcibly taken ftom private property owners, it was with the understanding 
that they would be returned to the Columbia Basin Project, when no longer needed. 
To renege on this promise, would be a breach of faith by the US Government. 

The BBEDC Board of Directors supports the Hanford Reach Protection and Management Plan 

Counties. This plan was developed with the input of a ‘‘ Citizens Advisory panel”, numerous 
public hearings, and the assistance of professional planning staff of Benton, Franklin, and Grant 
counties. 

! 
This plan took approximately 4 years of planning and preparation, offered an opportunity for 

i input from all the various interested and affected parties. It is truly the result of a “grass roots” 
i planning and public participation process. 

o\ 1 . ( 2 April 1999) prepared by the Boards of Commissioners of Benton, Franklin, and Grant 

! 

. This plan is the only regonal, g a s  roots, mufti-jurisdictional comprehensive plan to date. 
i It is the blueprint for a management strategy developed in an open and democratic fashion. 
c 

We urge the adoption of the W o r d  Reach Protection and management Plan developed by the 
three counties as the governing document for the Hanford Reach. 

We are opposed to the lands being turned over to the US F&W Service for permanent protection 
as a wildlife rekge. 

We are opposed to the lands being designated as Wild & Scenic. 

We are opposed to Federal Control of the Hanford Reach Lands. 

Irwin WTGraedel 
Chairman Pro-Tem 

“Planning For The Future ....... TODAY!” 

mailto:BBEDC@ATNET.NET
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Soap Lake Chamber of Commerce PO Box 1420 ’ f W F ~ ~ , R  
Soap Lake, Washington 98851 JUN 04 1999 

DQERL / DE3 
Tom Ferns-HRA-EIS Document Mgr. 
US Dept of Energy 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

June 2,1999 

The Soap lake Chamber of Commerce supports multiple use of the Handford Reach lands. 

These lands were forcibly taken from private property owners in 1942, during WW2. These lands 
were to be returned Columbia Basin Project and the tax rolls, when no longer needed. 
We find it un-acceptable that the US Government would renege on this promise. 

The Soap Lake Chamber of Commerce supports the Hanford Reach Protection and Management 

Counties. This plan was developed with the input of a “ Citizens Advisory panel”, numerous 
i public hearings, and the assistance of professional planning staf f  of Benton, Franklin, and Grant 

counties. 

This plan took many years of planning and preparation, included an opportunity for input from all 
the various interested and affected parties. It is t.ruly the result of a “grass roots” 

( 2 April 1999) prepared by the Boards of Commissioners of Benton, Franklin, and Grant 

t 

! planning and public participation process. 

i This plan is the only regional, grass roots, mufti-jurisdictional comprehensive plan to date. 

, public participation. 
It is the blueprint for a management strategy developed in an open and local manner, with true 

- 
We urge the adoption of the Hanford Reach Protection and management Plan developed by the 
three counties as the governing document for the Ranford Reach. 

We are opposed to the lands being turned over to the US F&W Service for permanent protection 
as a wildlife refbge. 

We are opposed to the lands being designated as Wild & Scenic. 

We are opposed to Federal Control of the Hanford Reach Lands. 

Secretary/ Treasurer 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land use Plan (HRA-EIS). We are pleased the U. S. Department of 
Energy (USDOE) has recognized the irreplaceable ecological values of the Wahluke Slope and the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River in their preferred alternative within the HRA-EIS. In 
general, we support the USDOEs preferred alternative, however our support is subject to the 
following necessary modifications: 

* Designate all lands within the And Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River 
islands, Riverlands, and McGee Ranch a national wildlife refuge. The Columbia River and an area 
1/4 mile from either shore should be designated a Recreational Wild and Scenic river. All these 
areas should be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

* Issue a separate Record of Decision without delay for the areas listed in the bullet above. 

* Replace all Industrial use areas in the preferred alternative with the combined Industrial use areas 
reflected in the recommendations from alternatives one and two. 

* Restrict designated recreational areas to one high intensity use area, i.e., museum at B Reactor; 
and one low intensity area, i.e., boat launch at the Vemita Rest Stop on the south side of the river. 

* Designate all other areas Conservatioa/Mining (without grazing) and limit mining to those areas 
necessary for mineral materials in support of Hanf'ord cleanup. 

* Eliminate the possibility of a,Oriculture, including grazing, on Hanf'ord lands. 

We look forward to the final HRA-EIS and will continue to support preservation of the unique 
natural legacy found on the Hanford Site and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River while 
providing for reasonable economic development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

. 



Bullet one: Under contract to the USDOE, the Nature Conservancy has conducted a biological 
survey of Hanford finding over twenty rare species of plants and insects some of them new to 
science. The McGee ranch provides an invaluabIe wildIife connection to the Umptanum Ridge and 
on to the Cascade range. U.S. Geological Survey, Bureau of Reclamation and Washington State 
University studies have shown that farming the Wahluke Slope would jeopardize the White Bluffs, 
which border the Hanford Reach, by causing landslides into salmon spawning sites. 

Bullet two: The ALE and Wahluke Slope are already managed as wildlife refuges while the 
McGee Ranch makes the connection between the two providing a contiguous wildlife refuge in one 
of the last, large tracts of shrub-steppe habitat in Washington State. Wildlife Refuge designation 
for the Wahluke Slope and Wild & Scenic River designation for the Hanford Reach has been 
recommended in the Hanford Reach Final EIS, June, 1994 and its associated Record of Decision. 

Bullet three: The industrial-exclusive areas (200 Areas) should reflect alternative one and two 
boundaries (western extension of preferred alternative is not necessary for Hanford Operations). 
The combined Industrial areas described in alternative one and two provide over 6,200 acres of 
public land for industriai expansion in addition to the 11,3350 acres for Ifidustrial-Exclusive use of 
the 200 Areas. This Industrial use designation includes all areas defined by the City of Richland in 
their Comprehensive Plan and provides more than ample space for local economic development, 
especially considering-the acreage available off the Hanford Site currently planned for 
development. Industnal use should be restricted to locations contiguous with currently developed 
areas in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site where utilities are available and Iand disturbance 
is greatest. No industrial use should occur in sensitive wildlife habitats or further fragment these 
habitats. 

. 

Bullet four: Developed recreational areas should be restricted to one low intensity recreation area 
at the Vernita Rest Stop (an improved boat ramp in conjunction with the existing rest stop thereby 
reducing riparian area disturbance and utilizing existing developed resources, i.e. the facilities at 
Vemita). High intensity recreation must only occur at the B-Reactor which should be a museum. 
Access to B-Reactor must be by existing roads only (avoiding disturbance to important riparian 
habitat along the river). We encourage reasonable recreational use of the Hanford Reach and 
surroundin5 public lands, but recognize that developed recreation has similar environmental 
impacts as industrialized use of an area. No commercial development should be allowed in these 
low-intensity recreation areas. 

Bullet five: Designating much of central Hanford lands as Conservation/Mining without grazing 
should occur only where immediate preservation as wildlife refuge is not feasible. The Washington 
State Department of Fish & Wildlife has identified substantial portions of central Hanford as 
priority habitat. The object of Conservation/Mining is to provide the USDOE mineral resources to 
complete cleanup activities while protecting valuable wildliie habitat. Therefore, mining must be 
restricted to only those activities supporting Hanford's cleanup mission and any areas not needed 
for mineral resources should be designated preservation. Grazing, or any agriculture, cannot be 
allowed on any Hanford lands since grazing increases fire danger and spreads noxious weeds. 
Agricultural use of Hanford lands would put Washingon State agricultural products at risk of 
extremely negative publicity (mad cow disease is nothlng compared to the sti-ma of beef or crops 
raised on Hanford, North America's most radioactive and hazardous waste site). Areas designated 
ConservationlMining should revert to Preservation when those lands are no longer needed for 
Hanford clean-up. 

' I  
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'' THE LANDS COUNCIL 

51 '/South Division S h e t  
Spokane, WA 99202 June 3 ,1999  

Thomas Ferns 
U. S. Dept. of Energy Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
'P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

RE: WRllTEN COMMENTS ON HANFORD EIS 

Dear Mr Ferns, 

Please accept t hese  written comments from T h e  Lands Council on the 
Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement (HRA EIS). As 
a n  organization that s e e k s  to protect and restore t h e  environment in the inland 
Northwest, T h e  Lands Council believes the future management of the  Hanford 
Reach is a critical part to restoring shrub-steppe habitat along the Columbia 
River. In addition, t he  salmon recovery efforts in t h e  Columbia River Basin, in 

. part must rely on protection of the Columbia River along this f ree  flowing stretch. 

T h e  Lands Council supports the DOE Preferred Alternative, but with the following 
modifications: 

A. ALL DOE MANAGED LANDS IN AND SURROUNDING HANFORD REACH 
SHOUD BE PROTECTED AS A NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 

T h e  following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent National 
Wildlife Refuge: t he  Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, t h e  McGee Ranch, the 
Riverland area,  all DOE land on the entire Wahluke Slope, t he  Hanford Reach, 
and  the Columbia River islands. This will provide a much-needed large, 
continuous "crescent" of protected land surrounding central Hanford. 

B. EXPEDITE PROTECTION 

T h e  a r e a s  mentioned above are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated 
by Hanford operations, and should not wait for protection until t h e  complex 
decisions involving clean-up in the  central Hanford area a r e  made. To expedite 

TREE FREE EanhShare- ...... "I...... 



. a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue a 
separate Record of Decision (ROD) for the  areas mentioned above. 

C. NO AGRICULTURE, GRAZING, MINING OR COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

To ensure long-term protection for key native species  and systems located 
across the Site (including central Hanford), there should b e  no agriculture, 
commercial mining, or livestock grazing permitted. High intensity recreation 
should also b e  limited to development of a museum a t  t he  B-Reactor. 
Developments such as destination resorts, golf courses and  commercial facilities 
should be prohibited. 

Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and 
remediation on the Hanford Reservation. Mining a r e a s  should b e  transferred to 
the National Wildlife Refuge complex as clean-up is completed and certified. 

D. PROTECT ALL OTHER IMPORTANT LANDS AT HANFORD 

Because the  Hanford Site is o n e  of the last places in eastern Washington 
supporting large a reas  of native shrub-steppe vegetation a n d  related wildlife, we 
strongly urge DOE to permanently protect t he  ecologically significant lands a t  
Hanford-including those in central Hanford such  as Gable Mountain, Gable 
Butte, Hanford Sand Dunes, Vernal Pools, and other important habitats. 

E. RECREATIONAL USE SHOULD BE LIMITED TO NON-MOTORIZED, 
EDUCATIONAL TRAILS AND SITES 

The  Lands Council supports t he  idea of a trail, but the trail should be located to 
avoid sensitive wildlife habitat and  native plant communities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the  draft EIS. 

' I  

Sincerely, 

fV1d- p k - .  
Mike Petersen 
Forest Watch Coordinator 
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Kathleen E. Zimmer 
' P.O. Box 1026 
Medical Lake, WA 99022 
June4, 1999 

JUN 04 1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

RichaIand, WA 993520550 
P.O. BOX 550,. WIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

This letter will be brief, and hopefully, to the point. I want to speak in support of maintaining the 
Hanford Reach area for future generations of Americans and urge your department's adoption of the 
"Preferred Alternative" through the EIS process. Hanford has been preserved because of nuclear threat 
in the past and it is appropriate, should full clean-up and restoration of hazardous materials be 
accomplished at this site, for this region of our beautiful state to be preserved in its natural state. 

Although I am a member of the Nature Conservancy of Washington and often agreed with their ideas 
and goals, I am' foremost a citizen of the United States of America and a resident of the state of 
Washington. I love country and state equally well and want the best of our Iand kept in a state most 
desirable for humans, animals and plants. Please note that our land is an immeasurable treasure. 
Should we fail to honor its natural beauty, we most certainly will lose it. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and your willingness to be open to my perception. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Zimmer 



/ 
CURTIS C. STRONG 

4243 S.W. Bertha Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

0 6 9 4 6 3  
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Portland, Or 97221 
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May 28, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 . 

W R M  
JUN 0 4 1999 

DQEI& /'B;zps 
MSlN MO-12 

Dear Land Manager: 

On May 15, 1999 I fulfilled an old dream of mine: under the guidance of Bill 
Rickert I visited the And Lands Ecology Reserve. It was my first visit to the 
Hanford Reach area, and I. was not disappointed. I spend a lot of time in the 

. desert steppe of eastern Oregon and over the  last few years I have visited 
several grasslands famous for their near pristine condition. I have not found 
another place as well preserved as the ALE. 

I am writing to support DOE'S preferred alternative in the DElS and land use 
plan. However, because protection for the Hanford Reach is key to restore 
Columbia Basin salmon and Steelhead, we must give the best possible protection 
to alt natural and sensitive lands within.the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. I urge 
DOE to include within the national wildlife refuge all of the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, including' the istands, the McGee Ranch, and 
the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. I suggest DOE proceed immediately with a 
separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national wildlife refuge, and 
protect these special places and natural values in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Irene Vlach 

cc: Sen. Patty Murray 



,/ 

June 2.1999 
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office RFPI7rn.R 

JUN 04 1999 

DOEIRJ;, /DB 

P.O. BOX 550, MSM HO-12 
Richland , Washington 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

As long time Tri City Area residents (40 years ) we support the “Preferred Alternative” 
p l q  which would transfer the management of all DOE public lands on the Wahluke Slope to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service for inclusion in the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refbge. 

We also recommend the transfer of the both the Old McGee Ranch near the Vernita 
Bridge and the islands in the Hanford Reach to the Fish and Wildlife Service and to retain the 
Fitzner Eberhardt Arid Ecology Reserve under the U.S. Fish and Wildlie Service management. 

Please consider issuing a separate Record of Decision on each of these items (Wahhke 
Slope, McGee Ranch, A.L.E., and the islands in the Hdord  Reach) as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Lloyd S. Kellogg 
Midred M. Kellogg 

. 
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Co-cfl of G o v e m e m b  & &sociahs 
P.O. Box 450, Soap Lake, Wa. 98851 

Phone/FM: 509-764-8591 .............. E-mail: bbedc@afnet.net 

Tom Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 

Richland, Wa. 99352-0550 

Re: Hanford Reach land use. 

Dear Sir 

The NW Council of Governments & Associates Board of Directors supports the multiple use of 
the Hanford Reach area. We believe strongly that this land, which was taken by the federal 
govemmcint during the 1940s to be used in the war-effort, needs to be returned to the Columbia 
Basin Project, as promised. 

3 June 1999 
U.S. Department of Energy ‘0zPm.m.n 

JUN 04 1999 

DOERL / D ~  

. 
. 

We support the April 1999 “Hanford Reach Protection and Management Plan” Written by the 
Boards of Commissioners of Benton, Fr- and Grant Counties. This plan was developed with 
direct input from a Citizens Advisory panel, various public hearings and from professional 
planners fiom Benton, Franklin and Grant Counties. 

! 

We urge the Energy Department to honor the commitment by the federal Government to return 
the land back to the people, to the control of the three county govements.  This is what the 
people have asked for and deserve. Let the local people and governments control their destiny- 

We urge adoption of the W o r d  Reach Protection and Management Plan. We are against a land 
take-over by USFWS for protection as a wildlife refuge. We are also against this land being 
designated as Wild and Scenic and/or being controlled by the federal government. 

R e s p e a l y ,  

Robert D. Lonn, Consultanfllanner 
NWCOGA 

We hold these Truths to be Self-Evidenf ....... Life, L&rty and the Pursuit of Happiness!” 

mailto:bbedc@afnet.net


LETTER ## &,P9  
0 6 9 4 6 6  

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

6/3/99 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

This letter constitutes my written comments on the HRA E I S .  
I support the DOE preferred alternative amended as follows: 

* Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach (including all islands), the McGee Ranch, and the Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 
total acres). It is important to maintain a continuous 
wildlife corridor. All areas would be managed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

* Allow no grazing by domestic farm animals on the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. Were you aware that certain radioactive 
elements including plutonium are detected at some Hanford air 
monitoring stations at about 100 times the background 
stations? This appears to be due to wind blown particulates 
from the accumulation of past releases at Hanford. I am 
opposed to any use at Hanford that could allow the 
bioaccumulation of radioactive materials in the food chain! 

* Delete all "Industrial Use" areas in the preferred alternative 
and redistribute Industrial Use areas to reflect the combined 
recommendations from alternatives one and two. 

IC Restrict designated recreational areas to one high intensity 
use area (museum at E-Reactor) and one low intensity area 
(boat launch at the Vernita Rest Stop on the south side of the 
Columbia River) - 

* Designate all other areas Conservation/Mining (without 
grazing) and limit mining to those areas necessary for mineral 
materials in support of Hanford cleanups. 

* Issue a separate "ROD" fo r  all the areas mentioned above. 
These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat and should not 
have to wait for protection until complex decisions involving 
clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. 

Please consider future tourist opportunities €or some parts of 
Hanford. Hanford is unique mix of history, wild/scenic areas and 
infrastructure. A rail system already connects the site to 
Richland and beyond. I recommend working with local authorities t o  
develop tourism for parts of the site. I believe a combination of 
vintage railroad (there is allot of vintage rail equipment j u s t  
sitting on the tracks in the east Pasco rail yard and at the RR 
historical museum) and Hanford tour would be very successful. 
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Thanks for  the opportunity to comment on the future use of Hanford. 

7 
Sincerely, L. 

i 
Richard V. Heggen 

1504 Bermuda Road 
Kenneyick WA 99338 

(509) 627-3259 





/ . .  







. Mr. ThomasFerns 
. U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSINHO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

SUBJECT: 
USE PLAN FOR THE WAHLuKE SLOPE, " F O R D  NUCLEAR RESERVATION 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAET HRAEIS AND COMPREHENSIVE LAND 

I support the DOE preferred alternative but with the foilowing amendments: 

Designate all  public lands on the Wahluke slope, W o r d  reach, its islands, the McGee 
ranch, and the Arid Ian& Ecology Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge. 

. 

0 Do not allow grazing on the W o r d  Nuclear Reservation 

Restrict a l l  mining operations to those essential to completing the cleanup on the Hadord 
Nuclear Reservation. 

Issue a separate ROD for the areas above (in bullet one, and two). 

Sagesteppe envjronment is disappearhg fast. Additional farming inthis area, particularly irrigated 
farmin& may promotc landslides and runoff of agricultural return flows into the reach thereby 
damaging spawning grounds. The area is also of prime recreational and cultural importance that 
would otherwise be damaged by fkmhg. Thanks for your time. 

- Pas%, WA 99301 
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GONZAGA UNIVERSITY 
JESUIT COMMUNITY 

Mr. Thomas W. Fems 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland; WA 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

3 June 1999 

Re.: The Hanford Remedial Action Environmental lmpact Statement 
and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Fems, 

It is my judgment that the 'Preferred Alternative' of the HRA EIS should be adopted, but with the 
amendments urged by the Save the Reach Coalition: 

(a) All the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, 
and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve should be designated as National Wildlife Refuge lands; 

(b) There should be no livestock grazing on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation; 
.(c) All mining operations should be limited to only those operations necessary for completing 

clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation; and 
(d) A separate Record of Decision should be issued for all of the areas noted above because 

these areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, so far not contaminated by Hanford work, and the 
protection of such habitat should be forthcoming as soon as possible rather than have to wait on 
decisions for other parts of the Reservation. 

The Hanford Reach and these other lands are rare along the Columbia River, so much of which 
has been'developed' for agricultural or other uses, which uses now dominate and control the river and 
many of its tributaries. Restoring some brief stretches of the river and protecting what little remains as 
habitat for fish and wildlife is work to secure a much too scarce 'commoditf, nature itself. Agriculture 
and cattle grazing uses already have quite enough impact on the Columbia River, with loss of habifats 
and important pollution of soils and waters. Economic uses of the lands in or near the Hanford 
Reservation, as proposed by area local governments, are only too common, whilst successful protections 
of wild nature are now the truly precious enterprises of our times. 

With these considerations in mind, I very much endorse the Preferred Alternative and the 
amendments proposed by the Save the Reach Coalition. 

Thank you for your consideration of these remarks of mine. 

1 

Sincerely yours, , 

Michael Treleaven, S.J., Ph.D. 
Political Science Department 
Gonzaga University 
Spokane, WA 99258-0001 

SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99258-0001 (509) 328-4220 
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0 6 9 4 7 5  MURIEL TEMPLIETON, M.S. C.M.H.C. 

ARTEMIS COUNSELING ASSOCIATES 
710-8 George Washington Way 0 Richland, WA 99352 0 Phone (509) 943-5969 

- .  

June 3 1999 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S.D.O.E. 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O.BOX 550. MSIN HO-12 
RichIand WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr Ferns, 
Re; HRA EIS 

I support the DOE Prefened Alternative overall.. I also support the following 
amendments which are to ; Designate all public lands on the Wabluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, its islands, the Mcgee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refbge lands.; prohibit any grazing on the W o r d  Nuclear Reservation; and 
restrict all mining operations on the Hanford Reservation to those essential to completing 
clean-up and remediatioa 
It should also be incumbent upon DOE to issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for 
all areas mentioned above. These area are prime fish and wildlifer habitat, uncontaminated 
by Hanford Operations, and should be providided immediate protection without having to 
await the complex decision making process required for the rest of the site. 
I have lived in Richland for over 30 years and I am committed to ensuring we preserve the 
Columbia River and its environs as the heritage of my grandchildren. 

Yours sincerely 

Muriel H. Templeton 

Individual, Family & Child Therapy Consultation & Mediation 
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LET~ER +# 
. Written Comment Sheet 

R ??m.m;E3 

JUN 0 1  1999 

Address 525  Desert Aire Dr ive 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Addmss 

Mattawa, Wa 99349 509-932-4604 
Uty/StateEip Code Telephone 

a 

. commissioner of the Grant County Port Disk #3,  I have given a lot of 
consideration to the future of the area. The prefered alternative you 

laid out chokes off the future for southern Grant County. Alternative 
. 3r which both the County & Port have endorse4,provided for multiple use 

ea. W e  have  nn+ h e e n  + r e n + e A  t=miiallv in +hP r a r n n n m i r  
+ .. . .  benefits from Hanford and we ask that Alternative 3 be adopted to 

help offset those past shortcomings- A portion of the Security Zone 

in Grant County has excellent agriculture potential and should not 

be placed in a refuqe- 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
~~ - ~~ 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 

3 54 
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Written Comment Sheet i E n ~ ~  if L3Z- 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape a? the top only. 



W k l P W r n , l i i  

JUN 0 7  1999 
ment Sheet Written Comment Sheet 

Name - Jim Curdy 
Address-Organization None 
Street Address- POB- /5'37 
City/ State/ Zip Code 

Hearing/Meeting/Location Mattawa School with Senators 

Company, Agency, or Organization 
My wife and I listened to the people at r the meeting and we would . c .  like 
asib~urniksmall piece 01 ~ 1 ~ 2  ~ Q L ~ U  AUL =LI--. *A- cu LA 
Please help us by making this land available. 

Ci@L%ate/zlp Code Telephone 

Mattawa,Wa. 99349 
Name 

Address 

& 

. .. 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Written Comment Sheet 
p~r*I?m~- 

JUN 0 7  1999 
-* n T s  uub--' Name 

Address 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

Telephone City/SMe/up Code 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
PIease fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. 'Seal with tape at the top only. 
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25409 NE Manley Rd 
Battle Ground, WA 98604 
June 3,1999 

ThomasFerns . 

RichlandOperations office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

U.S. Department of Enagy 

I am writiug to express my support for protection of the Hanford Reach I support the U.S. Department of 
Energy's revised drafk of Hanfmd Remedial Adon Environmental Tmpact Statement and Comprehensive 
Land Use Plau but with the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society's proposed amendments: 

Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 'Ihe Wfmd Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ran& and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 8s a NaticKlal Wildrife Refige (176,000 total acres); 

Oppose grazing on the Hanfad Nuclear Reservation; 

Support restricting alI mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation 
on the Hanford Resmat~ 'on; 

Issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. 'Ihese areas are prime 
and wildlife habim uncuntamhtd by Hanfmd operations, and should not have to wait for 
protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up m the central Hanford area are made. 

. 

The time is now to do what we can to protect our environment. By allowing the %ford Reach to remain 
m a natural condition will allow us to help mamtain the ecological b a h e  that is required for life. 

ReSpdlY, 

__I_-. 

Ann Langer, DVM 

364 



- 
RL-641 (MIS) 

I 

Name 

Address 

JUN 0 7  1999 
n 

. .  

. .  

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
I C  

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyers 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal w 

3 that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
th tape at the top only. ‘ 
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JUN 0 7  1999 

DQERL /I[?= 

Written Comment Sheet 

Name 

Address 
Company, Agency, or Of&ization 

r4./2g&&9Z&/Rd 
city/state5#p Code 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

I 
IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 

and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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-Written Comment Sheet 

~~ ~- 

This is a postage-paid selfmailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
I '  I 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. I 
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Cheryl A. Brownlee 
17 15 E. Estates Road 
Spokane, WA 99224 
June4,1999 

/ 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am Writing to urge you to preserve the H d o r d  Reach as a national wildlife 
refuge. We must save what is left of the once mighty Columbia River. 

Two years ago, my husband and I had the pleasure of canoeing part of the 
fiee-flowing Columbia River in British Columbia. What an inspiring 
adventure! It is unthinkable to imagine that the governments of Washington 
State and the United States are willing to give up what remains of our 
c0uflffy7~ section of fiee-flowing Columbia. We must not allow the 
economic prosperity and greed of a few individuals to destroy the legacy of 
every citizen of Washgton State and the United States of America, now 
and for generations to come. 

. Preserving the Hadord Reach is the right thing to do. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl A. Brownlee 
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June 5,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U, S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSlN HO-12 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

On behalf of the 550,000 members of the Sierra Club nationally and our 30,000 members in the Pacific 
Norttiwest, this letter comments on the revised draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan released in May by the US. Department of Energy (DOE). 
For more than a century, the Sierra Club has worked to protect natural lands and productive wildlife 
habitats such as those found on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Our organization has been a leading 
advocate of salmon recovery in the Columbia Basin, so we wngratulate the DOE for its proposal to 
protect the Hanford Reach -the last, best spawning ground.for wild fall chinook salmon in the Basin. 

The Sierra Club enthusiastically 'supports the preferred alternative in'the EIS. but we would respectfully 
urge the DOE to make several improvements which would provide better protection to the natural values 
at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

The proposed national wildlife refuge should include all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the And Lands Ecology Reserve. 

While waiting to decide land-use classifications for the contaminated core lands of the Hanford Nuclear 
Resenration, DOE should proceed immediately to protect these sensitive special places and fragile natural 

'values. If necessary to do so, DOE should prepare and sign a separate Record of Decision establishing 
the national wildlife refuge. 

- in t'le later Remid of Decision, DOE shoiild permanently protsct the ecologiczily significant lands in the 
central core of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, such as Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, Hanford Sand 
Dunes, Vernal Pools, and other important wildlife habitats. 

The DOE should never allow agriculture or livestock grazing within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 
Irrigated agriculture would destroy the salmon spawning grounds of the Hanford Reach with sediment and 
polluted runoff. Particularly threatening in this regard is any agricultural development on the White Bluffs 
which would erode badly into the Columbia River. One of the chief reasons that the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation has preserved such outstanding examples of high steppe sagebrush lands is the prohibition 
on livestock grazing since 1942. Cattle and sheep should remain outside the reservation in the future. 

To protect fragile natural values, the DOE shou'ld restrict mining on the reservation to only what is required 
to carry out the clean up of nuclear contamination. Similarly industrial use should take place only on 
those lands already developed at the southeastern end of Hanford. The only acreage developed for high- 
intensity recreation should be the museum at the B-Reactor. DOE should flatly reject any and all 
proposals for resorts, golf courses, and similar large-scale recreational facilities. 

. -.. 

. 



0 6 9 4 8 5  SIERRA CLUB NORTHWEST REGIONAL CONSERVATION COMMITTEE 

. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the revised draft EIS. Again w e  a re  grateful to the DOE for 
taking the initiative in the preferred alternative toward protection of special natural values at the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. 

Sincerely, 

Margie Van Cleve 
Northwest Reg ipa l  Vice-president 
Sierra Club 
270 Mapleway Road 
Selah, WA 98942 

Recycled Paper 
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Ginger & Mike Wireman 
703 Abbot Street 
Richland,WA 99352' /i 
June 3,1999 

ThomasFerns * . 
US. Dept.. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns 

We fully support the DOE preferred alternative for the final disposition of lands of the Hanford Site 
and in the buffer zones. Research conducted by The Nature Conservancy has proven what an incredible 
storehouse the area is for not only remnant shrub steppe, but for nearly 80 newly discoverd species. 

It is critical that none of this land which was serindipitously gained through our need for national 
defense be compromised in any way. Please designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, Hanford 
Reach, islands, McGee Ranch and ALE as a National Wildlife Refuge 

In addition we strongly oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Though some areas are 
degraded, much of the original habitat is intact and it is well proven that grazing causes soil erosion 
and expansion of weeds, as well as imbalances among native plant poplulations. During wind storms 
one of the few places in the Tri-Cities that does not experience a brown out is the ALE and %ford 
Site. Our air quality is completely unacceptable about 20 days a year, and damaging the fragile 
cryptobiotic crust with heffer hooves just doesn't make sense. 

We absolutely believe .that all mining operations should be restricted to those essential to completing 
clean-up and remediation on the HR. The of possibility of spreading contamination accidentally 
through mining operations seems a plausible threat. 

Please issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. These arease are prime 
fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not have to wait for 
protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in Central Hanford are made. 

One more thing, regarding the folks who's lands were taken in 48 hours without due reparations and 
think they should get them back ... First of all they probably all got their land for free through the 
homestead act, after we stole the land from the Wanapum, Yakima and Nez Perce. Its not like they 
had huge investments, and since the irrigation wasn't there it wasn't that productive. The US. only 
gave the Japanese Americans, who's Iands the Federal Government stole when we put them in 
internment camps during WWII, a few $1000 per family. The farms they lost were probably worth 
hundreds of thousands, even back then. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

-.H- G k e r  Baird Wireman Michael G. Wireman 
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JUN 07 1999 
M r .  Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 - . . .  _.. . - . . --_- -. .._-.- . . 

DOERLIDIS 

Dear - M r .  Ferns : 

I believe that the Hanford Site is an extraordinarly 
immportant area of the native shrub-steppe ecosystem which 
has been protected for nearly 50 years and should continue 
to be protected permanently as a national natural heritage 
for future generations. 

I urge that the entire site, including the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, the Hanford Reach: the 
Columbia Islands, and DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope as well as 
central Hanford, be managed as a permanent National Wildflie 
Refuge. 

Commercial mining, grazing, and agriculture must be 
prohibited to prevent degradation of this special habitat. 

Management by a committee composed of federal, state and 
local representatives would be extremely risky. 
winds w i t h  regard to habitat preservation change frequently, 
and irreparable damage could be done to the area during 
these shifts. National management will give the safest 
protection for this valuable area. 

Political 

Louisa Nishitani 
6 2  Deer Cove Lane 
Naches, WA 98937 

I 
i 
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Mr. Tomas Ferns 
IJ. 5. Dcpp;irtrnenl ofEnqy 
Richland Opcnitions Oflice 
Richland. WA 99352-0550 

Dcar Mr. Ferns: 

01 

. . -  
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2028 S. Adams 
Spokane, WA 99203-1236 
June 6,1999 

I auadcd the Spokane public bearing on your IcL.vised hafl H d o r d  Remedial .4c~ion Environmental Impact 
Smment  and Comprehensive Land Use plan (lR4 EIS). I appreciate the hearing being in Spokanc and the 
information provided in The maps. handouts. ind in raking KO DOE personnel. Such rnednss significantIy llelp TO 
coiinrerthe feling that the bureaucracy ofi proceeds without considering public input. 

My comments and rccomiendarions are: 

* 1 Strondy concur ujth rhe pian to have all Wdord areas north of the river being phased inlo asarional WildIifc 
Refbge in order to minimize the crosion IO rhe White Cliffs, maximize the river habitar for salmon, and prmrvc the 
nauve wildlife and vepition. The dcsi,onarion as a Wild and Scenic River is approprke. 
I 

* My prime concm is the radixion dangers &om the 50 odd years of making m c l c a  materials. Unforrunately. thc 
percepricin I have from media coverage: from X G O s  such as HE.% and Heart of~merica Northwest and from talking 
LO orher people is that thc apparent inrentional minimization ofprovidms bad news to the public is essentially a '%over 
up". Such %over ups" have been practiced in many cases rclarive to radioadve gas releases i2 rhe associated secrecy. 
sloragz tank 1& 6 explosive pmemirtl, contamination of Found waters, spread of comamination toward & to the 
river, a- of high radiation h ~ e r  to people. planned delays in accomplishh~ clean-up, and diversion of clean-up 
h d s  to projects such as the W F  hor sandby. Much xvw-k such as dcvcribed below is needed b e h e  your policies and 
actions are nor tiewed with suspicion. 

The final plan must be open and clear on rhe radiation dangers p o d  10 d e  public both at current radiation levels and 
at prohble rdaf ion lev& in rhe finue. E. g., to say &at the pubfic will be allowed IO be in some public areas for only 
56 hours a year is, frankly, ridiculous. Radiation danger posed by people in all land arcas open to the public, u s h ~  the ' river and eatins the fish nccds 10 be specified. Ir msr be assumed that small children piay in the wacr and in rhe dirt. 1 For any EIS or azher major planning: document 10 have credibility in the minds of rhe public, I belicvc that a respeaed 

f member or'the scientific comiunity with NO &liarion or higory ofgovemmenral association must be intimately 
1 hiliu with 3nd s i p  off on the ndiation safely aspeas ofthe document al &e time of fim public release. 
/ 

* -it leasr partly because there has been a SlOO d l i o n  diversion ofcIean-up finds to & e m ,  clean-up progress has 
not met thc requirements of rho *I'P 4. rn Mfillhg your responsibilizy tn cormnunkite to the taxpayw in an accurate $2 and timely manner. the USDOE needs to publicly state that Hanford's number one prioriry is clean-up as opposed 10 
economic development, m a n u k w c  of nuclear materials. or turning Hanford lands to locd gow%-rlxnent conrrol. In 
addition to the absolute right to have Hanford cleaned up in an efficient and cxpedienr manna, the public has the ngh~ 
to know borh The short rmg,e and loris range plans for clean-up. . 

* 1 prefer Alternative #2 with my wmnd prefirence bcing . ; U r a i v e  a: xltcmarive S would be a disaster for thc c 
mvironmenr. 

I look fonvvd to seeing an open, science-based document t h ~  rhe taxpaying public will habe confidence in. 

Sincerely. 
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June 4,1999 

Thomas Ferris 
US Dept. of Energy 
RichIands Operations Office 

. PO Box 550 

Richland, Washington 99352-0550 
; MSINHO-12 

0 6 9 4 9 3  

Dm'Mr.  Ferris 

Please support the Department of Energy's preferred alternative but with the amendments 
listed below. 

0 Designate all public lands on the Wabluke Slope, the W o r d  Reach, its islands, the 
McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a National Wildlife Refbgee 
(176,000) total acres. 

0 Oppose grazing on the W o r d  Nuclear Reservation. 

0 Support restricting alI mining operations to that essential to completing clean up and 
remediation on the W o r d  Reservation. 

Issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above. These areas . 
are aprime fish and wildlife habat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up 
in the centrid Hanford area are made. 

Thank you, for your help in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
t -- 

Carolyn Snegoski, RSM 



, 
I 
; 

0 6 9 4 9 4  JAMES SCHULD . .  

5603 S 'E .  Aldercrest Road Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 - (503) 654-3608 . .  
., 

June4,19!39 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
RichIand Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richlad, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

We support the Department of Energy's preferred alternative for the 
Hanford Reach but with the amendments of the Lower Columbia Basin 
Audubon Society: 

1. Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the And Lauds Ecology 
Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total acres). 

2. Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

3. Support restricting all mining operations to those essential to com- 
pleting clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 

4. Issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned 
above. These areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontami- 
nated by Hanford operations, and should not have to wait for pro- 
tection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the cen- 
tral Hanford area are made. 

Sincerelv , 

i- 

Betty N. Schuld 
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Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations O5ce 

Richland, WA99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

I am writing to urge you to preserve the Wahluke Slope and i..e rest of the Hanford 
Reach’s undeveloped lands. I support the DOE Preferred Alternative but with the Save 
the Reach Coalition’s amendments as follows: 

1. Designate all public lands on the WahIuke Slope, the Hadord Reach, its islands, 
the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wddlife RefUge. 
(176,000 total acres) 

2. Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 

3. Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remed- 
iation on the Hanford Reservation. 

4, Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These 
areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, imcontaminated by Hauf‘ord operations, and 
should not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up 
in the central Hanford area are made. 

My father worked at Hanford during the war and I grew up in the Tri-Cities. The lands I 
. speak of are precious and I feel strongly that we must preserve and prot& them. 

Sincerely, 

RitaBailie 
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Hanford Remedial Action €IS 
US. Dept.of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

This letter is to express my support of the DOE Preferred Alternative in the draft EIS. 
The Wahluke Slope should be preserved for as a wildlife refuge. I would also recommend 
the following additions to the plan: 

1. The scope of the protection status should be enlarged to encompass all the public 
lands includins the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, the Hanford Reach Islands, 
the McGee ranch and the Arid Lands Ecdogy Reserve. 

2. Absolutely no grazing should be permitted. Past history has proven that grazing and 
wildlife prokction are incompatible. 

3. Restrict all mining operations to those essential lo completing cleanup. 

' I  

Thank-you for YOUF consideration. I look forward to taking my-sm Eo visit a relatively 
"natural" Upper Columbia River ecosystem. 

f -? T P  
I ,  . 

Charles Burke 
628 N. Hayes 
Moscow, ID 
83843 
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ALERT! HELP PROTECT THE " F O R I ? ~ C E  
YOUR COMMENTS NEEDED BY JTJNE 7m! 

J .Dear F r i e d  of Our N&al Herifage: - :  

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is seeking public comment on a dr& Environmental 
Impact Statement that will determine land management at W o r d  for the next 50 years. This i she  is 
very important to The Nature Conservancy and the entire Northwest. If you believe that some of the 
uncontaminated areas at W o r d  should be protected as a pemianent national legacy, take this 
opportunity to make your voice heard! 

Haw you can he&. . . 
Write to DOEeiefore June 7 with your wmments on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement (HRA EIS). (See reverse side for address and sample message.) 

Show your support by speaking at one of three public hearings.on May 18 in Portland, May 20 in 
Ric&.nd or June 3 in SDokane. (See the  rever.se dde fnr d&nilc.l 



0 6 9 4 9 9  

SAMPLE MESSAGES FOR COMMENT LETTERS AND/OR TESTIMONY: 

. 
positions. We think these are some of the key points that DOE needs to hear from us and others: 

The Nature Conservancy’s comments on the HRA EIS will include the following specific 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at HanforcL The Hanford Site is one of the last places 
in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrubsteppe vegetation and related wildlife. 

2. Support the.Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent .National Wildlife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’S entke WahIuke Slope, 
the W o r d  Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This will provide a large, continuous 
“crescent” of protectee habia; hsds SurrGunding centra; rZk&ord. 

. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the Site 
(including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. ,. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of 

- 7  1 

decisions for the areas menttoned above (see 2A). 

PUBLIC 

.-. . -___ ” 1 - . . ._.. . .. . - - 
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ILll7cl.2, 1990 . . 
' L  

Thomas Fenis . 
E.S. Department of Energy 
Ri cklaiids ( Ipera tioizs Ofice 

Rickland. W.4 W352-0550 
P 0. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

0 6 9 5 0 0  

lkar  Thomas Fcmis, 

I' w a n t  tu congratulate the Department of Energy on their plan to 
designate the vast majority of the Wahluke Slope of the Hanford Reach 
for preservation. To have in perpetuity that stretch of undeveloped 
.;horeljne and land would be a positive legacy for the region of the 
Hanford Reservation. 

1 belie\:e that the Save the Reach Coalition's amendments to the DOE 
Preferred Alternative are essential €or the full protection of the region 
for future generations. These amendments include the designation of all 
public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 
Mc&e Ranch a id  the And Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife 
Refuge [176,001! total acres). In addition, mining operations should be 
restricted to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on 
thi. Hanford Reservation. Grazing on the Hanford Reservation should be 
torbidden to avoid the degradation of the land. Finally, a separate Record 
o f  Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned a'bbve should be 
establishecl. These areas are prime fish and  wildlife habitat, 
tincoiitarnina ted by Hanford operations, and should be protected while 
the comple>c dec-isiGiis involoving clean-up in the central Hmford area are 
made. 

' 

Please be a part of  true preservation and protection of this unique region. 



.N&tibn on Society 

June 8,1999 

Mi-. Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HQ-12 

F~s: (212) 979-3188 

Re: The Hanford Remedial Draft Environmental ImDact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The National Audubon Society would like to offer comments on the U. S .  Department of 
Energy's draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. 

The.Nationa1 Audubon Society has over 550,000 members and 500 local chapters 
throughout the United States. We have dedicated ourselves to the preservation of birds 
.&d ~ l d l i f e  habitat for over a century. Audubon has nippbrted protection of Hanford's 
incr*ble .fish and WilGfe resources for thirty years. I had the pleasure of t o ~ g  the 
Hanford Reach shortly after I became the Society's president and have followed this issue 
with keen interest ever since. 

We congratulate the Department of Energy for the high quality of research and 
professionalism demonstrated in the preparation of the HRA-EIS. We view public 

. comment and involvement as essential elements in all public policy decisions and your 
efforts to reach out to the public are admirable. 

We 'scpport the preferred alternative designating the I-Iaiiiijrd Reach, its islands, the 
Wahluke Slope, McGee Ranch, and Arid Lanas Ecology Reserve for preservation. The 
Riverlands area between the McGee Ranch and the Hanford Reach must also be 
designated as preservation areas to tie all these areas together, enabling them to h c t i o n  
as an ecosystem. We strongly recommend expanding the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all these areas. We thank 
the Department of Energy for saving this habitat for fifty years, but Hanford's fish and 
wildlife need the stewardship only the US .  Fish and Wildlife Service can provide. . , . 

We also. suppok the preferred alternative designating Gable Mountain, Gable Butte and 
the S g d  Dunes for preservation. Unfortunately preservation under the prefmed 
altemative does not go far enough. An immense expanse of the Hanford Reservation 
harbors high quality wildlife habitat and native plant communities and must be protected. 

. .  ... . .  

' I  
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Mr. Ferns 

Page 2 

Most of Washington's shrub-steppe habitat is gone or so badly fragmented that it is of 
little use to wildlife. We support Alternative One's designation of areas set aside for 
preservation. Alternative One preserves and connects the Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife's Priority Species locations displayed on Figure 4-17 and Levels 11, III 
and N biological Resources displayed on Figure 4-27. Setting aside'these areas for 
preservation prevents fi-agmenting habitat and allows all these areas to function as an 
ecosystem. Alternative One leaves sufficient resources and acreage to provide for 
industrial and economic development, scientific research and completion of clean up 
operations. 

We are opposed to opening any portion of the Hanford Reservation to grazing. Instead, 
we recommend the use of carefully managed fires to reduce fuels buildup and prevent 
wildfires which are so destructive to sagebrush. 

We realize some mining will be necessary to complete your clean-up operations. We 
strongly recommend limiting mining to only that which is necessary to complete clean 
up. All mining should receive NEPA review and mines must be restored to native habitat 
when closed. The ALE contains some of Hanford's best habitat and most spectacular 
scenery and should not be mined. 

Hanford is a recreational treasure and should be protect for all Americans to enjoy. We 
support "Low Intensity" recreation but oppose "High Intensity'' recreation on the 
Hanford Reservation with the exception of the proposed B-Reactor historical museum. 
"High Intensity" recreation as defined in your EIS could easily open the e a g l e  Hanford 
Reach to destructive and inappropriate activities such as destination resorts and golf 
courses. We can build "High Intensity" recreational facilities virtually anywhere. We 
can not replicate the Hanford Reach or the ALE. . 

The HEZA-EIS addresses many difficult and complex issues, which could take months or 
' yzus io resolve. The issues facing the Hanfoid ReaZn, Yhhluke Slope, Riverlands, 
McGee Ranch and ALE are relatively simple, and sufficient information is available to 
make the right decision now. We recommend that a separate Record of Decision for 
these areas be issued by the Secretary of Energy by the end of this calendar year. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment of these important matters. 

Sincerely, 

/ John Flicker 
President - 
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June 7,1999 WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
Natural Resources 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

JENNIFER M. BELCHER 
Commissioner o f  Public Lands 

RECESVED 

Dear Mi. -Ferns 

The Washington Natural Heritage Program (W”?) promotes and tracks the establishment of a 
Natural Area system in Washington. The program reviewed the Revised Draft NRA-EIS and 
supports DOE’S preferred alternative with some modifications. 

The value of the Hanford reservation in conserving the region‘s shrubsteppe and related 
ecosystems is demonstrated in the USFWS alternative 1. From that prespective expanding the 
level of preservation in higher quality areas is important. To that end, the FitmerEberhardt ALE 
reserve needs to retain its Research Natural Area status (established in 1972 as the Rattlesnake 
Hills RNA) and remain in a preservation status, as discussed in alternative 2. To insure the long- 
term conservation goals for native ecosystems, agricultural development (critically, no further 
irrigation that could compromise the stablity of the white bluffs), commercial mining or livestock 
developments need to be limited. The proposed actions in the preferred alternative ought to 
provide adequate protection for the many sensitive species and plant community elements and 
will benefit the native biodiversity of the state. 

The final decision on conservation and preservation of uncontaminated lands needs to be 
disassociated from those requiring special attention for clean-up and long-term environmental 
’quality monitoring. This will hasten the process by separating the fate of some of the most 
fouled lands in Washington from some of its most natural land. . .  

Thank you for the opporfxnity to comment on the Revised Draft-EIS and look forward to future 
coordination Uiith you on managing this valuable, irreplaceable part of Washington’s 
biodiversity. 

/” Sincerely, 

Rex C. Crawfii4Ph.D. 
Natural Heritage Vegetation Ecologist 
Forest Resources Division 
11 11 Washington St SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-7016 

FORESTWOURCES I 1111 WASHINGTON STSE I POBOX47016 I OLYMPIA, WA 98504-7016 
FAX: (360) 902-1783 I 77X (360) 902-1 125 I El: (360) 902-7340 

Equal Opportunity/AfFirmative Action Employer RECYCLED PAPER 6 
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Written Comment Sheet 0 6 9 6 7 2  

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
\ 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 

396 



. .  
- 1 BUSINESS REPLY MACL I 

I FIRST CLASS MAIL PERMIT NO. 26 RICHLAND. WA. 
. .  . ..-.- _ _  . . .... . .. 

.. .. 7. 

.. POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE 

ATTN: TOM FERNS REVISED DRAFT HRA EIS I MSIN HO-12 .- 
US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
PO BOX 550 
RICHLAND WA 99352-9959 
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MOZELLE Holloway JUN I 1 1999 
DOE-WL/ D1S 

Name 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Address 

ffty/StatefZip Code Telephone 

Address 

2611 E. Snead Ave. 

Spokane, Wa. 99223 509-448-0150 

. . . . .  ........... . ... . 
. . .  ... ... .... . . . . . . . .  : :...>. :.: ::..:.:. 

. .  r: .. ....:...:,: :,.. -. . . .  - .  
. .  

: .::.,:.:...::...:: '3  g9: 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  

With DOE retaining the rights to obtain necessary materials to 
correct the contamination problem, I urgently recommend the 

choice of AlternateTwo for the HAn€ord Site. Alsothis would 
desire th at Congress pass the Columbia wild ana scenic 

Rivers Act .for the Columbia' 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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DAVID T. HOLLOWAY I Name 

JUN 1 1 1999 
DOE-KLI b s  Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Addnxs 

Clty/S@feNp Code Telephone 

Address 

2611 E. Snead ave. 

Spokane, Wa. 99223 509-448-0150 

With DOE retaininq the riqht to obtain necessaary materials 
to correct the contamination problem I ursently recommend 
t-f, a 1 m f . P  T W P ~  or the Hanford Size. Also with 

the c o w a t < -  C ~ p s s  pass khe Columbia River WilA and 
Scenic Rivers Act. 

I 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Leo Bowman 

BENTBN COUNTY Max Benitz, Jr. 

Claude L. Oliver 

DISTRICT 1 
Board of County Commissioners 

P.O. Box 190 Prosser, WA 99350-0190 DISTRICT 2 

DISTRICT 3 
Phone (509) 786-5600 or (509) 736-3080 

Fax (509) 786-5625 

June  7, 1999 

Thomas W. Ferns, H RA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSN HO-12 

Re: Comments  on  HRA/EIS Public Draft 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Please accep t  t h e  following comments  on t h e  public draft of t h e  HRAEIS and CLUP. 

At t h e  outset ,  t h e  county wishes to commend those  representatives of DOE-RL 
management  and  staff, as well a s  contract employees, and representatives of 

.cooperating agencies  and Tribes who, for t h e  last t w o  years, have helped refocus 
and move forward our  9 year ques t  to cooperatively prepare a Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan for t h e  Hanford Site. Over t h e  pas t  2 years t hese  individuals and others 
have. worked hard to  bring about this draft, which is about  a s  close to a product of 
consensus  a s  can  be  achieved, given t h e  varied, complex, and passionate interests 
it incorporates. 

, 

- Unfortunately, as  you will read in comment  # 1, below, local governments and 
citizens feel strongly t h a t  this cooperative regional effort to engage upon an  
objective and equitable process for determining future land u s e  on t h e  Site has  been 
significantly undermined and prejudiced in its 1 lth hour by. power politics from t h e  
usual distant quarter. That  aside however, t h e  effort from RL is appreciated, and 
should. .bewiewed as a model for DOE cooperation with local and regional interests 
-were it not  so easily nullified by political interests. 

Since Benton County is a cooperating agency in t h e  preparation of this draft 
document,  and therefore it's staff has  reviewed and either affirmed, or abstained 
from objection to its contents,  (up until t h e  administrative draft wen t  to DOE 
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headquarters for review and edit) t h e  comments  below generally refer t o  macro 
rather than  micro issues. They relate t o  process; to our expectations from t h e  ROD 
on this document;  to w h a t  is not in t h e  draft but should be  included in order for it 
to be  useful at  t h e  point of selecting a'Preferred Land Use Map in t h e  ROD. 

1 . Procedural Requirements 
From a NEPA procedural standpoint, Secretary Richardson's recent announcement 
tha t  t h e  future land use of t h e  Wahluke Slope will be  a s  a wildlife refuge under 
management  by USFWS, prior to even t h e  release of t h e  public draft of t h e  HRA- 

OI EIS, is- directly and flagrantly prejudicial to t h e  HRA-EIS and CLUP process. 
Besides making a mockery of t h e  NEPA public comment  requirement, and 
discounting t h e  local effort of t h e  pas t  years, t h e  announcement's legality is 
questionable. Never mind tha t  t h e  "Preferred Alternative" within t h e  HRA-EIS 
document  was I manipulated at headquarters to reflect t h e  Secretary's 
announcement, t h e  decision should be a product of t h e  ROD (rather than t h e  ROD 
being a product of t h e  decision) -unless NEPA review w a s  not  required in t h e  first 
place, in which c a s e  why  were we doing land use planning for t h e  Wahluke in t h e  
EIS? This decision should b e  revoked and held in abeyance until comments on t h e  
EIS have been taken and responded to, and t h e  ROD for t h e  HRAEIS and CLUP is 
issued. 

2. Environmental Jus t ice  
The  environmental justice section of t h e  document needs to be  augmented with an 

02 analysis of t h e  socio-economic impacts of t h e  alternatives on t h e  residents of south 
Grant County and Mattawa. The  loss of t a x  base  to a low income rural community 
from . the  permanent lock up of lands with income potential, and for which 
reasonable expectations of a return of those  lands to t h e  t a x  base have existed for 
years, mus t  b e  assessed.  

3. Incomplete analysis 
The analyses within t h e  draft fail to assess discretely each  of t h e  Alternatives' 
consistency with identified missions of DOE a t  t h e  Site, and to compare t h e  
Alternatives in tha t  regard. This is a serious omission. To t h e  extent  t h a t  DOE 
missions a re  embodied in existing Site or' DOE Complex Policy, this is a legitimate 
and required element of t h e  EIS. For example, how do  each  of t h e  Alternatives 
forward t h e  objectives of economic diversification, privatization and reuse? A 
cursory review would. indicate t h a t  Alternatives 1 and 2 a re  counter-productive to 
this objective. They offer little land outside t h e  Preservation designation for future 
federal missions or private sector uses; t h e  small areas designated for development 
are surrounded by t h e  Preservation designation, making access and service very 

03 difficult. These  Alternative maps  would exclude even a benign use such  a s  LlGO if 
one were  to b e  proposed. Alternative 4, t h e  Preferred Alternative, and Alternative 
3, in t h a t  order, increasingly meet  t h e  objectives of reuse and diversification. 

Additionally, a review of t h e  land use designations of all t h e  alternatives would 
indicate tha t  to varying degrees, each has  designations t h a t  are  inconsistent with, 

2 
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or not justified by, t h e  identified values and resource inventories of t h e  underlying 
land. The  result of such disconnects between inventoried resource value and land 
u s e  designation is lost opportunities to realize other values and policy objectives, 
such  as privatization, multiple uses, and sustainable development. For example, 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 grossly apply the  Preservation or Conservation designations 
to areas of t h e  site where t h e  Biological Resources Inventory and Management Plan 
for  t h e  Site (BRMaP), as well as  other data including cultural resources, indicate 
little or no significant biological or cultural resources to be  preserved (i.e., to areas 
indicated as Level' I or I I  in BRMaP ). The Preferred Alternative does  this to a lesser 
exten t  than  Alternatives 1, 2, and 4.. Of all t h e  maps, Alternative 3, south of t h e  
Columdia River matches t h e  land use designations most  closely to  t h e  underlying 
resources values indicated in site-wide data bases. In doing this, Alternative 3 both 
protects t h e  high value biological and cultural resources on t h e  site, and provides 
t h e  .greatest  opportunity for multiple land uses  and to  satisfy Site policy and 
objectives relating to future federal missions and economic diversification and 
privatization. The  EIS should provide an analysis for this issue. , 

On t h e  i ssue  of diversification and multiple use: only Alternative 3 provides 
opportunities for more than  token non-industrial related land uses  (high intensity 
and low intensity recreation, and a trails sys tem tha t  connec ts  regional points of 
access and recreation). Only Alternative 3 contains a range of land u s e  
designations t h a t  integrates with regional land use activities. The  limited 
development acea on Alternatives 1 and 2, and t h e  narrow range of land u s e  
designations on  Alternatives 1, 2, 4,' 5, and t h e  Preferred Alternative, merely 
perpetuate t h e  Hanford driven mono-industrial land uses  of t h e  pas t  50 years  on t h e  
Site. Unless t h e  objective of DOE is to  keep t h e  whole site as a federal industrial 
land bank separated from t h e  socio-economic fabric of t h e  larger region, t h e  
Alternative ultimately selected a s  "Preferred" (in t h e  ROD) h a s  to  provide a viable 
mix and acreage of future land use opportunities t ha t  enable a break from t h e  pas t  
and integration with regional land uses. . .  

4. Change t h e  Name of t h e  Docurnsnt 
The acronym "HRA" is an  irrelevant vestige of a more confused time. After eight 
years and millions of dollars there should b e  a little more clarity a s  to w h a t  t h e  
document  is about. per page nine of t h e  Preamble in t h e  draft, 
change  t h e  title to Hanford Comprehensive Land Use planlElS (HCLUP/EIS) 

Suggestion: 

5. Institutional Controls 
Add "Institutional Control Plan" (ICP) to t h e  list of Implementing Controls (to b e  
prepared) in Table 6-4, page  6-13. There should be  s o m e  discussion as to t h e  
appropriateness of t h e  site Planning Advisory Board reviewing t h e  Implementation 
Plan (it may or may not be  appropriate), but  t ha t  aside, an  ICP will be  necessary, 
and since ICs a re  essentially land use restrictions tha t  will integrate with land use  
designations, policies and implementation procedures, and site development review, 
all of which c o m e  together  in or around t h e  Hanford Comprehensive Plan, then t h e  
Plan would s e e m  t h e  appropriate point of residence for t h e  ICP. ' I  

3 
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6. Difference Between t h e  role of a Cooperating Agency's Alternative Land Use 
Map and Public Perception of t h e  Alternative Maps. a As a Cooperating Agency, Benton County participated in t h e  HRA-EIS/CLUP Public 
Meetings held by t h e  DOE over t h e  past  few weeks.  At t h o s e  meetings it has  
c o m e  to our attention t h a t  a significant number of t h e  general public t ha t  provided 
comments and concerns on t h e  Draft EIS do not fully understand t h e  role t h a t  t h e  
land use  alternatives play in this EIS process and wha t  t h e  intent of t h e  Cooperating 
Agencies involvement was in t h e  development of this EIS. For example, a number 
of people believe tha t  t h e  alternative land use maps, excluding t h e  Preferred 
Alternative, call for a transfer of DOE lands t o  t h e  sponsoring agency of t ha t  
particular alternative map. This is not t h e  case. 

The  Final EIS needs  to clarify that  t h e  Alternative Land Use Maps are t h e  DOE'S 
Alternatives for NEPA review, and tha t  t h e  Alternative Maps are not about  
transferring land u s e  authority but rather they are land use  options to  be  reviewed 
and considered by DOE for Site use over the  next 50 years. 

7 .  The Meaning of "Local Control" of Hanford Lands in t h e  HRA-EWCLUP 
07 Relative to t h e  above  comment, and in light of t h e  concerns expressed by a large 

number of t h e  public at  t h e  DOE public meetings, there  is a misconception as to  t h e  
role t h a t  local governments have relative t o  land use authority on Hanford lands. 
The  EIWCLUP also must  make it clear tha t  on  Hanford lands, land u s e  activities t ha t  
are not a part of t h e  federal mission, e.g., non-federal or private developments not 
related to cleanup, are subject to review and/or approval by t h e  local jurisdiction of 
authority (i.e., t h e  underlying local county or city) 

For example, $he LIGO facility, t h e  Energy Northwest (WPPSS) complex, and 
perhaps t h e  proposed B-Reactor Museum, are subject to t h e  jurisdictional authority 
of Benton County relative to the  use  of land and structures. The  proposed boat  
launch near t h e  Vernita Rest Stop is subject to t h e  requirements of t h e  Shoreline 
Management Act  implemented by local government. The  regulatory permit 
authority of local government exists within all of t h e  alternative maps  for non- 
federal or private activities. The Final EIS document needs  to clarify this 
circumstance. 

8. A Vision For T h e  Preferred Alternative 
The  Preferred Alternative is without explicitly s ta ted  land u s e  Vision, goals or 
objectives. It relies on  t h e  Strategic Plan and remediation objectives for reference, 
however t h e  Strategic Plan goals and objectives d o  not refer to or include land use, 
and remediation is land u s e  neutral, a t  least without a n  adopted land use  plan. An 
example of a land use Vision and goals and objectives is found on  page 3-38 of 
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Alternative 3. The  Preferred Alternative land u s e  map should be based upon a clear 
land u s e  Vision with goals and objectives sufficient to help DOE achieve tha t  vision 
over time.. 

Sincerely 

CLAUDE L. OLIVER, Chairman 

cc: Mr. Keith Klien, Hanford Site Manager, 
Mr. Lloyd Piper, Deputy Manager DOE-RL 
See at tached list 

LEO BOWMAN, Member 

& 
MAX E. BENITZ, Jr., 
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Mr. ,Lloyd Piper, Deputy Manager DOE-RL 
Mr. Keith Klein, Hanford Manager 
Tim Snead, Chairman Grant Co. BOCC 
Frank Brock, Chairman, Franklin Co. BOCC 
Mayor Larry Haler, City of Richland 
Governor Gary Locke 
Sen. Slade Gorton 
Sen. Patricia Hale 
Sen. Jim. Honeyford 
Sen, Harold Hochstatter 
Sen. Valoria Loveland 
Sen. Patty Murray 
Rep. Richard Hastings 
Rep, Norman D. Dicks 
Rep. Barbara Lisk 
Rep. Gary Chandler 
Rep, Jerome Devlin 
Rep. Kathy Haigh 
The Honorable William Richardson, Secretary of Energy 
Stan Sobczyk, Nez Perce Tribe 
Samuel Penney, Chairman Nez Perce Tribe 
Lenora Selatsee-Buck, Wanapum Tribe 
Antone Minthorn, Chairman Confederated Tribes of the  Umatilla Indian Reservation 
William Yallup, Sr. Chairman, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the  Yakama Indian Nation 
Christopher Burford; Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
Dee Caputo, Director - Adams Co. Pin. Dept. 
Jarod MacPherson, Franklin Co. Pin. Dept. 
David Nelson, Grant Co. Pin. Dept. 
Ben Bennett, Executive Director - Port of Benton 
Dale Bambrick, Regional Director, USDFWS 
Dave Goeke, Project Leader - USDFWS 
Jim Blanchard, Special Projects Officer - BLM 
Jake Jakabosky, Environmental Specialist - BLM 
Cliff Ligons, Border Res. Area Mgr. - BLM 
Doug Sherwood, Hanford Project Manager 
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Department of Consumer a n d  Business Services . 

Officc ?f Eiicrsy 
625 Marion St. NE, Suite 1 

LETTER #@'? Salem, OR 97301-3712 
Phone: (503) 378-1040 

Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035 
FAX: (503) 373-7806 

Web site: www.cbs.state.or.uslexterna1 f ooe / 
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland ODerations Office 

DOE Document Manager for the HRA-EIS pI7m.n 
JUN 1 0 19% 

PO-Box 556, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 DOE-WL I DIS 
Subject: Oregon Office of Energy's Comments on the Revised Draft Hanford Remedial 

Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(HRA-EIS). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the HRA-EIS. The Department of Energy 
(DOE), the Tribes and Cooperating Agencies did a good job in preparing a thoughtful 
study of potential land use considerations for the Hanford site. The document fairly 
considers the many important values on the site. 

With respect to future uses of the Hanford Site, the Oregon Office of Energy (OOE) 
holds these values: 

1. The Columbia River must be protected from further contamination and degradation. 

2. The health and safety of the citizens of Oregon must be protected. 

3. The treaty obligations of the U. S. Government with respect to the Tribal 
Governments must be recognized and satisfied. 

4. The important ecological, biological, geologic, historic and cultural assets of the 
Hanford Site must be preserved. 

5. Plan so as to protect the ability to cleanup the site and avoid the potentid for conflicts 
between cleanup and listing of species as rare, threatened or endangered. This means 
ensuring the planning for the protection of the Shrub-Steppe and other special habitats 
in advance to avoid creating future conflicts. 

The OOE finds that all the alternatives with the exceptions of Alternative Three and the 
No Action Alternative satisfy these values. Alternative Three is unsatisfactory for the 
following reasons: 
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Oregon Office of Energy 
HRA-EIS Comments 
Page 2 

1. This Alternative does not adequately protect cultural resources. For example, more 
extensive development would be allowed within viewsheds on site than for any of the 
other alternatives, and damage could occur.to cultural sites on the Wahluke Slope 
from agriculture. Jicreased irrigation on the Wahluke Slope could cause loss of the 
White Bluffs. Alternative Three sets aside a total of 12,022 acres for both high- 
intensity and low-intensity recreation. This is at least 11 times the amount set aside 
for any other alternative. 

2. Alternative Three does not adequately protect critical habitats. Irrigation of the 
Wahluke Slope could significantly increase siltation in the Columbia River causing 
loss of spawning habitat. The amount of land that could be cleared for agriculture is 
greater in this alternative than any of the others. 

3. Th& Columbia River is not adequately protected from further damage. Allowing 
agriculture and irrigation on the Wahluke Slope could result in greater amounts of 
agricultural chemicals entering the River, and increased siltation of the River, well 
beyond that of other alternatives. 

4. In addition to the above, Alternative three does not adequately incorporate Hanford 
Advisory Board (HAB) values. In particular, the HAB has stated that historic and 
cultural resources have value and should not be degraded or destroyed. While this 

I alternative clearly does not directly advocate the degradation or destruction of these 
resources, by allowing such extensive development, we feel it is not adequately 
protective of these resources either. 

The No Action Alternative is unsatisfactory since it is a basically a decision not to decide 
in advance on a land use strategy. Future land uses will be decided in a piecemeal 
fashion. For this reason, we can’t be sure that these future uses of the Hanford Site will 
adequately address our values as described above. 

. 

Further specific comments are included in the attachment to this letter. Should you have 
any questions concerning these comments, please contact Mr. Douglas Huston of my 
staff at (503) 378-4456. 

’ A-strator, 
Nuclear Safety Division 
Oregon Office of Energy 
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Oregon Office of Energy’s detailed comments on the Revised Draft Hanford 
Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use 

. Plan--EIS). 

1. 

U Z  

03 2. 

3. 

34 

4. 

5.  
?2& 

6. 

c7 

None of the alternatives discusses the types of long term institutional controls that 
could be required. These could represent a significant expense. We recommend that 
the HRA-EIS include an analysis for each alternative’s institutional controls. 
Institutional control is highly dubious beyond 100 years. 

Although this document is deliberately focused away from remediation decisions, we 
rkommend there be some discussion of how the land use criteria of this document 
may be used to influence remediation decisions. 

In many cases the statement in Table 3-4 that Alternative 3 impacts are the same as 
the preferred alternative’s impacts is misleading - they are similar in kind but an 
order of magnitude more severe. For example, the preferred alternative sets aside a 
total of 1,028 acres for recreation. Alternative Three sets aside a total of 12,022 acres 
for recreation, yet the statement of impact for water resources in Table 3-4 says 
“Same as the Preferred Alternative” when referring to Alternative 3. We recommend 
that a clearer statement of the differing magnitudes of impact be included in Table 3- 
4. 

Chapter 6 contains little detail on the functioning of the Site Planning Advisory Board 
(SPAG). Without further details on the functioning of the SPAG, we are concerned 
that membership appears to be heavily weighted toward the local communities. We 
urge DOE to be certain that the operations of the SPAG are set up so as to provide 
balanced reviews and recommendations on land use and resource management issues. 
For example, this panel could be restructured to provide each of the tribes, agencies, 
counties and cities the opportunity to comment only on those proposals directly 
involving land affecting their interests. Broader input and comment would need to 
occur through an open public process. 

Areas where rivers or creeks have historically flowed at Hanford are more likely to 
have been tribal use areas in the past. We recommend that the Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (CLUP) include, as a requirement, a‘detailed tribal review and field study 
for tribal cultural sites for any industrial use designated area(s) prior to implementing 
any plan for using such areas. 

We recommend the CLUP be integrated with the Cultural and Tribal Resources Plans 
and recognize the Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan and the 
Hanford Site Biological Resources Implementation Strategy as providing governing 
guidance and direction in accordance with DOE Orders P 430.1 (Land and Facility 
Use Policy) and 0 430.1‘ (Life Cycle Asset Management). 

’ I  

41 0 



0 6 9 6 4 0  
HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD 

June 4,1999 D1991 I2094 
L m E R  # j& DUEDATE: 6/21 

Mr. Keith Klein, Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations 

RECEIVED P.O. BOX 550 (A7-50) 
Richland, WA 99352 

Subject: HRA-EWCLUP 

*RP 
MGR 
AME 
AMIF 
AMW 
BUD 
EAP 
ESH 
MET 
occ 

DearMr. Klein: OEA 
PAD A draft W o r d  Remedial Action Environmentai Impact Statement (HRA-EIS) and 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) was issued in September 1996. Extensive and QSH 
generally critical public comments were made during the review period. The Hanford SSD 
Advisory Board did not submit foxmal advice, but agreed that this initial draft needed 
extensive revisions. 

ADVICE 

The Hanford.Advisory Board is pleased that the U.S. Department of Energy W E )  and 
the cooperating agencies and tribes have produced a thougtrtil and comprehensive study 
of potential land uses for the Hanford Site which fairly considers its many important d u e s  
and resources. We appreciate DOE's responsiveness to comments on the initial draft. 

The Hanford Advisory Board has not attempted to reach consensus on the alternatives 
considered in the HRA-EIS/CLUP, in recognition of the diversity of opinion on this 
subject among Board members. The Board also has not had sufficient t h e  to f U y  
develop comments on the Environmental Consequences and Plan Implementation sections. 
However, we submit the following initid advice in the event that the public comment 
period is not extended: , 

1. The Board supports the proposed name change of the document to 'TIHanford 
comprehensive Land Use Plan." 

2. The Board supports DOE's removal of remedial actions fiom the scope of the EIS. 
3. The Comprehensive Land Use Plan should be based on the Cultural Resources 

Management Plan, the W o r d  Site Biological Resources Management Plan, and the 
Hanford Site Biological Resources Implementation Strategy. These pfans provide 
guidance and direction in accordance with DOE Orders. 

4. The Conservation/Mining area designation must be implemented so as to protect areas 
of high quality h a b i t  of various types, particularly the high quality shb-steppe 
sagebrush. bnrlml.rua - FuaFtatmn 

Phone: (206) 289-5041 Fax: (206) 269-5046 

T.chniul Rrarrn Immm8tlod. Inc - At%nim3tmmtion 
723 The Parkway, S u b  200, RIdrlMd, WA 99352 

Fax: (5091 943-5528 Phom: I5091 943-5319 
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5.  Areas where the river or creeks have historically flowed at Hanford are likely to have 
tribal use areas. Uses or activities which would physically disturb or potentially 
contaminate such areas should require detailed tribal review and field study for cultural 
sites prior to new development. 

o\ 
The following Board members and alternates abstained fiom this advice out of concern 
that it may negate (1) treaty rights of the tribes and (2) their organizational endorsement 
of a particular alternative: 

Nanci Peters, Yakama Indian Nation 
Betty Tabbutt, League of Women Voters 
Tim Takaro, UniverSity of Washington 
Paige Knight, Hadord Watch of Oregon 
Gerald Pollet, Heart of America Northwest 
Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social Responsibility 

We look forward to your response and to periodic progress updates on this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Medyn B. Reeves, Chair 
H d o r d  Advisory Board 

cc: Tom Fitzsimmons, Director 
Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator 
James Owendoff: Department of Energy Headquarters 
Paul Kruger, Deputy Designated Federal Official 
The Oregon and Washington Congressional Delegations 
Michael Gearheard, Environmental Protection Agency 
Dan Silver, Washington Department of Ecology 

This advice represents HAB consensus for this specific topic. It should not be taken out of context to 
extrapolate Board agreement on other subject matters. 

Hi- CO’WWTMENT 
CONTROL 

J U N  0 8  1999 
RfCHLAND 

QPERATIONS OFFfCE 

41 2 
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This is a postage-paid selfmailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 



0 6 9 6 4 3  
Written Comment Sheet -- 
.. . . .  JUN 10 1999 

. j  Uharles P. F'isiC, Conservation Chair DOEaL/DB!# m e  
Spakane Canoe and Xayak Club 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Address 

Address 

D 870- 

spakane,. WA 99210 (509) 137 - R??R 
city/stafeNp Code ' Telephone 

I) 

The Ekecutire Board of the Spokane Canoe and Kayak Club would like t o  be 
OA' record as favoring the -.proteetion Alternative Plan- for  the ~ o f i  

Reach, which appears t o  be Alternative #2, from the information gleaned at the 
hearing by the Club% Conservation. chair on June 3,. 1999. 

It is the Bod's reconnnendat%on, however. that the modifications t o  Alter- 
native #2 recommended by the. Lower Columbia &in Audubon Society /' CRCL be: 
adopted, t o  secuwprotections beyoad'thebasie Alternative #2* naarel3.r 
l., Designation of all l z d s  within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve,. W a l i h k c  Slope, 

islands in the Columbia River,. Riverlands and &Gee Ranch as a national uild- 
l i fe  reme, and the  Coluaibia River por t ion as a Recreational W U d  and Scenic 
River. 

2. That access be imp*& for  those who prefer non-motorited travel on the 
W o r d  Reach.. This would include pnnision of emp-sites for  greater f l e X i -  

b i l i t y  for paddlers, for  w i n d  cork3i*%m *-....:, L --- e a  %& treacherous: occasionallp, - , 

dev- are m a  t i b l e ' t o  bes t DFeSBrV -ation Q f the area, ! 

. 

. I  To enhance the asthetie. cmalities of the area. we recommend that patine:. rm~llllp:.. 

Thank you f o r  t h i s  opportunity fo r  expression of our coneem: f o r  one of the more 
beautiful places in the state of Washingtoni The Spokane Canoe anb gayak Club 
has about 240 members who enjoy paddling throughout the Northhest, We hope that 
you wi l? !  give our  reauest serious consideration. 

Tr 
Y 

&ZCM 0. ROnMS 
Pm= (bEfu7-  I 
St=t3K&N(r M Q E  C'wm 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 



4 

0 6 9 6 4 4  
Written Comment Sheet  

Company, Agency, or OrganizaUon 

&et Address 

City/StafaNp Code 

Address 

4 9  ,l&scli.- w 4 

4 L y--VL-LSlY d d S d  a. $gq,?O 
. .  T&ph dne 

I am expressing suDport for a l t e r n a t i v e  8 3 .  Although none of: -. .- -- .. 

- 
y o u r  a s t e rna t ives  are balanced A l t e r n a t i v e  # 3  is  the only one which 
comes c lose  t o  the needs and f u t u r e  of  Grant County and t h e  Y a t t a w a  'areq. 
I a l so  support Representat ive D o c  Hastings proposal  fo r  t h e  National 
Academy ot Sciences t o  "impartially." s tudy a l l  p o t e n t i a l  uses  Of t h e  
wanluke Slope,-The most balanced and t h e r e f o r e  the m o s t  "prefferred" 
a l t e r n a t i v e  is s t i l l  the Wahluke 2090 proposal.  
reel . tha t  a l l  f u t u r e  payment i n  l i e u  of taxes a r  PILT moneys should be 

Dased on " l o s t  opportuni ty"  costs, n o t  c i l r ren t  u s e  assessments. 

.. . - - 

-. . .- _.. - - -- . : .  
. .. __ - . -  

- - - _  - -. 

- .  - -  - - --. ._ ---_ 
I n  add i t ion ,  I s t rons ly  -. - 

. .  

. .  --  -_ 

Please fold and seal before mailing 
to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the fiyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Toni Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. ' 
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Written Comment Sheet m - - m , n  

A l a n  F. E i l l i k e r  DQERLIDB 

3' 

I' ...' JUN 1 0 19% 

Name 

Saddle Mountain Bible  Church 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

Address 

401 D a t e  P lace  ?:est 
Street Address 

Y a t t ; z w z ,  WA 99349 (509) 332-5240 
CItymattMZip Code Telephone 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only; 
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and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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JUN 1 0 1999 

I dm m r e s s i n g  sunpor t  fo r  R l t e r n a t i v e  # 3 .  Although none of 
- ._ _. 

Y U U J -  dl=d t i v e s  are balanced Al t e rna t ive  #3 is  t h e  only one which 
G- c lose  t o  the needs and f u t u r e  of Grant County and t h e  -Xattawa are?  
I d15 dTEpport  Kepresentat ive D o c  Hastings proposa l  f o r  t h e  National 

hcduany or sciences t o  "impartially." study a l l  p o t e n t i a l  uses  of t h e  

- 
-- ~ .. - 

-. . - .- - .- - 
- 7  

. -  _- - _  

- - -- . - -. 
opeL- The m o s t  balanced and t h e r e f o r e  t h e  most "prefferred" 

. _  
- -  _--- -. - __. - 

di&EiZti-Je -. is s t i l l  t h e  Nahluke 2099 proposal. 

u t u r e  payment i n  l i e u  of taxes  o r  P ILT moneys should be - el tnat a l l  t 
sdsea on " I G s t  opportuni ty"  c o s t s ,  no t  c u r r e n t  u s e  assessemects. 

I n  add i t ion ,  I stronqly - - 
. .  

_. -. 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Send Your Comments in Writing! 
I€ you are unable to attend a hearing, please tear out this page and send your 

comments in writing to the address listed on the back. It only takes a few minutes to 
complete this questionnaire, and your opinion counts! 

( ) I would like a written response to my comments. (name required) 

1) Do you support a cleanup scenario for the Hanford Reach of an "unrestricted use"? 

2 3 4 5 

Agree Disagree 

2) Should USDOE develop a Native American use scenario for the Hanford Reach? 
r .:. 11 2 . 3. 4 5 - 

Agree Disagree 

3) Should USDOE stop land use planning and get on with cleanup that is in compliance with 
Washington State Law (MOTCA) ? - 

. /A' 1 '  2 3 4 5 

' Agree Disagree 

4) Should Hanford's Strategic Plan (USDOE's high level planning document) be subject to the 
public review process? 

-7 

2 3 4 5 

Agree Disagree 

5) Does USDOE need to clearly explain to the public the relationship between the Strategic Plan 
and the HRA-EIS? -. - _*- 7 --- 

1 . 2 j  i' 3; .; 4 5 

Agree Disagree 
a = w , f 9  
JUN 1 0 1999 

DOE-aL/DIS 5 
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The Hanford Public Interest Group Netwok 

Government Accountability Project 
1402 - 3rd Avenue, Suite 1215 
Seattle, WA 98101 
(206)292-2850 

Hanford Watch 
2285 S E  Cypress 
Portland, OR 97214 
(!=3232-0848 

Heart of America Northwest Sierra Club Hanford Action of Oregon 
1305 - 4th Avenue, Suite 208 1516 Melrose 
Seattle, WA 98101 Seattle, WA 98122 Portland, OR 897210 

25-6 NW 23rd Place #406 

(206) 382-1014. ' (2W) 621-1696 . (503)235-2531 

Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility 
4554 - 12th Avenue NE 
Seattle, WA 98105 ' 

(206)547-2630 

Columbia River United 
P.O. Box 912 
Bingen, WA 98605 
(509)4932808 

6 
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' COMMENTS ON.DRAFT "FORD LAND USE PLAN EIS 5/30/99 
) 
; 

1. The EIS reflects extensive and excellent qualitative 
evaluation and comparison of alternatives. I support the 
Preferred Alternative as the initial baseline concept. 

2. In my judgment the policies and processes discussed in 
Section 6.O-are cqucial to successful implementation of the CLUP. o2 The stated policy accomplishments are well-taken. I believe 
there are additional principles that should have the weight 
of policy and should be added to Section 6.0. These are: 

a needed service to the nation and that are considered, in most 
places, undesirable; when such activities reflect and are consistent 
with Hanford's legacies of its historic activities, available space, 
sophisticated facilities, technical expertise, and close ties to 
the community. 

a. (In section 6.3.1) Accept activities that will fulfill 

b. (In Section 6.3.1) Maximize the excess VALUE of the 
Benefits over the Costs of Hanford land use actions. The valuation 
of Benefits and Costs will be comprehensive, and will reflect the 
collective wisdom of the general population . _  as evidenced in law, 
culture, and common practice. 

- 

c. (In Section 6.3.2) Support the objective of providing 
that on-site and spin-off activities, together with initiatives of 
the communities, can be expected to generate economic activity 
comparable to recent historic Hanford funding levels. 

for maintaining environmentally safe conditions extends forever, 
or until hazards due to wastes and contamination no longer exist. 

d. (Add to 6.3.2. item 9) recognizing that the responsibility 

3. It seems to me that the economic development mission has been 
neglected corapared to other missions. Criteria for acceptability 
are lacking, and little advocacy of economic development is apparent 
among the sponsors of alternatives.The impact of a failure to sustain 
recent funding levels would be immense. My comment 2.c above, is 
offered because of this observation; activities responsive to 
comment 2.a should also be highly positive economically. 

o\ 
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Lois Thiede Orchards 
22904 Rd. U.2 SW 
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EaLI DIS i bkLUi 
. *f^;f Mattawa, WA 99349 . 

It's interesting t o  be here a s  a speaker  tonight, since for many years I helped 
with the  listening part of such  meetings. I'm a strong advocate  of public 
involvement. -Public involvement s eeks  t o  know and bring together all the  
diverse and even opposing views about  a decision and find a solution that  in 
some  ways meets  all of t hose  needs.  As a government agency you are 
required t o  do  your bes t  t o  find solutions tha t  incorporate and meet  all 
interests - not just  a few. It's distressing then 'to see tha t  in your preferred 
alternative, you did not consider, much less find a way t o  meet,  the  interests 
of the  people of this area. 

We  the people of Mattawa and this area are the  most affected public for t h e  
north section of Hanford, called t h e  Wahluke Slope. It's not  t he  people of 
Seattle; it's not t h e  people of Portland; it's not t h e  people of Washington, 
D.C. or even the people of t h e  Tri-Cities who live next t o  t he  Wahluke Slope 
every day, 365 days a year. And w h o  must you consider in your decision 
but  the affected people? If you w a n t  t o  know what  t he  affected people 
think - listen. We  want  multiple uses for t h e  Wahluke Slope. That's what  
w e  said before. We'll s a y  it again. So do we like your alternative? Of 
course, not. You didn't listen. You didn't consider. You didn't incorporate 
our ideas. You have not  accomplished true public involvementl 

We  do not want;  we have not  wanted;  w e  will never want all of t h e  Wahluke 
Slope to  be a wildlife refuge. That  area is not pristine habitat. Much of it 
w a s  formerly used for farming and grazing, and we w a n t  s o m e  of it available 
for similar purposes. Every year in August, the  people or descendants  of t h e  
people who were forced out  of t h e  Hanfordwhite  Bluffs area return for a 
reunion. They have many sympathizers, because they were so quickly and 
uncaringly forced off of their farms and homes when t h e  government took 
over t he  land. I w a s  amazed t o  read tha t  Secretary Richardson felt 
designating t h e  Wahluke Slope a s  a wildlife refuge w a s  a compensation for 
t h e  people who lost so much in t h o s e  days. It's not compensation. It's 
taking the  land away  from t h e  local people again and giving i t  again t o  a 
government agency. DOE has  t h e  opportunity t o  right s o m e  of t h e  wrongs 
that  were done in t h e  40s, but  your preferred alternative only increases the  
wrongs. A jus t  and fair compensation would be to restore s o m e  opportunity 
t o  use the  land in a practical, economically beneficial manner. 

Mattawa has  been in t h e  n e w s  a lot t he  last couple of years. It's not 
because we are  a rich and affluent community tha t  needs a large playground 
in our backyard. We've been in t h e  news because we are a very poor and 
distressed area. A high .proportion of our population is Hispanic, including 
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many seasonal and migrant workers. I doubt that  many of them will s h o w  
up tonight. Why? Because they simply w a n t  t o  earn a living, have a decent  
place for their families to live, a good education for their children, and t h e  
s a m e  opportunities as you and I to  s tar t  and own businesses. 

There's a policy of t h e  US government called. environmental justice where 
t h e  poor must  b e  treated with equality; where they  must  be  given t h e  s a m e  
opportunities as t h e  higher economic classes. Our community fits the  
description of a community tha t  needs equal and fair t reatment  in these  
decisions. But your preferred alternative does  nothing to help this area. 
Making t h e  Wahluke Slope a wildlife refuge totally negates  all practical and 
economic opportunities for this area. That's sad,  because DOE could really 
help this area by giving it t h e  opportunities for economic development tha t  it 
does  to Benton and Franklin counties. There's a lot of space  on  t h e  Wahluke 
Slope. 

This isn't an all or nothing proposition. We're not  asking tha t  our interests 
be  t h e  only ones  considered as s o m e  groups do. We're not  asking that  t h e  
entire Hanford Site b e  turned over for  agricultural or economic development. 
But we also are  never going to be  happy having our interests totally ignored. 
You've made  s o m e  first s t e p s  in acknowledging u s  a s  an affected public 
with a legitimate right to our  interests. You've also begun to look a t  our 
interests in t h e  revised draft with Alternative Three. But  you still have a long 
ways  to go. You still need to make our interests part of t h e  preferred 
alternative. Only then  can  you claim a t rue public involvement success. 

. 
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I' Mike Thiede 
22904 Rd U.2 SW 

. - N a t t a w a ,  WA 99349 
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I am not for the  preferred alternative which leaves the  
Wahluke under federal control. The interests of Grant 
County and' particularly Mattawa are not considered 
under this  alternative. 

I worked at Hanford in t h e  Environmental Sciences 
Department a t  Battelle as a Research Scientist for some 
18 years before becoming a full time orchardist. My 
expertise is in risk assessment and have degrees in 
Wildlife biology and Radiological Sciences. 1 grew up in 
Richland and moved to t h e  Mattawa area over 20 years 
ago. 

Having permanently left Hanford a few years ago, 1 am 
continually using my technical expertise to look for 
potentially new economic developments which would add 

. diversity to my orchard operation. I know what  resources 
are available to new business startups in Benton County. 
There is a perceived perception by most officials I've 
spoke to that Hanford benefits to new business startup 
are only for Benton and Franklin Counties (the rich 
counties), while Grant County is mostly ignored. The 
transfer of buildings and property in north Richland to 
business and university personnel is evidence of this. 

The ignorance by the Federal Government in the land use 
proposals for t h e  Wahluke furthers the inequality of 
treatment by t h e  government of poor and economically 
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distressed counties such  as Grant County and the  
residents of Mattawa. 

1 strongly urge you to change your preferred alternative to 
include economic opportunities for Grant County. 
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PORT O F  MATTAWA 
POST OFFICE BOX 2328 

MAlTAWA, WASHINGTON 99349 - 
TELEPHONE: (509) 932-4928 

'I'estimony for JUN 1 1 1999 
US Department of Energy Hearing 

Wahluke School District DOE-RLI DIS 
June 2,1999 

My name i s  Mike Conley, I live in Moses Lake and work for Grant County Port District #3. 

The Department of Energy and its predecessors have controlled over 66,000 acres of Grant 
County since the early 1940's. Most all of the economic benefits derived from the Manhattan 
Project and Hanford Nuclear Reservation have not reached into our county. The '15-Cities of 

: Richland, Kennewick & Pasco have built their economies around Hanford while Grant county has 
' been ignored. Secretary of Energy Richardson's recent news conference stating that the North 
. Slope (Wahluke Slope) would be leased to the US Fish & Wildlife Department for management as 
a Federal Wildlife Refbge continues the extension of current policy, whereby Grant County and 
its taxpayers get left out of the economic picture again. US Fish & Wildlife is not concerned with 

. local input and in fact have been very uncooperative with the local citizens, we dread the thought 
of them and their bureaucratic attitudes towards our citizens. 

The Governor for Washington State is concerned about economic development for rural 
. t Washingon, to us our future growth is tied to the very same land that is now proposed for a 

Refbge. It would be one thing if this land had no development options, however if you would look 
at our area you would see a beautifid agriculture economy with a great variety of orchards, 
vineyards and row crops. The County and local organizations have adopted the Wahluke 2000 
plan as the preferred development of the Slope. This plan calls for the land to be used for its 
highest and best use, some should be wildlife habitat, but some should be farmed. Representative 
Hastings recent bill #HR103 1 calls f i r  the National Acadamy of Sciences to study the area. As an 
impartial body it should be able to  objectively determine what this land is best suited for and we 
would urge that this bill be passed. 
We understand that P E T  payments are discretionary and appreciate that we finally received some 
in 1996 from the Energy Department.' This was after federal control of over 50 years! We really 
support development of the farmable lands on the Wahluke Slope and would hope that could 
come on the TAX ROLES as private property, which would give an additional boost to the local 
economy, However, if the DOE moves forward with its announced plans the PILT payment 

. program needs to be addressed for opportunities lost to the local economy. Based on the Grant 
County Assessor's current cdculations, the developed farm land in the area has a value of 
$3,091.67/acre. If this figure was applied to half of the Wahluke Slope lands in Grant County that 
value would be : $3,091.67 X 33,000 acres = $102,025,000 as compared to $50,403,000 what 
the current PILT payment is based on. This needs to be addressed if current plans stay in place. 
In closing, Grant County citizens have received the short end of Hanfords economic benefits since 
the very beginning, please do not continue the same practice in the fbture, let us develop a podon 
of this land. 
cc; Senators Murray & Gorton & Congressman'Hastings 

' 
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417 W. 29th 
Spokane, WA 99203 
June 1,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U S  Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99325 
P.O. BOX 550, MSN HO-12 

Dear.People: 

I am speaking in support of the DOE alternativdfor the Hanford area, with 
amendments as proposed by the Sierra Club. 

As you know, these include the recommendation that all public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach with its islands, the McGee ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve be included within the National Wildlife Refuge. I believe that a separate Record 
of Decision is necessary to establish the Refige. 

I oppose grazing on the Hanford nuclear reservation, and I oppose opening the 
Wahluke Slope to  agriculture. 

The fact that the above lands are relatively pristine is a surprising benefit fiom the 
years of military/atomic reservation use. By keeping them for the public, no entity is being 
deprived of revenues formerly enjoyed. Farming (and the taxes thus generated) would 
benefit a limited few and only a modest area. The region will not miss that which it has 
not yet enjoyed. 

Please preserve theHanford Reach and its environs. 

Sincerely, 
-,--y 

copy: Senator Patty Murray 
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June7.1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN*HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

3 17 Fuller St .  
Richland, WA 99352 

946-8966 

J U N  1 I 1939 
Dear Mr. Ferns, DCE-Rh/ D E  
Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (HRA). I am pleased the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
has undertaken land use planning for the Hanford Site. The irreplaceable ecological values of the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE), and central 
Hanford need to be recognized by all- and protected by all - during clean up operations. The HRA should 
be.a good roadmap to prevent needless destruction of these important critical areas, whiIe ensuring an 
adequate land base for clean up, economic development, and future missions. Elements of DOE'S preferred 
alternative in combination with elements of Alternatives 1 and 2 recognize these values. My preferred 
alternative would be a Combination of these three Alternatives, but most closely resembles Alternative 2. 
Alternative 3 calls for far too much development, and will lead to the destruction of those qualities that 
make the Hanford Site unique and. valuable. 

The following comments are offered for your consideration: 

Designate a l l  lands within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River islands, 
Riverlands, and most of the McGee Ranch as Preservation. All of these areas should be managed by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a National Wddlife Refuge. The Columbia River and an area 
on average '/4 mile from either shore should be designated a Recreational Wdd and Scenic river. 

Under DOE contract, the Nature Conservancy has conducted a biological survey of Hanford, finding 42 
species new to science and at Ieast 48 more species of plants and animals classified as rare or endangered on 
state or federal lists. The McGee ranch and the Riverlands area provide an invaluable wildlife corridor 
between the Yakima Training Center and Hanford, which comprise the last, large tracts of shrub-steppe 
habitat remaining in Washington State. The HRA should strive to connect important habitats rather than 
fragment them. Part of the McGee Ranch should be considered as a possible site to obtain mineral resources 
(see below). ALE and part of the Wahluke Slope are already managed as wildlife refuges by USFWS. 
Wildlife Refuge designation for the Wahluke Slope and Wild & Scenic River designation for the Hanford 
Reach has been recommended in the Hanford Reach Final EIS, June, 1994, and in the associated Record of 
Decision. The islands contain both important wildlife habitat and irreplaceable cultural sites and require the 
highest level of management and protection. 

. 
' 

Issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas listed in the bullet above, because decisions about the 
future of these lands need not be delayed by debates over central Hanford land use issues. 
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Restrict the Industrial (Exclusive) Area boundary to that shown in Alternatives 1 and 2. 

The western extension in the Preferred Alternative contains valuable shrub-steppe habitat and should not be 
used for Hanford clean up operations. 

Replace Industrial Areas in the preferred alternative with those areas for which there is a documented need 
and which do not significantly impact wildlife habitat or further fragment these habitats. 

The Industrial designation should include areas defined by the City of Richland in their Comprehensive Plan 
(except fo; the 300 Area, see below), the Energy Northwest site, and the FFTF. The 1100 area has already 
been given to the Port of Benton for industrial development. These locations are contiguous with currently 
developed areas in the southeast portion of the Hanford Site where utilities are available and land 
disturbance is greatest. These Industrial areas combine to provide over 3,500 acres of public land for 
industrial expansion in addition to the 11,350 acres for Industrial-Exclusive use of the 200 Areas, providing 
more than ample space for local economic development over the next 50 years. This is especially true 
considering the availability of other lands off of Hanford which are slated for development, such as 
Richland's Horn Rapids Industrial Park and other Port of Benton properties. 

The amount of land designated Industrial in the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 3 is far more extensive 
than can be justified. The reserving by DOE of large blocks of land at May Junction and in the southeast 
comer of the site outside of the Richland UGA for unspecified, speculative future industrial uses is 
unacceptable. According to Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations, 48 Fed. Reg. 34263 (1983) by A. Alan 
Hill, Chairman of the CEQ at that time, "NEPA has never been interpreted to require examination of purely 
conjectural possibilities whose implementation is deemed remote and speculative. Rather, the agency's duty 
is to consider 'alternatives as they exist and are likely to exist'.'' These lands' existing value as wildlife 
habitat should be recognized and given the designation of either Preservation or, if it is shown that they 
contain mineral resources needed for. clean up, Conservation Mining. 

No industrial use should occur at May Junction in the Preferred Alternative and the area south of Energy 
Northwest in Alternative 1 because these keas fragment and lower the quality of important adjacent 
habitats. With time, the habitats in these areas and other areas in the southeast comer of the Site will be re- 
established and improve in wildlife value. In addition, areas near the river should be avoided for industrial 
development. 

Lands designated Research and Development should be limited to the 300 Area. 

R&D areas have the same impacts as Industrial areas. New R&D activities should be located in the 300 
Area or within Richland's UGA. LIGO should be designated a pre-existing nonconforming use and the 
lands it occupies should revert to Preservation when the LIGO mission is complete. 

High intensity recreational use should be restricted to an area for the museum at B Reactor. Low intensity 
recreation in the Vernita area should be limited to a boat launch at the Vernita Rest Stop on the south side 

1 of the river and upstream of the bridge. 

DOE should encourage reasonable recreational use of the Hanford Reach and surrounding public lands, but 
recognize that developed recreation has similar environmental impacts as industrialized use of an area. 
High-intensity recreation should only occur at the B-Reactor, which should be a museum, and not extend to 
the river. Access to B-Reactor must be by existing roads only, avoiding disturbance to important riparian 
habitat along the river. The proposed improved boat ramp in the Vernita area should be developed as a low- 
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intensity recreational area at the existing Vernita Rest Stop (upriver of the bridge), thereby reducing riparian 
disturbance and utilizing existing developed resources. The low intensity recreation area downriver of the 
Vernita Bridge shown on the Preferred Alternative should be eliminated. The White Bluffs boat launch on 
the Benton County side should not be available for low intensity recreation. This area is important for Bald 
Eagle roosting and possible nesting. This launch should be closed when eagles are present and used at other 
times for emergencies, law enforcement, and research only. Any trail that is constmcted should be located 
to avoid sensitive wildlife habitats, native plant communities, and cultural sites. Trails should be removed 
from the river's edge with occasional spurs to allow access to the river. Trails should be designated for non- 
motorized use only. No commercial development should be allowed in any low-intensity recreation area. 

Eliminate the possibility of agriculture, including grazing, on Hanford lands. 

Lands designated Conservation MinindGrazing should be changed to Conservation Mining. Grazing, or 
any agriculture, cannot be allowed on any Hanford lands since grazing increases fire danger and spreads 
noxious weeds. In addition, agricultural use of Hanford lands would put Washington State agricultural 
products at risk of extremely negative publicity. The U.S. Geological Survey, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and Washington State University studies have shown that farming the Wahluke Slope would jeopardize the 
White Bluffs, which border the Hanford Reach, by causing landslides into salmon spawning sites. 

Only those areas actually necessary for mining mineral materials in support Hanford cleanup should be 
designated ConservationfMining (without ,gazing). 

The objective of ConservatiodMining is to provide DOE mineral resources to complete cleanup activities 
while protecting valuable wildlife habitat. Therefore, mining must be restricted to only those activities and 
areas supporting Hanford's cIeanup mission. Furthermore, DOE should conduct the appropriate and 
promised NEPA studies to determine site needs, specific location alternatives for obtaining the needed 
materials, the impacts of obtaining the materials, and mitigations following mining activities. All areas not 
needed for mineral resources should be designated Preservation. Those areas designated Conservation 
Mining should revert to Preservation as those lands are no longer needed for Hanford clean-up. No 
commercial mining should be allowed under any circumstances. 

No mining should be allowed on ALE. One of the many values of ALE is the beautiful panoramic vista of 
Rattlesnake Mountain, one of the defining geologic formations in the Tri-Cities. A mine in front of 
Rattlesnake, easily visible from SR 240, will destroy the view shed of this distinctive landmark. Instead, the 

$2 possibility of using a small portion of the McGee Ranch site to obtain the needed soils should be explored. 
This site should be used if adequate materials can be obtained while still maintaining the important 
migration conidor to the Yakima Training Center. 

I urge DOE to continue to support preservation of the unique natural and cultural legacy found on the 
Hanford Site and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River while providing for reasonable economic 
development of Hanford lands. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Michael A. Lilga 



23330 SW Casavant Dr. 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
June 4 ,  1999 

i 
i Hanford Remedial Action EIS / U . S .  Department of Energy 

Richland Operations Office 
P.O.  Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I support the Department of Energy's preferred alternebtive in 
the draft EIS for the Hanford Reach. However, I would like to see 
more protection of all natural and sensitive lands withln the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Please include all of the public 
lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and its islands, the 
McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve within the national 
wildlife refuge. Furthermore, please act immediately with a 
separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national 
wildlife refuge. Protect these special places and natural values 
in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Sincerely, 

Lynn Krupa 

JUN 11 1999 

JUN t ? 1999 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

8650 SW Canyon Lane Apt.#l 
Portland, OR 97225 
June 4, 1999 

To worn It May Concern: 

I support the Department of Energy's preferred alternative in 
the draft EIS and land use plan regarding the Hanford Reach. 
'Furthermore, I believe even better protection of these unique and 
sensitive lands, within the Hanford'Nuclear Reservation, is needed. 
The Department of Energy should include within the national 
wildlife refuge: all of the public lands on the Wahluke Slope; the 
Hanford Reach (especially its islands); the McGee Ranch; and the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. Please proceed immediately with a 
separate Record of Decision in order to establish the national 
wildlife refuge. This is necessary to protect the natural values 
and special places in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

Sincerely, 

pydL!+ 
Nancy Parent 

cc Senator Patty Murray 

- - ~ . .  . - 
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Background: 
USDOE dramatically revised this Environmental Impact Statement @IS) following near 

universal condemnation of the prior draft. It now focuses primarily on designating land uses for 
development and preservation for the Hanford site and Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. Several 
alternative land use plans are presented. USDOE has a ''preferred alternative", which would allow for 
large scale industrial development, and new Hanford production type missions in the Southeast areas 
of the site (North of Richland and West of the Columbia River). 

The prior draft of the HRAEIS was based on USDOE asserting that it could set cleanup levels 
and designate f i b r e  site use scenarios, on which acceptable levels of cleanup were to be based. For 
instance, USDOE said that if wouldpian cIeamrp.based on limitingfuture public use ofthe Haiford 
Reach of the CoIumbia River to 8 hours a di7y, seven W s  a year (56 hours a year). However, only the 
cleanup regulators (USEPA and Washington Ecology) can set remedial action levels, while state and 
federal laws determine the cleanup standard and appropriateness of fiture use scenarios (alternative 
maximum reasonable exposure scenarios). 

. 

USDOE's Preferred Alternative Land Use MaD: 
1. Opens the Southeast portion of the site to industrial use. Area impacted is near Columbia River and 

is several times larger than the current areas used by USDOE for the 300 Area and FFTF reactor. 
2. Opens a huge portion of the site to Mining and Grazing, while calling this "conservation". 
3. Preserves WahIuke Slope and ALE, with exception of mineralhatural gas rights. 
4. Expands area of USDOWnuclear industrial use outside the ''squared off' boundaries of the 200 

Area (Central Plateau). USDOE had agreed to follow Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group. 
5. Expressly notes disagreement with Native American Tribes over treaty rights. Fails to live up to 

federal trust requirements, including low priority of transfer of land for non-federal uses. 

Human Health Risks and Contamination Not Considered in DOE Plan: 
1. USDOE proposes to open land up for development and "recreation" prior to f i l l  remediation for 

unrestrictc,d use, based on the maximum reasonable exposure scenario. The land use plan wrongly, 
and illegally, assumes that signs and "institutional controIs" will prevent exposure to 
contamination. Fails to address extremely high risks from exposure due to USDOE plans to defer 
cleanup of groundwater along River. Fails to address USDOE deferral of cleanup along River. 
Designating shorelines for higher intensity use while contamination remains is not permissible. 

2. USDOE proposes to open up areas for private industrial uses outside of existing developed areas, 

3. USDOE proposes to open up areas for private industrial use, while the 300 Area and FFTF are still 
used for dangerous nuclear missions. Fails to consider that employees of new users will be 
members of the public, and radiation protectiveness standards for the public must apply to them. 

4. Fails to recognize cleanup as Hanford's primary, overriding mission. Treats economic development 
and new production missions as equivalent missions for USDOE-RL. Fails to address restrictions 
on using cleanup k n d s  and resources (Environmental Management Account) for economic 

. including areas where there may be uninvestigated hazardous waste disposal sites. 

F:. 7: ;- I.' 4 

JUij 1 1 1399 
L,iiw:&-p&L/ L. 

E 9 development purposes. L i s u -  

. ,. -*= ?-% F 

440 

' I  



0 6 9 6 ti 4 

06 Can You Find How M a y  Things Are Wrong or Missing 
From This Official Diagram of How Future Risk 

From Living Along ’the Columbia River Was Calculated? 

. This diagram represents USDOE’s view (With Ecology and EPA approval) of how to 
calculate the future risk of exposure to the contamination left behind after “clean up” is 

completed. Based on the exposure scenario in the diagram, the agencies are saying they will 
set a cleanup level to prevent unacceptable levels of exposure to carcinogens (including 

radiation) and toxic wastes left in the soil of Hanford‘s 100 Areas. 
What are your views of the reasonable maximum exposure scenario? 

Do you think the assumptions in this diagram represent the maximum reasonably 
foreseeable exposures J;om all pathays? 

Hints: Think about foreseeable use of the area by people unlike yourself and who would have the highest 
exposures @e., children or adults; other cultures). What other ways (pathways) may people. get exposed? 

Inhotantiom 
3- 

lagution - Soil  I. Meat  
Crops - Milk 

Residual Contaminant 
after remedial action 

1. Adult in basement instead of a child: Common sense dictates that the most sensitive population 
exposed in firture residences will be children (bc. in utero). Reasonable maximum exposure Scenario 
required to be used p u m t  to state law (WAC 173-340-708(3)(a), see pending rule) would be for a 
bedroom andor accessory living unit in basement with children present. Institutional controls must be 
assumed to fXl where there is a history of local governments in state either allowing such units or such 
units being widely est;:blished despite zoning. 

2. Time emosed USDOE assumes exposure is 25% of tim@OE/RL-96-17 @2). Realistic scenario 
would be child exposed 100% of time through infihtation or direct outside exposure. WashgtonState 
law (MTCA) requires use of 100% for carcinogen exposure to contaminated soils (WAC 340- 
74O(b)(iv,c)).’ Under Washington Jaw, 25% frequency of exposure is presumption for public exposure 
to residual soil contamination at a commercial gas station (WAC 173-340-360). 

.x.. : . I 
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What’s Missing From Exposure Model Diagram continued: 

3. 

07 

4. 

5. 

6. 

- receive exDosure from them due to wind, accidental releases, sDread of contaminated groundwater: 
Reactor sites nearby will have structures remaining that are sources of contamination and direct radiation 
exposure along with the soil under them. Many of Hanford’s contaminated structures and sites are “attractive 
nuisances”. Warning signs are not likely to stop exposures. Federal and state cleanup laws require calculating the 
cleanup level based on the cumulative risk from carcinogens or toxic waste exposure from all sources remaining. 
Current proposals to leave sources, partially remediate to 15 or more millirems, use engineered or institutional 
controls to prevent exposure are not considered in this model. Current assumptions would make this cleanup 
decision in a vacuum without understanding the cumulative impacts from other W o r d  sites. 

7. Risk to Sensitive Ecosytems or Potentially Endangered Species is Not Used as a Further Basis for Determining 
the Cleanup and remedial action levels: 

What Do You Think Are Other Reasonablv Foreseeable Maximum Exposure Scenarios? 
1. 
2. 

Area is along Columbia River. but exuosure through fish and contaminated soundwater enterins River 
is missing State law requires cleanup to be based on assuming that future residents will eat a minimum of 54 
grams of fish per day for 30 years, which is 19.7 kg per year. (WAC 173-340-730@). USDOE’s model illegally 
replaces th is with an assumption four times lower at 5kg per year (p.B-7). Given that this is an area along the 
River and likely to attract avid River users or Native Americans exercising their treaty rights to fish from the 
River and maintain traditional cultural usage of River fish, a minimum reasonable assumption would be on the 
order of 3 pounds a week (343 kglyear; 68x USDOE’s assumption). USDOE fails to assume any exposure to 
contaminatd groundwater entering Columbia River, despite obvious attraction of River use to nearby residents. 
USDOE asserts that: “access control by the DOE currently prevents potential exposure to contaminated 
groundwater” entering the River. (DOE/RL-96-102 @ 19). Yet, numerous public river users currently wade or 
walk above the low water line. DOE is also proposing that the groundwater not be remediated to within Drinking 
Water Standards (which are set at levels ailowing 1 fatal cancer per 10,000 exposed adults) except by natural 
radioactive decay over hundreds of years. 
Groundwater is not used for drinking or imgation (nor are the residents exuosed to the groundwater 
contaminated at levels up to 2.000 times Drhkinv Water Standards along the River shoreline): 
Washington State law requires the use of an assumption that groundwater will be used and will be an exposure 
path when calculating cleanup levels and residual risks (WAC 173-340-720(2)(a)). Groundwater contamination 
levels are currently as high as 2,000 times the Drinking Water Standard for some carcinogenic contaminants. 
Since new withdrawals of water from the Columbia are not currently allowed, where is it most likely that future 
residents or f m e r s  will turn when they have been told that the area has been cleaned up enough for them to live 
on? State law also requires cleanup to be based on unrestricted use and active efforts at remediation to achieve 
the most permanent cleanup. WAC 740(2)(a) and 350. Stated policy and Ecology’s proposed rule does not allow 
extending the restoration timefi-ame to hundreds of years for radioactive decay as a substitute for active cleanup. 
WAC 350@)0(5) pending. USDOE’s assumptions also f%l to include the dose from future exposure to 
increasing contamination in groundwater coming from upgradient contaminated sites at Hanford. Yet federal and 
state laws require cleanup based on a maximum risk from the contamination coming from all sources at the site. 
ExDosure is calculated based on the house built on clean fill to 15 feet. and the soil around the house 
having clean fill: However, any soil area where the average dose is below an action level of 15 millirems ( a risk 
of 3 fatal cancers for every 10,000 adults exposed) will not be remediated, and other areas will only be 
remediated to reach the 15 millirem cleanup level. Thus, many areas may have homes and children’s play areas 
where clean fill has not replaced the top 15 feet. Soil ingestion rate assumption is 50% of minimum assumption 
required to be used in cleanups in Washington State (36.5&r v. 73 g/yr; SEE DOE/RL 96-17 @ B-7 and WAC 
740(B)). For this area, the assumption should be adjusted upward, due to Windblown soil and other factors. 
Residences will be on the edge of the most contaminated area in the hemiwhere. but the model 
pretends that residents (especiallv children) will not wander off to other Hanford contaminated areas or 
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- 

USDOE's assumption 
to calculate exposure 
violate state cleanup 
standards: children 

living in area are likely 
to have far higher dose 

than 15 millirem and 
much greater risk. 

Standard: Dose: Cancer: 1 
Vashington State (risk standard 1 per 100,000 
,aw for Cleanups applies to all sensitive persons . 

Federal 
Superfund Law 

(CERCLA) 
run by EPA 

Washington 
Dept. of Health 

Nuclear 
Regulatory 

Commission 
CNRC) 

25 millirem >5 per 10,000 
average dose (5s-4)  

carcinogens, I exp osecl 

(proposed rule) 
Federal Drinking 

(e.g: children) 
(15-5, or "one times 

including 

4 millirem dose 1 per 10,000 

1 25 millirem 

of 
1 per 10,000 

(1 f i - 4 )  

equals a risk of 
>5 per 10,000 
adults exposed 

(5Xl3-4) 

@PA) 
Hanford Clean- 

Up level 
proposed for area 
along Columbia 

River (1 00 Areas) 

15 millirems 
plus 

exposure to other 
carcinogens 

3 per 10,000 
from radiation 

plus 1 per 10,OOC 
fiom other 

carcinogens = 
(4s-4) 

I I 
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Total risk from all 
carcinogens at site; 

Applies to all 
cleanups, including 
federal facilities. 

Risk based standard 
for residual 

contamination 
covers all 

carcinogens. 
Recently issued; does 
not apply to Hanford; 

applies to NRC 
licensees. State 

tandards are allowed t 
be stricter. 

Not dose to 
maximum 

exposed citizen. 
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f ine 7,1999 

Washington Department of 

' FISH ANI? WILDLIFE 

RECEIVED 7707 S. 24th Ave. Yakima. Washhgron 98902-5720 - (503) 575-2740 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
DOE NEPA Document Manager 
U.S. Depanment ofEnergy . 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 993 52 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Washingon Depamnens of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the document entided RevisedDraft Ha@ord Remediai Acrion 
Environmental Impact Statement md Comprehensive h d - U s e  PZm, (HRA €IS) 
DOEEIS-0222D. We are hopel l  that the concerns expressed here and throughout this 
action will be addressed rhrough the Narional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 

WDFW has followed the development. of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(plan) since 1995 and commented on the Augusr 1996 draft HRA-EIS. We have 
provided technicd assistance to the US. D e p k e n t  of Energy (USDOE) 
throughout the planning effort in hopes that a Plan is developed that protects the 
valuabie biological resources of the Hanford Site. . 

We commend USDOE for seeking our technical assistance and involving federal 
natural resour& agencies, Tribal Nations and local governments in developing a 
range of alternatives. This was one of our concerns with the August 1996 draft 
HIQ-EIS that has been addressed in the revised draft. 

Shrub steppe conunues to decline throughout the Columbia Basin of Washington State. 
Less than forcy percent of the original shrub steppe remains. The d e c h e  can be attributed 
to conversion to other land uses or to signifcant degradation of ecological structure, 
function or composition since European settlement. The National Biological Service has 
listed native shrub and grassland sreppe in Washington and Oregon as an endangered 
ecosystem', and WDFW has desigated shrub sreppe as a Priority Habitat'. Priority 

' Noss. Recd F., E.T. Laroc 4 and J.M. Scott. Endangered ecosystems of rhe United States: A preliminary 
assament of loss and de-gradation. Biological Report.28. Feb. 1993. Nauonal Biological Service, U.S. 
Deparvncnt of &e Interior. ' Washington Depmment of Fish ,and Wildlife. Priority Habitats .and Species List. Habitax Program. Jau 
1396. 

444 



: -my 07 '9s 04:03~~ WDFW REGION 3 OFFICE P .3/2F, 

0 6 9 9 3 7  . .  
Habitats are defined as  habitat types or elements with unique or significant value to a 
diverse assemblage of species. The Sanford Site has the largest, contiguous tract of shrub 
steppe (560 square miles) in the state. It is the large-scale contiguousness that is of 
significance to the native flora and fiuna and its importance in landscape planning to 
preserve biological diversity. 

The W o r d  Site has' been a wildlife sanctuary for the past 56 years due to USDOE's 
previous mission of nuclear materials. production for nauonal defense. The Site's 
ecosystem contains biological resources of regional, narionat, and international 
significance. The Nature Conservancy's discoveries of 2 plant and 38 insect species 
previously unknown to science confirm the importance of the Sire, as do other biological 
'sntdies. The significance of the Site is accurately reflected in the draft Hanford Site 
BioZogicaZResource Mmagemenz Plm, (BRMaP) D O W  96-32 rev. 0, by the 
following: "...the percentage that H d o r d  contributes to the existence of shrub steppe 
within the ecoregion has increased by about 250% since Ewopean settlemenr". The 
health of the tensvial environment affects the Hanford Reach's water qualiry, and 
ultimateIy, the productive spawning areas for fall chinook &on and white sturgeon, 
and proposed critical habitat for federaily endangered Upper Columbia River steelhead 
and spring-run chinook 

We belieie the information and analysis in the revised draft HlW-EIS support 
only Alternaive 2. Therefore, Alternative 2 is our Preferred Alternative with the 
following modifications: I). Add a boat ramp facility on the east bank of the 
Columbia River approximately one-half mile upstream of the Vernita Bridge and 
designare as recreation (high intensity) use, 2). Designate LIGO as preservation 
and recognize it as an existing non-conforming use, 3). Designate the FFIF and 
300 Area as Research and Development, 4). Replace the recreation (high 
intensity) use footprint at rhe B reactor in Alternative 2 with that shown in 
,Alternative 1,5). Include the (low intensity) recreation use areas as shown on the 
AIternauve I map, and 6). Add the National Wildlife Refbge Boundary 
designation as depicted in A l t q t i v e  1. 

I 

I 
I .  

. .  
. 0 1 

, .  

As previously sated, the revised draft HRA-EIS addressed one of our concerns. 
However, we still have the following concern: grazing on Centml €€anford, an imponant 
wildlie corridor l i i g  the Hanford Site IO the Yakima Training Center, impacts to 

- shrub steppe on Central Hanford, geoiogk source sites, mitigation, irreversible and. 
irretrievable language, implementation of the Plan, and recreational use. These and other 
issues are fimher discussed in our attached technical comments fiom Mr. 

. McConnaughey. In addiiron, we believe many comments in our December 9, 1996 letter 
on the draft HU-EIS remain applicable to the revised draft NRA-EIS. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity of providing technical assistance and 
hope the final product WilI be based on sound, logical, planning goals. 

.. 



, . -  . JUN a7 '99 04:a4~~ WDFW REGION 3 OFFICE 

SincereIy, 

-2Ql  Dale Barnbrick Ld 
Director, Region 3 

cc: 
. Keith Klein, USDOE-RL 
Susan Hughs, Vicechair, HMiTC . 
Ecology, 

R Skinnarlaad 
Barbara Ritchie 

Larry Peck 
Elyse Kane 
Ted Clausing 
Cynthia Pratt 

WDFW 

Enclosures (4) 

WDFW HRA EIS Comments, McConnaushey 6/7/99 
DOE, Todd Memo 10/21/98 
O'Leary Memo12/21/94 
MOU Ecosystem Approach 12/15/95 
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Washington Department of 
FISH AND WILDLIFE 

1701 S. 24th Ave. Ya‘akirna. Washingron 98902-5720 - (509) 575-2740 

June7,1999 

Mr. Thomas Fems 
DOE NEPA Documents Manager 
US. Depamnent of Energy 
Richland Operauons Office 

Richland, W A  99352 
P.0  BOX 550, MSIN HO -12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Subject ; Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Technical Comments 
To Revised Draft Hanford-KernediaI Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive.Land-Use Plan, (HRA EIS) DOE/EIS- 
0222D. 

The Role of Steward 
The U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) Richland Operauons has made some progess 
in recognizing its steward responsibilities since the issuance ofUSDOE P 430.1, Land 
and Facility Use Policy. Biologkal resources of the Kanford Site are held in public m s t  
by the USDOE. “When the Supreme Court in the nineteenth century enunciated that 
wildlife was not the private property of any individual or group of individuals, bur was 
instead the collective propmy of all rhe people, ir enablished the paramounr role of the 
government, as public trustee, in the task ofwildlife consewation.“l Stewardship 
language appears in the Nadod Environmental Policy Act CNEpA, such as in Sec. 
IOt(b)(l) that stares, ‘Wfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of this 
environment for succeeding generations” and Sec. 10 1@)(4) =preserve 
imponant ...natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintaiq wherever possible, an 
environment which supports diversity. -:”- The Washingon State Growch Mbagement 
Act also includes stewardship laqpage in its planning go&. One goal states “reduce the 
inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development”, 

recreational opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat.. .”. The land use planning 
effort should utilize the best biologcd data available and sound principles of ecosisfem 
management in determining the wisest use of the public’s Iand for the long-term and 
avoid a short-term, myopic - approach. To ensure the perpetuation of the state’s shrub 

oz and another states, “encourage the retention of open space and development of 

’ B a n ,  MI. 1353. Tllc evolution oFnariona1 wildlilc law (rcviscd). Pnegcr Publishers New Yo&. 
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steppe, dependent wildlife and native fishes, it will require a parulership between federal, 
state am3 io& governments, Indian Tribes, and private landowners. 

Pumase and Need 
We recognize that USDOE is required to develop a comprehensive land use plan under 
YSDOE P 430.1 and USDOE.Order 430.1, and Federal law 42 U.S.C. 7274k. It is also 
recognized that USDOE P 430.1 is implemented through USDOE Order 430.1, Life 
Cycle Asset Management. Due to the Inspector General’s Report 0399, clarification was 
made to USDOE P 430.1 in a memorandum dared October 21,1998 from G. Thomas 
Todd, Dmctor, Office of Field Management, thar included attached ecosystem 
management principles adopted by all Land holding agencies. One of these principles 
states, ‘Wse ecological approaches that restore and sustain the biological diversity, health, 
and productivity of ecosystems.” The memorandum went on to state, “Its sites would also 
partner with other agenciedgovemments, measuring results of actions over time, and 
involve the pubIic. to conscientiously steward the red properry in DOE’S charge.” Finally, 
it srated, “. . . DOE P 430.1 directs the use of ecosystem management principles tofoster 
and guide [emphasis added] the land use planning and management processes.”, 
(Attachment). Please describe and.explain the application of USDOE P 430.1 in the 

. 

purpose and need statement. 03 
Overall imDressions of the olannino effort 
We have reviewed the proposed land use designations, the six alternatives, and 
l r n p l e m d o n  of the Plan in the revised draft €XU-EIS. Excluding the no-action, which 
is presented for bziseline comparison and as a requirement of analysis under MEPA, we 

Alternatives 1 and 2. The other Alternatives appear to be speculative of potential h tu re  
uses and USDOE missions. The analysis does not support the size of the proposed 
consumptive land uses (Le. industrial, industrial exclusive, research and development, 
conservation (mining and grazing) and (minins) shown in these other Alternative land 
use maps. They are counteractive of sound, rational and wise land use pl&ng 
objectives and the Washington State Growth Management Act goals. They encourage 
sprawl, low-density development, and conversion of important shrub steppe wildlife 
habitat. They fail to consider the importance of the W o r d  Site from a regional 
ecosystem perspective and economic opportunities within or adjacent IO the Cities of 
Richland, Kennewick and Pasco where infrastructure already exists that could suppon 
such consumptive uses and demands. Upon closer examination of the analysis performed 

comprehensive land use’planning efforts and presented in the rwised && HRA-€IS, the 
information and analysis suppon only Alternative 2. 

. 

04 condude the information and analysis support only two alternatives. They are 
. 

e? by the Benton County Planning Department and the City of Richland in their own 
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Land Use Desimations 
We request that the land use designation of preservation be modified to provide 
provisions that wouId allow active management of same species and compatible 

lands designated under the Wilderness Act allow these types of compatible 
activities. 

We believe the research and development designation is an inappropriate land-use 
designation, and the activities identified in the definition could easily fiall within the 
indusuial use designation USDOE has been unable to identify any fiture'projecrs that 
would'warrant this desisnation. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW) requests rhat this designation be eliminated fiom Table 3-1. 

~ uses,'such as recreation (low intensity). Many National Wildlife Refuges and 

07 

McGee Ranch (wildlife corridor) 
WDFW submitted several leiters to USDOE raising concerns about the McGee Ranch 
area of the Site. These concerns were raised again in our December 9, 7996 lener on the 
August 1996 draft HRA-EIS and were not fblly addressed by the revised draft. We 
continue to define McGee Ranch as that portion of the Hanford Site, which lies north and 
west of highway 24 and south of the Columbia River. Our concerns include direct and 
indirect effects to wildlife populations. The no-action, USDOE's preferred Alternative 
and Alternative 3 do not address our Concerns. Only Altematives 1,2, and 4 are 
protective of this imponant landscape f a t w e  and fklly address our concerns mentioned 
in previous correspondence (please reference 0.m December 9,1996 letter). W e  support 
the land use designation of preservation as shown in AIternarives 1,2 and 4, and in 
addition, support the National Wildlife Refizge designation as depicted in the Alternative 
1 land use map for rhis portion of the site. We requqst that USDOE modify irs preferred 
Alternative to reflect that of Alternative 1 for the McGee Ranch per o w  definition. 

* 

Central Plateau 
The Central Plateau was originally identified for waste management in the document . 

entitled The Future For Hanford: Uses and Cleanup, Zfie Final Report of the Heard 
Future Sire Uses Forking Group, December 1992. The Future Site Uses Working Group 
identified rhis industria1 exclusive area for Hanford Site and USROE complex-wide 
generated waste. They also recognized commitments made in past actions, e.g. submarine 
reactor compartments etc. However, no analysis is provided in that document to support 

performed for the industrial (excIusive) boundary. 

Within rhe boundary,-a mature stand of shrub steppe exists with shrubs up to 9 feet tall. 
Most of the stand is located between the 200 East and 200 West fence lines. Another 

cJ& the industrial (exclusive) waste management boundary. + NEPA analysis has llOt been 
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portion of the stand lies west of the current developed foot print of the 200 West area and 
is within the 200 West fence line and commonly referred to as the 200 West extension. 

All alternatives .support USDOE's cleanup mission with more designated a s  industrial 
(exclusive) than is actually needed. Please note that Alternatives 1 and 2 industrial 
,(exclusive) boundary is 1 163 acres less than the other alternatives and SK~U supports 
USDOE's on-site and off-site needs identified in the Programmatic Waste Management 
EIS (DOE 1997a) and past commitments identified in the revised draft HRA-EIS. Given 
this information, the most appropriate industrial (exclusive) boundary is that shown in 
Alternatives I and 2 because it is the most consistentwith sound land use planning 
obje&ves, rhe Washington State Growth Management Act goals and the stewardship 
language cited earlier from the N E P k  The industrial (exclusive) boundary of 
Alrernatives 1 and 2 prevents sprawl and the unnecessary conversion of valuable mature 
shrub steppe. The other Alternatives fail to adhere to these sound-planning objecrives. 
WDFW requests that USDOE modify the Preferred Alternative to reflect the industrial 
(exclusive) boundary depicted in Alternatives 1 and 2. 

. ' 

Grazine 
Currently, no @g is occumng on the W o r d  Site. The WDFW grazing lease 
on the Wahluke WildlZe Area was allowed to expire on December 3 1,1998. We 
do not support the Conservation (mining and grazing) designation anywhere on 
the Hanford Site, especially on the low elevation soils of Central Hanford and the 
stabilized dune area with extremely sandy soils. We believe theConservation 
(mining and grazing) designation should be eliininated *om the Hanford Site 
Land-Use Designations in Table 3-1. Furthermore, the designation is not needed 
to reflect the underlying multi-use mission of the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) withdrawn pubIic domain lands on Central Hanflord while 
under USDOE control. In the event the withdrawn Bureau lands are relinquished, 
the Bureau would need to develop an appropriate management plan 

. 

Apriculture 
,> At this time and inro the foreseeable future, we believe it is inappropriate to allow 
d agriculture to occur on Central Hanford given the extent of ground water contamination. 

The ground water plumes will exist well into the future. Irrigated agriculture would 
hinder on-going ground water remediation effons. Some of the ground water 
contaminants pose potentid threats to aquatic biological receptors. In a letter dated July 
2, 1996 fiom Mr. John Wagoner, Manager USDOE-Richland Operations, to Mr. Teny 
Marden, Director, Benton County Planning and Building Department, Mr. Wagoner 
stated, ' I  
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Although your recognition that the Counry's land use plan could only have effect when, 
and 3, he lands pass out of fcdcral ownership is appropriate, we do not believe rhar 
agricuIturc use of the W o r d  Site should be considered IO be an appropriate use for the 
foreseeable fuarre...Current tednology and p W n g  do nor allow easy or early 
remcdiarion of the gomdwarer. Agriculnae Ins a significant potential for worsening this 

- contamination and accelerating the migration of contamination which could in- the 
risk to human h d f h  and the environment 

. WDFW strongly agrees with USDOE on this issue. 

1 \ Considerable demands will be made on geologcal resources to COMKNC~ 
protective barriers and possibly fill the void spaces in the 177 underground 
storage tanks, However, the demands are not extreme enough to warrant 
designahg almost the entire Central Hanford as Conservation (mining and 
grazing) or designating ir Conservation (&ins). The revised draft HRA-EIS G l s  
to provide adequate NEPA analysis for geologic source sites. The$& 
Environmental Impact statement for the T i  Remediation Syslem committed to 
this NEPA analysis. In our comments on the draft August 1996 HRA-EIS, we 
stated that we considered this a maior action and requested NEeA analysis. Our 
request was reiterated in a letter dated IS May, I998 to Mr- Thomas Ferns. 
USDOE continues to make decisions, such a s  the finding of no significant impact 
issued €or &e fivironrnental Assessmetit for rhs Tram@ of I100 &ea, Southern 
.Rail Connection and Rolling Stock, that porentialiy eliminate alternatives from 
consideration in a fiture NEPA analysis. There are si&fkant cultural and 
biological issues tied to the need for geologic resources and the appropriate means 
for resolving the issue is through a NEPA analysis. . .  
Mitigation Site Protection 12 SweraI mitigation sites have been established on the W o r d  Site for compensatory 
mitigation of adverse impacts to shrrib steppe. These include the W-058, W-112, and the 
forthcoming mitigation sire for the Environm&ntaI Restoration DisposaI Facility 
expansion, Compensatory mitigation sites established by the programs (Le. FXRS, Solid 
Waste, -and Environmental Resoration) ensure rhe continual susainability of shrub 
steppe.dependenr species at the Hanford Site. 

Considerable fbnds have,been spent on compensatory mitigation sites. The &a$ 
Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) calls for 
compensatory mitigation sires to be elevated to level IV resources and prorected. 
P r o t e a n o f  mitigatioh sites is consistent with US. Fish and Wildlife Service 
.Mtigaiion Policy, WDFW Mitigation Policy and a draft Hanford Natural 
Resource Trustee Council document entitled "Recommended Contents for 
Terrestrial Mitigation or Restoration Plans". In addition, this would be consistent 
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with USDOE P 4 1 and the principles ob sosystem management. We request 
that all compensatory mitigation sites be designated as preservation in all the land 
use alternatives. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable (I& 
! 3 Section 5.7.2 of the revised draft &-EIS states “The Revised Draft HILA-EIS 
I -  

does not 1621 wmmk resources to any specific project ofthe W o r d  Site, but 
does I&I commit natura1 resources to rhc Iand-use designations as allocated by 
Table 3-1 .” The revised draft funher states on page 3-12 tha~ “Some components 
of the concrete structures and equipment, as well as about 6,000 ac of desert land, 
are essentially irreuievabIe due to rhe practical aspecrs of reclamation and/or 
radioactive contamination” W e  question whether it is appropriate for a Natural 
Resource Trustee to try to use this provision for eliminating a large ponion of irs 
liability. The USDOE has not thoroughly identified the committed resources nor 
developed, and implemented a plan for fi11l and proper mitigadon of those 
injuries. Only &er addressing these issues, any liability under 107(f) of CERCL-4 
and NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500.2@) would be reduced. The revised draft HRA- 
EIS I%I language fdls.short of rgucing liability or meeting MEPA policy by only 
generally identifLing injured natural resources, summarily discussing mitigation 
opportunities, and deferring any detailed mitisation planning and commitments 
until after rhe Record of Decision. 

MitiPation Action Plan 
The revised draft HRA-EIS states that a Mugation Action Plan (MAP) would be 
issued der the Record of Decision is made. Technical assistance should be 
obtained from the federal natural resource agencies and Tribal Nations. We also 

. request TO be a participant in the development of a MAP. 

I4 

The Southeast Area and Seral shrub stewe 
The southeast area of the Hanford Site contains early seral shrub steppe ranging fiom 
shrubless to that having less than 10% shrub cover. This early seral shrub steppe plays a 
critical role in sustaining the W o r d  Site ecosystem by providing essential habirat for 
numerous native species. The seral habitat in the southeast area has been referred to as 
post-fire shrub steppe, and has been dealt with inappropriately since the 1984 fire. The 
B W  categorizes this resource as a level II. The one thing lacking is a IO% shrub 
cover, which was the typical cover of bigsagebrush prior to the introduction of livestock 
into Washington. Given time, the shrub cover will increase to that observed in a typical 
big sagebrush stand. The Nature Conservancy’s 1997 findings clearly indicate a high 
diversity of native plant communities in the post-fire area of the site. We fequest rhat 
USDOE update the biological data KO incorporate the findings, such as element of 
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oprrences ,  fiom The Nature Conservancy's 1994, 1995, and 2997 annual repons and 
consider these data in determining land use designations. 

The WDFW designated dl  shrub steppe on the Hanford Site as Priority Shrub Sreppe 
Habitat because ofthe large contiguous blocks. This designation incIudes the early s e d  

, stages, and excludes the old abandoned agriculture fields dominated by cheatgrass. Our 
designation of Priority Shrub Sreppe Habitat on the Hanford Sire does not distinguish 
between Ievels II and ID. Both are important to shrub steppe species. This Priority S b b  
Steppe Habitat has comparatively high WiIdliie density, high wildlife species diversity, 
important wildlife breeding habitat, important Wiidlife seasonal ranges, limired 
availability, high vulnerability ro habitat alteration, and unique and dependent species. 
What is now considered a level II habitat under BRMaP is extremely important given the 
conversion of shrub steppe habitat off-site and the continuing increase of shrub cover in 
the southeast area The Level II resource will play a critical role in maintaining s h b  
steppe, dependent species on the Hanford Sire in the furure. ' 

P. 1 1 e e  

A more conservative approach should be taken Wirh Level 11 habitat. W e  strongly 
recommend that Level II resources be kcluded in Level m. This would be consistent 
with WDFW's designation of this Level II habitar as Priority Shrub Steppe Habitat, and 
USDOE P 430,l and stciwardship language of NEPA. We reques language be 
incorporated in the revised draft m - E I S  under mitigation measures for all Alrernatives 
that states, 

& Perform compensatory mirigation fbr adverse impacts to Level 4 a, and TV 
biologid resources of concern that reflectsthe in-kind habitat d u e  of rhe resources 
impacted by improving habitat elsewhere on rhe Haford Site. . 

i 

This language would be consistent with USDOE P 430. I and the ecosystem managemens 
principles, stewardship language of NEPk and that of a responsible steward. 

Our concern fgr habitar located in rhe southeas &ea has increased since the area has been 
identifred for industrial use in all alternatives ofthe revised dr& HRA-EIS. E w e  assume 
the industrial area is fully developed, adverse impacts to Level Ii resources will be nearly 
70% in the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 3, and nearly 25% in Alternative 4. 
These impacts would have significant detrimental effects to the W o r d  Site ecosystem. 
The health and integfity of the ecosystem would be compromised by the conversion of 
Level IJ habitat without equivalent habitat value being restored elsewhere on the Hanford 
Site. 

Our concern for habitat located in the southeast area is further heightened by the lack of 
mitigation commitments for any biological resources bound by Route 4s and Route 10 as 

' 
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stated in BRMaP. This needs to be corrected, As steward, USDOE needs to pursue the 
full mitigation hierarchy as identified in 40 CFR 1508.20 to ensure the sustainability of 
the Hanford Sire ecosystem. USDOE has stated “It is DOE’S policy 10 follow the h e r  
and spirit ofNEPA; comply fbliy with the CEQ Regulations ...” (10 CFR 5 1021.101). , 

t, 3 The USDOE’s primary mission at Hanford is environmental restoration. The WDFW 
f 7 staffrequested on several occasions a list of porential f h r e  projeas such as that 

provided in the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group’s repon for the Central Plaseau 
and the southeast area of The Site. The USDOE could not provide a list since there are no 
identifiable fiture projects. Given that, it appears the size of the industrial use area 
depicted in the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives I, 3, and 4 land use maps, is 
entirely speculative. W e  believe USDOE 0 430.1 does not stress this type of logic nor 
encourage the use of USDOE real property for non-federal goveriunents’ missions. We 
would encourage USDOE to review its USDOE P 430.1 and USDOE 0 430.1 and 
reconsider the appropriate land use for the southeast area of the Site. Recognizing the 
valuable biological resources and groundwater contamination plumes that are presenr, the 
wises decision is to designate this area as preservation. This would allow USDOE-. 
Richland Operations Office to, remain focused on its primary mission of environmental 
restoration mission 

Inmiementation af the Commehensive Land-Use Plan 
. The revised draft €3RA-E.IS contahs only a rnap(s), and policies that would apply to the 
final land use map identified in the Record of Decision. In comparison, the counties are 
required to develop a map, policies and goals, and develop regulations (ordinances) to 
protect natural resource lands and critical areas. The regulations are a critical part of rhe 
requirements. The &owth Management Act requirements allow the public an 
opportunity to review the different components for consistency. It is impossible io ensure 
the valuable biological resources of the Hanford Site are protecred withour the inclusion 
of .mplementing proceduredcontrois, i.e. the equivalence to ordinances under the Growth 
Management Act, in the revised draft HRA-EIS. We believe the public deserves the 
oppormnity to review the implementing proceduredcontrols for consistency. Othenvise, 
the public is not presented information 10 decide whether significant actions are being 
taken. The implementing procedureslcontrols, i.e. design standards, location and 
development requirements and resource management plans (RMPs), need to be an 

18 appendix in the revised.&& HRA-€IS. 

The WDFW believes to filly implement USDOE P 430.1, R M P s  should address impacts 
in all land use designations and filly mitigate any adverse impacts that occur 10 maintain 
no net loss of habitat-value. Anything less would not sustain the Hanford Site ecosystem, 
be consistenr with USDOE P 430.1, or reflect the actions of a responsible steward. 
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We are very troubled with the language found in Chapter 6 of the revised draft HRA-EIS 
regarding the BRMP and the &aft Hanford Site Biological Resources Miligation 

.I 9 Strategy Plm (BRMS). Particularly, language found on pase 6-6, Section 6.3.2, CLUP 
i policy (Z)(a) that states, “Modify the BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996~) and BRMiS (DOE-RL 

1996) to be consistent with this policy and with impIementing  procedure^.^' This 
improper interpretation of the purpose of the BRMaP and the BRMX centimes to arise 
by the writers of the retrised draft HEW-EIS and the cooperadng local sovernments. It is 
important that this issue be resolved once and for all. If you carefilly read our comments 
regarding this issue below there should be no doubt as to the relationship of she 8Ruap 
with the CLUP. 

In December of 1995, several governmenr agencies including USDOE signed a 
memorandum of understanding to Toster the Ecosystem Approach” (please see 
Attachment). If you read the memorandum, you will see that the federal governmenr 
agreed to provide leadership in and cooperate wirh activities that foster the ecosysrem 
approach to n a n d  resource management, protection and assistance. These principles are 
to apply “in carrying our federal responsibiliries” which would include land use planning 
efforts. The memorandum also provides a lot more d a d  about policy, backsround and 
approach. 

I 

In October of 1995, USDOE issued “Ecosystem Management and Land Use Principles” 
(please reference attachment). This memorandum clearly defines how land use plannins . 

efforts should be conducted. The policy in question, USDOE P 430.1, Land and Facility 
Use Policy states that the Department’s stewardship will be based on ecosystem 
management principles. These principles integrate and place in perspective the hundreds 
of regulatory, mission, and policy requirements that face planners and manasers of land 
resources. In summary, USDOE P 430.1 directsthe use of ecosystem management 
principles to foster and guide the land use pIanning and man~gement,processes. When the 
policy is implemented through USDOE 0 430. I, Life Cycle Asset Management, sites 
integrate mission, economic, ekologic, social, and cultural factors within 3 comprehensive 
planning process to establish land uses. These land uses support the USDOES missions, 
including environmental research, stimulate the economy, and protect the environment. 

. 

, 

The BRMaP ana BRMiS will be the USDOE policy documenrs rhar provide guidance 
regarding the protection of habitats and species based on the ecosystem management 
principIes stated above. These documents are completely independent of any land use 
pIanning effort and are not subordinate documents of the HRA-EIS. -4s stated earlier, it is ’ 
USDOE’s policy that any land use planning effort conforms to ecosystem management 
principles. At Hanford the application of these principles are found in the BRMaP and 
B M S .  
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The BRMaP is not a sub-tier document of the comprehensive land use plan. For instance, 
if a threatened or endangered species were found anywhere on the Hanford Site, then the 
guidance in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the iand use 
desisption. Within a few months, the BRMaP will be a USDOE-RL policy document 
and rhere needs to be a clear understanding of the jurisdictional differences between the 

. BRMaP and the comprehensive land use plan. Just because an area may be designated a 
particular land use does not preclude the guidance of BRMaP &om being followed if a 
sensitive species, unique habitat, o r  element of occurrence is identified in that area. We 
encourage you to read the amchments, and request language be eliminated in the revised 
draft HRA-EIS that indicate the-BRMG and BRMiS are. subject to the comprehensive 
land use plan and policies. 

Recreational Trail (West Bank 

Columbia River as shown in Alternative 3. Many bioIogically sensitive areas exist along 
the length of the trail between North Richland and the Vemita Bridge and within a !4 
mile of the river. Some of these areas include bald eagle roost and potential nest sites, and 
terrestrial plant community element of occurrences. We believe that there are significant 
biologicaI issues tied to the .trail's path and supporting facilities that it warrants NEPA 
analysis. 

21 Several AItematives discuss a bl on the West Bank and within a J/, mile of the 

Comments on the Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative 

definiig land use boundaries, specifically for the consumptive land uses. Funhermore, 
rhe logic is contrary to sound land-use-planning principles. The Alternative encourages 
sprawl and f d s  to recognize its primary mission of cleanup. A good example of sprawl 
and speculative planning is the industrial use area near the May junction as well as the 
expansive area designated industrial use in the southeast area, USDOE should develop 
the land use PIS based on its current mission as stared in the purpose and need section of 
the revised draft HRA-EIS and avoid speculation. If another mission is identified in the 
fimre, then USDOE should revisit rhe land use plan and make the necessary 
modifications ro accommodare rhe new mission. 

z2 As stated earlier, this alternative appears ro have applied a speculative approach in 

Alternative 1 
WDFW would recommend convening mosr of the conservation (mining) north of the 
Central Plateau, except quarry sites already in existence, to preservation for management 
purposes. The reactor areas should be depicted as a non-conforming use for the 50year 
planning period since remedial actions will still be occurring. 
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AIternative 3 
This alternative was developed under the Washington State Growth Management Aa. It 

counter to sound land-use-planning principles. Alternative 3 encourages sprawl and fails 
to r e c o e e  the importance of the Site in maintaining the State's natural heetage. The 

. proposed agricuIme on the Wahluke Slope poses serious threats to the productive fall 
' chinook salmon spawning areas in the Hanford Reach by allowing krisated agriculture to 
occur in the geologically hazardous area identified by the Bureau of Reclamation as the 
Red Zone. 

23 has the same problems 'as the preferred Alternative. It is extremely speculative and 

The industrial, and research and development areas in Alternative 3 are based on pure 
conjecture and not supported by the Benton County Planning Depanment analysis 
included in section 5.1.6.1 of the revised draft W-EIS .  The analysis resulted in an 
&timate that approximately 3,000 acres would be needed. This was adjusted to 4,050 
acres to account for supporting ihsuucrure. The Planning Department assumed fitcure 
.Deeds would be met using lands on the Hanford Site. We request thar the county explore 
non-feded lands cwrently zoned indusviaVresearch and development, such as within the 
Cities O f  KeMeWiCk, West Richland, Richland, Pasco, and Finley urban growth areas, to 
meet the identified need. 

'The HRA-EIS analysis fails to consider other lands in the study area that are zoned for 
industrid use. WDFW requests that this analysis be padonned and included in the fin$ 
EIS. 

Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 has the same problem as rhe Preferred and Alternative 3 for industrial, and 
researcki and development. needs. It e n c o w e s  sprawl and is not supported by the 
analysis. We are not sure why the mature shrub steppe habitat surrounding the Central 
Plateau was not designated as preservation. We suggest to those that developed this 
alternative to consider rhe level III resources of BRMaP and terrestrid pIant elemenr of 
occurrences identified in The Nature Conservancy reports and make revisions to reflect 
that information. 

Specific Comments 

2r)- ES-I, line 8. Change the word "Recovery" to "Liabiliry". 

25 ES-44, line 53. PIease update this information. Refer to our general comment about 
grazing. -. 
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ES-84, Table ES-5. The table also should present Level u[ resources impacts since they 2 play a critical role in sustaining the Hanford Site’s ecosystem, especially in the next 50 
Y-- 

? 7 ES-91, line 38.’ The City of Richland Comprehensive Land-Use Plan is not compatible a i  with Alternative 1. Please delete fiom list. 

ES-93, lines 29&30. The cumulative impact analysis should include Level 11 resources, 
especially for fiture habitat losses, since most of the proposed industrial use would 
significantly impact Level XI: biological resources. Please include in the analysis and 
reference our general comments. 

P. 16/2E 

ES-96, lines 1-4. Please discuss in more detail the land-uses that would be permitted by 
local sovenunents in areas surrounding the Hanford Site. 

23 
3 ES-ZOO, lines32-33. The correct title of the document mentioned is “draft Hanford Site 

Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy Plan” (BRMiS). 

1-23, TabIe 1-2. The Table also should mention that the HRA-EIS would fblfill the SEPA . 
requiremenss for the Counties, and as cooperating agencies, they could identify anorher 
alternative as their preferred alternative. 

7~ 3-3, lines 13 and IS. First, please refer to the lg paragraph of our general comment on 3, implementation of the pian. Without implementins procedures, we +re not sure how these 
2 de.s&jnations would differ. Again, we request That rhe R&D designation be deleted fiom 
rhe list. 

32 3-16, Iine 21. We believe badge requirements for accessing the ALE are not necessary. 
The USFWS is actively managing the property and is developing an ALE reserve 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan thar will determine the level of access and identie any 
areas open to the public. 

z~ 3-19, Box. The planning described here is purely speculative. USDOE should plan 
d 

1 according to its cui-rent mission, and if a new mission is identified in the fh re ,  then the 
plan should be revisited and revised TO accommodate the new mission. 

5 4  

+D2 d 3-28, fabie 3-2. This Table should be in Chapter 5 under section 5.1.6. 

. 36 3-46, line 25. Please delete the sentence referencing gazing. See general comment on 
grazing. 
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37 3-5 1.lines3 1-33, We consider the land use designations, such as presemation and 
conservation, only as the first tier of the mitigation hierarchy and that additiod 
mitigation should occur by proposed projects to fblly mitigate the impacts. 

4-4, l i e s  11-13. Please refer to general comment on grazhg. 

approximately 10,000 acres of the Hanford Sire. 
Stq 4-62, Iines 46 and 47. Please note &e fire that occurred in 1998 and b&ed 

qs 4-81, Iines 4142. Please set? earlier comment for correct ride of BRMiS. 

t 

1 ' 1  . 

P. 17/2E 

? i  I ! 5-4, lines 1-3. This sentence should mention the Naional Marine Fisheries Sewice too. 

i27 6- 5-13, Table 5-4, Alternative 1. Check marks should be superscripted With letter "b". 

g3 6-6, l i e  I. Please see earlier comment for correct ride of BRMiS. 

s 6 - 1 3 ,  Table 6-4. We request tbat a200-area management pian be developed. The plan 
' ' should foctiS on avoidhg/minimizing impacts to the mature shrub steppe found there. 

Thank you for your consideration of these commem - 

Sincerely, 

k Jay McConnaughey, WDFW 

CC: Clausing,'WDFW 
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Keith KIein, Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office - 
Richland, W A  99352 
MSLN A7-SO. 

0 6 9 9 4 2  

RECEIVED * 

Re: Comments on Revised Draft Hdord  Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Klein: 

Thank you for t h i s  opportUnity to comment on the Revised Draft W o r d  Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Land Use Plan This document is an 
important reflection of the kind of cooperation that can occur among the Department of 
Energy, state, local and tnial governments, and interested stakeholders in identifying and 
trying 10 balance various interests- The document reflects carefkl thought and 
consideration in outlining the range of possible Hanford land use options for the next fifty 
Y-- 

Background on the Benton RedeveIopment Initiative 

As you are aware, local govments,  economic development agencies, local utilities and 
local businesses have dedicated themselves to diversifying the Tn-Cities regional 
economy and reducing our Hanford dependency. In meeting our economic development 
responsibilities, we are workins diligently in partnership with the Department of Energy 
to convert Hanford assets into job creation opportUnities. Our interest in making Hanford 
lands, facilities and equipment available to both the public and private sectors is 
manifested in the recent transfer of Hanford's I1 00 and 3000 Areas and the Hanford 
southern railroad system to the Port of Benton. Hanford assets and opportunities are 
important ingredients in the area's economic development efforts. 

Consistent with regional economic diversification and development goals, Benton 
County, the Port of Benton, Benton Public Utility District, the City of Richland and 
Washington Public Power Supply System have joined together through an interlocd 
agreement to redevelop the WNP-I and WNP-4 (WNP-1\4) partially c o m c t e d  nuclear 
energy industrial site. This effort has been named the Benton Redevelopment Initiative. 

47 1 
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The WNP-1\4 site has water, sewer, road and rail services, making it a near-fully- 
sewiced 1000-acre industrial park. It has 250,000 square feet of available warehouse and 
shop space, 150,000 square feet of office space, and other industrial assets that can be 
uked in redevelopment. It also has some liabilities and hazards that will have to be 
reduced and/or eliminated as part of the redevelopment effort. 

This effort can be a win for the Northwest. Through this opportunity, the region can 
substantially reduce the Bonneville Power AdministratioilMorthwest electric ratepayers’ 
Iiability fiom the unsuccessful nuclear power plants venture. Restoration cost avoidance 
could be as high as $76 million. Redevelopment helps create vital jobs needed to offset 
the downsizing that has occurred and will continue to occur at the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. Redevelopment of an existing industrial area (“brownfields”) reduces 
pressure for development of new or “greenfields” indwaial property. 

@I 03 I 

Comments OQ the Draft Hanford Land Use Plan 

The Benton Redevelopment Initiative is consistent with at least two of the land use 
implementation policies identified in Chapter Six of the Depa~tment’s draft Hanford land 
use plan. It is focused on redevelopment of existing hftasfmcture and facilities and helps 
to promote regional diversification and economic development efforts. 

Appropriate land use designations have to be in place to realize WNP 1\4 redevelopment 
and regional economic diversification goaIs. For this reason, the Benton Redevelopment 
Initiative Administrative Board supports the proposed southern site industrial land 
designations in both the Pre€erred Alternative and Alternative Three of the draft 
document. The designation allows for WNP 1\4 redevelopment to occur and provides for 
future industrial growth west of the existing Energy Northwest footprint and to the north 
boundary of the City of Richland. These proposed designations allow some room for . 
expansion beyond the existing Energy Northwest footprint, while protecting the river 
comdor and other sensitive lands around the industrial area. 

Beyond this, the Administrative Board supports several policies and concepts outlined in 
Chapter Six of the draft land use plan. We support removing impediments to realizing 
designations, such as consolidating Bureau of Land Management lands outside of 
industrial areas. We support the concept and the makeup of the Site P l u g  Advisory 
Board described in Chapter Six .  It is important to have important government and 
stakeholder involvement in the implementation of the land use plan. Regarding Area 
Management Plans, we suggest it is important to have flexibility in determining what is a 
suitable plan. For instance. a master redevelopment plan could serve as a suitable Area 
Management Plan. 
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One q e a  lacking in Chapter Six and an issue that will have to be addressed in WNP 1\4 
redevelopment is the establishment and maintenance of appropriate institutional controls 
to protect public and worker health and safety. We recommend the Department of 
Enem include an action in this Chapter to work with federal and state regulators and 
IocaI government to establish a long-term institutional contmls management system for 
the site in anticipation of more private sector projects as development occurs. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

. 

Sincerely, 

Leo M. Bowman, 
Administrative Board Chairman 
Benton Redevelopment Initiative 

Enclosure - BPA letter of commitment 
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DeparheRt of Energy 

Bonnan'lle Power Administration 
XaH Drop 1399 
P.0, Box 968 

Richland, Washington 993624988 

# 05 

0 6 9 9 4 2  

W e  are inreceipt of your letter dated February 23,1999, ~xpresshg ihe intemt of the port of 
Bumn and fora o h r  lacd public agencies hthe potential economic dmlopment of the 
WashsagtonPublic Power Supply System's fSupply*Systm) WNP-1/4 facilities and Site- The 

-on @onnevillel is also interested in .finding new uses for the BoancvinePower Admibisrratl 
PINPI14 ti115fi-e~ d Site. ' . .  

As you ak a&, the Supply System x%entlysi&ned .the Satsop'Site TI%&& Agrikrneellt whidi- ' '-. 
defined the te&s and conditions for the banGkr of the "P-3/5 Site to tbg Satsop Redevelopment 
Project, anir~terlocal sgcncy. the process to transfkr &i Satso9 Site was time umsuming and 
labor intensive, masy ofthe prhcipks esrabfistaed there may be used as a model for the possiile 
mn&r of the W - 1 / 4  Site. Bonneville and the Supply Smm lmk forward to shariag the 
lesssons leamed and appl3hg them to this hXative. Application of&ose fessons will ideally pennit 
a conclusion canceming WNP-1(4 muse to be reached in couidtrably less time which Will allow 
redevcIopmenf M hRin et the earIiert possibk time and at coasquenfly.le_ss cost to all the parties. 

.- .. . . . ._ - - -  . , I .  . . - -! -. .. :. 

Bomwfile is williog to a h o h  the expendimre of up to %50,000 of rhc amount requesterl to 
augment your h d h g  for W eEort, and to devote stafftime to fdi-  this -fer- The fimds 
are intended to cover 3ctuaf costs fbr the development of deliverabIes including, but not k i t e d  to; 

(I] findinR the prefened SolUtion for ob- WRtCr righi5 for the Site, 
0) findjng solutions to the DOE land lease issues, 
(3) idmtifyipe the principles wbi& would form the basis fa the tran&r7 including 

(4) ifnecessary, aeathg and hplementhg E plan fir  legisl&iveie'Changes needed to clarify. 0 ,  

.- (5) idiatifyinsi 'thk optiohs-for muse6r'demokoh Sc&& of " p - 1 / 4  &cjlitici 'aiid eshiated 

IdemScarion of the panics whom wudd iademnifir Bonneville and the Supply Sysrem ifthe 
wNpI1/4 S k w e ~ e  W f m 4  

. , . - . . . :  , . . .-  . -. ._ - 
... . . ~ ~ c j ~ c t i o n  over the sild,- - . :.-- ...- .. . - .I . .... . . .. ... . - . : . . ... . . . 

, -  -3 corn mdbenefits for each scenario, and 
- . {a the ixpected *&e and milestones for such activities. ... .. . . . .. . . . .. . .--. - . . , . .. . .  . . .  

. .  . .  .. . . .  -_.._ . 
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our- ' tion iS contingent upon: (1) our receipt and review of the completed agreement wbich 
farms the inrnrlocal ageney betuwn &e public qgencies, and (2) receipt and review ofthe workplan 
to eccomplishthe spec'fic rasks idsatificd above. .: 

'Ihe Supply Systtm is updating its existkg WNP-1/4 Site Restoration Plen. ?his U@.C is dut to 
EFSEC by July 1,1999. To .acconimadate tfiis Plan developmen& your recommended soludons and 
plans would be helpful if they could be made available by,th rime. 

We look forward to working with you toward a transfer of the WNP-1/4 facilities to the local punlic 
agencies. I suggest we meet with you end the public agencies PO agree on the principles which 
would geum &is &ort and discuss our roles, relationships and a e  expectations regarding the 
pracus. Tom Osbom, WU be BamevUe's project lead fur tbk effort. Re can be zz~chcd at 
372-5164 M Via e-mail at uosbom@bpngw. Tom's supervisdr, Andy Rapacz will also be 
invoIved in the @cess. Andy cau be reached at 372-5752 or via e-mail afajzapc@bpagov- 

. With y o g  a'grrement, we *I &a separate co& far fimding tk rffon. I look forward to 
warkg closely wid you.and the public.agencies 10 achieve a succesdul and timely conclusion. 

- -  .- a Sii&lj: . f  

cc: 
J. sanders - Gen& M w ~ r ,  PUD NO- 1 of Baton County 
'C. OlivcI- Chairman, Beard of Comm@$mers, Benton County 
G. Greenfield- Mayor Fro T w  City of Richland 
J. Mecca, Deputy Asn'stant M q e r f o r  Facilitieq DOE-RI, 

A Mauncer-Vice President, Wb@-l Project, Supply System 

. 
J, Baker - Vice President, Rwou~ce Development, Supply System - -  
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US. Dept of Eneqy 

P.0 Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 993524550 

Richland operations mce 

Kenneth R Bevis RVr(Fnrr;\n 
618 Queen Ave 

Yakima, WA 98902 0 6 9 9 4 4  JUN 0 5 1999 

DOERL /DIS 

June 6,1999 

Dear MI. Ferns: 
I would like to offer the following comments on the Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan @IRA-EIS). I am very happy that the Dept of E n m a  has recognized the unique and 
irreplaceable attriiutes of the Wahhke slope and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. I support the 
USDOE'S preferred alternative, and would like to offer ?he following recommendations for additional items 
to be included m the final, selected alternative. 

1. Designate all lands with the Arid Lands Ecology ReseTve, the Wahluke slope, the islands in the 
Columbia, RivaIands and the McGee Ranch as a National Wildlife Refuge. The Columbia river and 
an area % mile h m  either shore should be designated a Recreational Wdd and Scenic River. I 
recommend that all.of these lands be managed by the U. S. Fish and W&We Senice. 

2. Issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas listed above without delay. 

3. H i e  the possibility of agricultlrre or grazing on all Hadorti federal lands. 

4. Limit mining to activities ~ecessary to help clean up the nuclear site, and limit inctustrial development 
to specific areas near the Tri-cities. 

I look forward to the hnal HRA-EIS, and will continue to support preservation of the nationally significant, 
unique andimpom W o r d  Reach 

Sinc23-ely, 
K 4 k . *  

' KennethRBais 

cc: COIlgl-eS~l  Hastings 
SenatorMurray 
Senator Gorton 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 

' P.O. Box550 
M S I N  HO-12 

Rae M. Barnett 
521 Sunday Drive 
East Wenatchee, WA 98802 

i! 6 '3 9 4 5 

509-884-8484 

CP~rnfv lk l fF  

JUN 0 C 1999 

To Whom This is of Concern: 

My family and myself are strong supporters of the original legislation 
proposed by Senator Patty Murray to make this whole area a wild and federally 
protected region. We strongly support the DOE'S preferred alternative in the. 
draft EIS but still prefer the original document of the Senators. 

Therefore please include within the National Wildlife refuge all of the public 
lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands and the 
McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 

Endosed is an article fp -  the Empire Press. The Salmon issue is a hot one, 
and controversial at best, The issue will not be addressed unfil federal officers 
take courageous stands when they can to preserve an inheritance for future 
generations. This one deserves a courageous stand. 

Sincerely, 

Rae M. Barnett 



11 6 9 9 4 5 Rae M. Barnett 
521 Sunday Drive 
East Wenatchee, WA 98802 
509-884-8484 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S.Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.0.Box 550 

Richaland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

Whenever I hear our Congressman Doc Hastings declare that he is all 

for saving salmon but doesn't want the government to have control, and 

demands local control, I have to ask myself, like I have asked him, what do 

you mean by that? Having been involved in County government in one capacity 
1 

or another for many years I am well aware of the shortcomings of County 

budgets and the limitations of Counties to control very much of anything that 

occurs within its confines. How many counties or municipalities for that matter 

have marine biologists they can call on for information on salmon runs or experts 

on wildlife to share information on what development will threaten endanger- 

ed species? 

Bill Richardson Department of Energy Administrator recently released a 

revised draft of the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact State- 

ment and Comprehensive Land Use Plan which will determine land use 

classifications for the entire Hanford site for approximately the next fifty years. 
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In the draft document DOE proposed protection of 90,000 acres of the 

Hanford Nuclear Reservation which lie to the north and east of the Columbia 

River along the Hanford Reach. Called the Wahluke Slope, this last remaining 

relatively wild, shrub steppe ecosystem is on of the best shrub ecosystems 

in the Pacific NorthwestSpeu'ficly DOE would transfer management of the 

Wahluke Slope lands to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service whose.Job it would 

then be to protect these public lands as a national wildlife refuge. 

While the U.S. and Canada are working together to salvage as much of 

a fishery as they can, and while scientists are frantically trying to figure out wha, 

is causing the demise of the salmon fishery, wouldn't you think, rather than 

tearing down dams, we would be looking at preserving the only fee flowing 

stretch of the Columbia River? At a time when upriver salmon runs are declining 

with some nearing extinction's one might think that the protection of Hanford 

Reach fall Chinook salmon, a wild run that is still healthy and abundant enough 

for annual harvests just make sense. 

Doc Hastings supports local county commissioners that have demanded the 

turnover of these adjacent lands to irrigated agribusiness's, with few limits 

on their future uses. Under their alternative almost 60,000 acres or about 

two thirds of the Wahluke Slope would convert from wildlife habitat to irrigated 

farming. On the bluffs overlooking the most downriver part of the Hanford 

Reach, irrigation has already caused soil erosion and polluted runoff into 

the Columbia River damaging some spawning grounds of the fall Chinook. 



When you know we have a diminishing resource it only makes sense to 

protect it while the costs are still somewhat reasonable. While normally 

a supporter of agriculture, this does not appear to be to the benefit to the 

small farmer, in fact it will compete with the small farmer. -It will only increase 

the pressure on the quality of the water in the Columbia and the diminishing 

salmon that we say that we want to protect. 

The D0E"s preferred alternative draft plan would be a major protection 

for endangered salmon, allow land that may be dangerous to cultivation 

remain fallow, yes Virginia there is nuclear contamination in that area that 

might be much better off as wildlife habitat than raising agricultural crops we 

can worry about tomorrow. 

480 



. -- 
TIXICITY KDCSTRIXL DEVELOPklEXT COVSCIL 

. -__ 
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June 7,1999 
' R p m . n  
JUN 0 8 1999 

D O E S  / DIS 
Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Offce 

Richland, WA 99352 
PO BOX 550, MSM HO-12 

Re: 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, DOELEIS-0222D 

Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 

The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) is pleased to submit its comments 
regarding the proposed land use planning of the Hanford site. TRTDEC is a non-profit 
association of over 500 individuals, commercial and industrial firms, local governmental 
agencies, and civic organizations having an interest in the economic vitality and growth of the 
Tri-City area. TRIDEC has been designated by the Department of Energy as the spokesman for 
these interests on economic development issues related to the Hanford site. 

We wish to commend the Dep-ent oEEnergy for;the.significant and high quality assessment 
of the site and its potential future utilization. The Revised Draft Document (DOELEIS-0222D) is 
a substantial step forward as compared to the earlier version of this plan. We believe that a 
comprehensive land use plan must be established for the Hanford site in order to provide a firm 
bases for the planning of the future utilization of the site and its resources for the benefit of the 
general public including the various special interest groups. 

Our values for the Hanford site include the following: 

. 

Protection of the Columbia River. 

0. The preservation or protection of those portions of the site having unique cultural, 
environmental, historical, and public values. 

0 The utilization of other portions of the site for industrial and economic development in order 
to provide support for the Tri-Cities area and regional economies and population. 

0 Completion of the Hanford site cleanup in an expeditious and timely utilization of the site for 
the future utilization of the site for the purposes identified above. 

Consistent with these values and philosophy, we wish to submit the generalized comments on the 
various proposed alternatives. 
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0 The continuation of the “no action” alternative for an indefinite period of time is not 
acceptable. A firm bases must be established for the site in support of the current cleanup 
program and the hture utilization of the site. 

0 We do not support alternatives 1,2, or 4 in that they would place essentially the entire site, 
with the exception of the 200 area waste management areas off iimits for any future 
utilization of the site for industrial or economic development purposes. This would require 
existing facilities such as the LIGO installation to be permitted as non-conforming uses. 
Restrictions on future industrial utilization of what are national resources of large 
underdeveloped industrial sites are not compatible with the objectives of this organization. 

The two remaining alternatives, the “preferred” and the number three alternative both make 
provision for industrial development of the Southeast comer of the Hanford site. In this 
regard, we support either of these two alternatives. Alternative No. 3 provides for increased 
industrial area in the May Junction-Hanford town site area, and for additional public 
recreational use along the river including the McBee ranch area. We do not support the 
utilization of this site as a wildlife corridor. 

In conclusion, we wish to restate our position that provision must be made in future land use 
planning for the maintenance of current and the future industrial and economic utilization of the 
Hanford site. We also believe that the site should be retained in Department of Energy control 
throughout the cleanup of the site. We do not support the turnover of control of the site to any 
single interest user or governmental body. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views on this subject. 

Very truly yours 

& 4 2 d  G& 
William A. Martin, CED 
PresidenKEO 

C: Benton County Commission 
Franklii Couhty Commission 
City of Richland 
City of Kennewick 
City of Pasco 
City of West Richland 
Benton County PUD 
Energy Northwest 
Port of Benton 
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Wiiliarn A. Feddeier, President 
Vancouver Audubon Society 
231 1 NE 154th Circle 
Vancouver, WA 98686-21 13 
WaterFed@aol.com 
May 31,1999 

William Richardson 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99532 
MSiN HO-12 

Dear Mr Richardson, 

W e  of the Vancouver Audubon Society have been concerned about the Hanford 
Reach area and the decisions that are being made for its future. Recently, 
your decision to transfer 90,000 acres of the Wahiuke Stope to the USFWS 
was happily receive by us as appropriate way to  protect easily eroding 
sections along the Columbia and thereby adding some needed protection for 
salmonid habitat, We applaud an# thank you for this action. Further, we 
encourage other steps that set aside most of the Reach lands for the 
protection of wildlife. 

Thank you. 

Best regards, 

William Feddeter 
President, Vancouver Audubon Society 

cc Senator Patty Murray 
US. Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

PO Box 1966 Vancouver, W A  98668-1966 http://www.audubon.org/chapter/wa/vancouver 
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. 
Pacific Northwest 

National Laboratory 
Operated bv Battelle for the 
US. Department of Energy 

June 7,1999 

ThomasW.Ferns * 

HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richlarid,WA 99352 

I, 6 9 9 4 9 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Please find attached several comments regarding DOE/EIS-O222D. The cornments prim& 
address apparent inaccuracies in some of the biological resource data. The inaccurate information, if 
used for planning purposes, has the potential to result in harmful impacts to some of Hanford's 
biological resources. 

I hope that you are able to use these comments in the revision of the document to support decisions 
on future W o r d  Iand uses. If you have questions regarding these comments or any other issues 
regardmg the current status of Hanford's biological resources, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Larrycadwell 
Manager, Ecosystems Monitoring Project 
Ecology Group 

:tlb 

attachment 

cc: File/LB 

902 BattelIe BouIevard P.O. Box 999 Richland, WA 99352 

Telephone (509) 376-5659 m e-mail larry.cadwell@pnl.gov Fax (509) 373-1153 

mailto:larry.cadwell@pnl.gov
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P a g e  3-6. The Preservation description includes the  potential for two 
management options that a re  counter to the intent of biological resource 
preservation. Neither grazing nor fire (presumed to mean controlled burning) 
have  been demonstrated to b e  effective as a benefit or aid in preserving the  
native biological resources (plants, animals, microbiotic crusts) of the eastern 
Washington shrub-steppe. In fact, the opposite is true. Overgrazing and 
wildfires that remove native plant cover have resulted in degradation of biotic 
integrity, loss of biodiversity, and an increase in both alien and  noxious weeds  in 
the  shrub-steppe. Reference to the  use of fire and grazing should be removed 
from the  Preservation definition. 

Figure 3-3 (and t h e  premise of DOES preferred alternative) fails to recognize the  
sensitive nature of much of the  a rea  proposed as “Conservation (Mining & 
Grazing). The  majority of the  land area  having this designation within the  area 
commonly referred to  as “Central Hanford” and bounded by t h e  Columbia River, 
Highway 240, and  Horn Road contain numerous high quality habitats (level 111 
and level IV habitats - see Figure 4-27), rare plants, and element occurrences. 
As such  t h e  a r e a  is very clearly NOT suited for grazing (See  BRMaP, 1996, 
section 7.5) without being subject to significant environmental damage.  

Figure 4-17 lacks metadata and thus can not be interpreted in a manor that leads 
to “correct” or‘reasonable conclusions regarding the amounts, numbers, locations 
o r  relevant reference time frame. Specific examples include: 

not represent either current or even recent bald eagle  nest locations (if o n e  uses 
t h e  BHI reference date at the bottom, the conclusions might be that t he  
information on t h e  map was  current as of 07/06/98. That assumption would b e  
incorrect. 

t h e  “ferruginous hawk nest sites” shown on the  map a r e  actually historic 
nest  locations, not current or even representative of any recent year. The  logical 
conclusion is that there  a r e  about 20 plus active nest sites on  Hanford, when in 
fact the  number of active nests is less than half that number. If t h e  intent is to 
show historic nes t  sites, they should be  identified as such. 

sparrow, burrowing owls, and loggerhead shrike, but an  important additional 
interpretation problem also exists for these species. The siting da ta  for t hese  
three species  were from incidental sightings, not from thorough surveys. 
Therefore the map  user  should b e  cautioned to not infer that a r e a s  with no  record 
sighting a r e  devoid of t he  species in question. Many of these  data were obtained 
from driving (road) surveys as is evident from the  pattern on  t h e  maps.  Thus, if 
t he  map were to  b e  used to locate areas  devoid of these species,  erroneous 
conclusions would likely result. For example, the block of habitat directly south of 
t he  200 east and wes t  a r eas  contains high quality (Level 111, see Figure 4-27) 
habitats and is s o m e  of the  Hanford Site’s best sage sparrow and loggerhead 

the  mapped bald eagle  nest sites show some  historic nes t  site, but d o  

the  above  comment for ferruginous hawk nest sites also applies to s a g e  

‘ I  
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shrike habitat. Since the  Site has  never been surveyed for these species, they 
frequently do not show up on the map and many locations where they are most 
likely to occur. Thus, a casual map user might very well conclude that these  
areas are devoid of these  species, when the opposite is most likely to be  true. 

Figure 4-1 8 contains several biological resource map a r e a s  that can  not b e  
substantiated by data and therefore appear  to b e  technically indefensible. Most if 
not all of the  great blue heron occurrence locations are in error. Technical data  
do not exist to support the "map" locations for several of the species depicted on 
t h e  map. There a r e  (in existence) data that could b& used to create "improved" 
versions of these maps, but they appear  to not have been used. 



Debra Davis 
618 Queen Ave 

Yakima WA 98902 

Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept of Energ  
Richland Operations office 

Richland, W A  99332-0550 
P.0 BOS 550, MSIN HO-12 

June 6.1999 

Dear Mr:Ferns: 
I would like to offer the following comments on the Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan (HR4-EIS). I pleased that die Dept of Energy has recognized the unique and irrcplaceablc 
attributes ofthe Wahluke slope and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. I support the USDOE's 
preferred alternative, with the following quaIifiers. 

1. Designate all lands Biijtli the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. the Wahluke slope. the islands in the 
Columbia, Riverlands and the McGee Ranch as a National Wildlife Refuge. The Columbia river and 
an area 'A m3e h m  either shore should be designated a Recreational WiId and Scenic' River. I 
recommend that all of these lands be managed by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Please issue a 
separate Record of Decision for these areas without delay. 

2. Eliminate the possibility of agriculture or grazing on all Hanford federal lands. 

3. Limit mining to activities necessay to help clean up the nuclear site. and h u t  industrial development 
to specific areas near the Tri-cities. 

I niU c o n h e  to support pressmalion of the Hanford Reach and the adjoining shrub-steppe habitats. 

- -  

Cc: Congressman Hastings 
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Arthur C. Hathaway wFIm*n 

JUN 0 8 1999 8 16 Chestnut Street 
Cheney, WA 99004-1267 

June5,1999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
US. Department o Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSN HO-12 
Richland; WA 99352-0550 

I am pleased to comment on the Environmental Impact Statement for the H d o r d  Reach Area in 
the State of Washington. 

For over 30 years, I have been aware that the Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing segment of 
the Columbia River in the United States, providing critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall 
chinook salmon; and that the Hanford Site is also one of the last intact places in eastern 
Washington supporting hundreds of diverse native shrub-steppe plants and animals, some of 
which are rare and could become endangered without adequate habitat protection. 

I believe that the highest and best use of the adjoined DOE lands at W o r d  wouId be as a 
permanent National Wildlife Refuge to include: the entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, 
the Columbia River IslBnds, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, and the McGee Ranch. 
Agriculture, livestock grazing and mining are incompatible with the protection of natural 
ecosystems and should not be permitted within central W o r d  or the protected lands of the 
permanent National Wildlife Refuge. 

I appreciate the desires of local interests to want to exploit and develop lands adjoining central 
Hanford, but I believe these area are important enough to be of national interest and should be 
treated as suck I therefor support the Preferred Alternative contained in the HRA EIS, but with 
the above mentioned modifications, and request that the DOE issue separate decisions on the 
five areas mentioned above in order to expedite a final decision. 

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to comment on this very important issue. 

Sincerely, 



ciB Daniel E. Simpson . Xuclear Consulting 
(.I 6 9 9 5 2 

118 Hillview Drive wl?m*n 
Richland, Washington 99352 

ATTN: TOM FERNS REVISED DRAFT H R A  EIS / MSIN HO-12 
US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
PO BOX 550 
RICHLAND, WA 99352-9959 

Please accept the following comments on the REVISED DRAFT "FORD 
REMEDIAL ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE 
LAND USE PLAN (DOE/EIS-O222D) 

1. The EIS reflects extensive evaluation and comparison of 
alternatives. The Preferred Alternative seems reasonable as 
the initial baseline concept. 

2. It seems that the economic development mission has received 
less advocacy than other missions. The community impact of a loss 
of recent Hanford funding levels would be immense, if not off-set 
by successful developments; this needs to be considered. 

. 01 

3. In my judgment the policies and processes discussed in 
02 Section 6.0 are crucial to successful implementation of the CLUP. 

The stated policy accomplishments are well-taken. I believe 
there are additional principles that should have the weight 
of policy, including: 

A. Ensure that the societal VALUE of the Benefits of 
Hanford land use actions exceed the societal Costs. [The 
valuation of societal Benefits and Costs must consider all 
significant effects and impacts, not limited to economic, that 
are pertinent to the interests arid well-being of the affected 
population; and must reflect the collective wisdom of the general 
population, as evidenced in law, culture, and comon practice]. 

B. Accept activities that will fulfill a needed service 
to the nation; when such activities reflect and are consistent 
with Hanford's legacies of its historic activities, available 
space, sophisticated facilities, technical expertise, and close 
ties to the community. 

/I 

DANIEL E SIMPSON 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 
June 7,1999 , m m . n  

JUN 0 9 1999 

DOE= 1 DIs 
Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
US Department of Energy, Richland Operations 

Richland, WA 99352 
P O  BOX 550, MSlN HO-12 

Re: REVISED DRAFT HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN, DOEIEIS-0222D 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on plans for t he  future u s e  of the  Hanford site. 
As you know, Richland's history, and our future, is closely tied to t h e  Hanford site. 

Portions of the  Hanford site a re  within Richland's Urban Growth Area. T h e  State of 
Washington's Growth Management Act requires that the City develop long-term plans for 
the beneficial use of t h e s e  lands. Toward the  fulfillment of these  requirements, the City of 
Richland joined with representatives from the Department of Energy, their consultants, a n d  
Benton, Franklin and  Grant Counties to develop a plan for the future u s e  of the Hanford 
site. This year long planning process, which w a s  based on the best  available information, 
resulted in a recommended plan, which is referred to as Alternative Three in the above  
referenced EIS. 

T h e  City of Richland is concerned with the  protection of natural and  cultural resources. T h e  
City was the  first local government to support legislation for t h e  protection of the Hanford 
Reach. We also fayor. t he  p:?tectIon cf RaFJesnake Momkin as a nature preserve. 
However, w e  also recognize the importance of the Hanford site in the economic growth of 
our community a n d  t h e  region. In particular, much of the southeast  portion of the  site is 
supported by utility infrastructure and could b e  characterized as urban in nature. W e  
believe that this portion of the  site should be planned for future industrial uses. 

In summary, w e  strongly support the land u s e  patterns expressed in alternative three. We 
would also a s k  that consideration b e  given to the railroad u s e s  expressed in the  Port of 
Benton's recent letter to you. W e  look forward to continuing our involvement in this process 
and look forward to its successful conclusion. 

Since re1 y , 

Ron Rabun 
City Manager 
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June06, 1999 

Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy: Richland Operations Oflice 

Richland, Washington 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN-HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land-use Plan. 

I appreciate the emphasis placed by the U. S. Department of Energy's preferred alternative on preservation of 
irreplaceable biological and cultural resources, particularly those of the Wahluke Slope and W o r d  Reach All- of 
the &logical and cultural resources of the Hanford site have priceless educational as well as intrinsic value. I 
support the preferred alternative with the following modifications: 

o Designate all lands within the ALE Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River Islands and Mdsee Ranch a 
~ t i o n a i  wildlife refuge. The Columbia River and an area 1/4 mile fiom either shore should be designated a 
ReCreati0~1 Wild and Scenic River. These areas should be managedby the U. S. Fish and Wddlife Service. An 
exception could be made for use of materials in the designated Conservation (Mining) area on ALE ifthere are no 
other options on the Hanford Site. A separate ROD should be issued without delay for the areas listed in this 
bullet. 

o Replace a l l  Inchstrial areas with the combined Incfustrial use areas fiom Alternatives One and Two, preserving 
the undeveloped belt along the river. 

o Restrict designated recreational areas to the high htesity area for a museum at &Reactor, and two low intensity 
areas, namely boat launchs at Vernita rest stop and east side of the river at White BluI%. 

o Designate all other areas Conservation/Mining and limit mining to those areas necesary for mineral materials in 
support of Hanford cleanup. When Hanford cleanup is complete, these areas should be converted to Preservation. 

o Eliminate the possiblity of agriculture, including grazing for any purpose, on W o r d  lands. 

Sincerely, 

Paula K. Clark 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
'DOE NEPA Document Manager 
US. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office . 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

R€CEIVED 
JUN 0 7 1999 ' 

D O E - R U D ~ ~  
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Subiect: Comments on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
\ Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

On behalf of The Nature Conservancy, I am writing to comment on the U.S. Department of 
Energy's Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan (HRA EIS). . -  

. The Nature Conservancy is an international, non-profit organization dedicating to preservhg the 
plants, animals, and natural communities that represent the diversily of life on Earth by protecting the 
lands and waters they need to survive. With the support of more than 34,000 household members in 
Washington and over one million members worldwide, we work to identify high priority, ecologically 
valuable areas and build partnerships with federal and state agencies, non-profit organizations, and private 
landowners to protect the native species and systems found there. To date, The Nature Conservancy has . 
helped protect more than 135,000 acres in Washington State and more than 11 niillion acres across North 
America. 

In 1992 the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC) entered into 
a Memorandum of Understanding that called for a cooperative and coordinated inventory of select native 
.plants, animals, and ecologically significant areas at the H d o r d  Site. The goal of the inventory was to 
better identify and q p  occurrences of native plant communities, rare plant populations, and +portant 
animal taxa over.large areas of the Hanford Site, in order to kovide DOE with information useful for 
&king resource management and land-use decisions. TNC conducted extensive field work over the 
course of this inventory, and submitted reports to DOE detailing the results of field activities in 1994, 
1995, and 1997. TNC is currently preparing to submit to DOE a report on 1998 field activities in 
conjunction with a comprehensive final summary of all findings to date. These findings are not 
exhaustive, but do provide the most accurate, up-to-date, large-scale information on the , ' \  existence, health, 
and location of rare native species and natural systems at Hanford. 

. 

Based on our four yeqs of experience performing on-th6-ground inventory work across the 
Hanford Site, plus decades of work identifying and protecting natural areas throughout Washington and 
elsewhere, we have reviewed the HRA EIS. For the reasons descriied below, we support some concepts 
of the DOE Preferred Alternative, subject to the modifications outlined here, as the minimurn 
configuration designed to protect the long-terni viability of rare species and communities at Hanford. 

- 

- 21 7 PINE STREET, SUITE 7100 
S E A ~ E ,  WASHINGTON 98101 
(206) 343-4344, FAX (206) 343-5608 
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ECOLOGICAL VALUES OF THE HANFORD SITE 

A. Overview 

The Hanford Site is located within the Columbia Basin Ecoregion, an area that historically 
included over 14.8 million acres (6 million hectares) of steppe and shrub-steppe vegetation across most of 
central and southeastern Washington, as well as portions of north-central Oregon. Historically, this area 
consisted primarily of shrubs, perennial bunchgrasses, and a variety of forbs. Today, an estimated 60% of 
the shrub-steppe vegetation once found in Washington has been permanently converted.to agriculture, 
development and other uses. Much of what remains is in small parcels or shallow rocky soils, or has been 
degraded by historic land uses. 

* ,  

The Hanford Site, along with the U.S. Dipartrnent of Defense Yakima Training Center, retains 
the largest remaining blocks of relatively undisturbed shrub-steppe.vegetation in the Columbia Basin 
Ecoregion. The presence of a high diversity of physical features, including the Hanford Reach, and 
examples of rare, undeveloped deep and sandy soils has led to a corresponding diversity of plant and 
animal communities. Some areas of the Hanford Site are relatively free from non-native species and are 
extensive enough to retain characteristic populations of shrub-steppe plants and animals that are absent or 
scarce in other areai. 

The portion of the Columbia River at the Hanford Site is a unique segment of the modem * 

Columbia River system in’the United Stites. Never dammed or dredged, the 51-mile Hkford Reach is 
the last free-flowing segment of the Columbia River in the United States. As a result, the Hanford Reach 
provides remnant habitat for aquatic organisms and riparian-dependent species and systems that were 
once considerably more abundant. Nearly eighty percent of the fall chinook salmon in the Columbia 
above McNary Dam spawn in the &ford Reach. The Reach also serves as a critical migration corridor. 
for coho and sockeye salmon, steelhead, and spring and summer chinook salmon, and provides resident 
habitat for numerous other native fish. 

B. TNC Biodiversitv Inventow 

The Nature Conservancy’s biodiversity inventory is the only large-scale, detailed inventory of the 
rare species and plant communities present at the Hanford Site. The 1994 and 1995 inventory findings 
confirmed thi: significant ecological values of the Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve, Hanford Reach, 
and Wahluke Slope. The 1997 and upcoming 1998 inventory findings demonstrate that Central Hanford 
also supports significant components of biodiversity. (For the purpose of these comments, “Central 
Hanford” refers to all portions of the Hanford Site not included in the ALE.Reserve, Hanford Reach, 
Wahluke Slope, McGee Ranch or Riverlands.) 

To ensure that this information is taken into account by decision-makers as intended, we request 
that all of these reports (including the final report to be delivered this summer) be included in the official 0 1 record for this HRA EIS and that the Record of Decision officially recognize and incorporate their 
findings. This is especially appropriate for the 1997 and 1998 biodiversity inventory findihgs for Central 
Hanford. The I996 DOE Draft Hsnford BioIogical Resources Management Plan (BWaP)), which 
fom-ed the basis for much of the analysis in the HRA EIS, did not include data from the TNC biodivesity 
inventoy on the resources of Cenfral Hanford. . . 
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Our final report will summarize all of the findings to date and document some of the following 
highlights: 

0 The diversity and vast size of the native plant communities found at Hailford is unmatched in the 
ecoregion. A total of 17 terrestrial plant community types were identified at 48 separate locations. 
OnIy three of the 17 identified plant community types were common to the ALE Reserve, the 
Wahluke Slope, and Central Hanford. 

0 A tremendous number of rareplants occur at Hanford. The highest densities occur at the east end 
of Umtanum Ridge, the basalt-deriGed sands near Gable Mountain, the White Bluffs, Rattlesnake 
Mountain, and Yakima Ridge. Rare plant surveys at Hanford also led to the discovery of two plant 
species and one variety previously unknown to science. 

0 Central Hanford contains “special habitats” supporting plant species that vary over time and in , 
response to chahging weather conditions. Among the most interesting discovered were three 
previously undocumented clusters of 20 vernalpools-a habitatlittle known or studied in . 

Washington-each containing one or more rare plant species. Vernal pools were identified at the 
eastern end of Umtanum Ridge, near Gable Butte, and on Gable Mountain. 

The size, diversity, and relatively undisturbed condition of the native shrub-steppe habitat at Hanford 
supports signijiiant insect biodiversity. Over 1,500 different species of insects have been identified, 
with at least 500 more expected. During the course of the inventory, 41 species and two subspecies 
new to science were identified, along yith at least 142 species not previously known to occur in 
Washington. 

0 

0 The W o r d  Site contains regionally signijiiant breeding populations of shrub-steppe dependent. 
birds. The Hanford Reach and riparidwetland areas on the ALE Reserve zind Wahluke Slope . 
contain the highest diversity of bird species on t6e Site. 

These and other findings &om the biodiversity inventory demonstrate that the Hanford Site is 
home to a-spectacular, unduplicated and irreplaceable natural legacy. We encourage DOE to use the TNC 
biodiversity inventory findings to make sowid resource management and land use decisions at Hanford. 
.It must be remembered, however, that irlventories can never be 100% complete, and that they represent 
merely a snapshot in time. Populations of rare plants, for example, may become larger or smaller, shift 
their location, or establish new populations elsewhere at the Site. To protect the status of Hanford’s 
biodiversity over the long term, a comprehensive land use plan must protect lcnown ecological resources, 

impacts to those ccmditions, change over time. 

THE DOE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND SUGGESTED MODE’ICATIONS 

, 

’ and have the flexibility to change with access to new information or as resource conditions, or potential 

\ .  

From a conservation standpoint, the.Hanford Site is a vital-and perhaps the single most 
important-link to preserving and sustaining the diverse plants and animals of the Columbia Basin 
Ecoregion. We support some concepts of the DOE Preferred Alternative, subject to the modifications 
outlined here, as the minimum configuration designed to protect the long-term viability of Hanford’s 
biodiversity. For ease of reference, we have enclosed a map of our proposal. (Attachment 1) 
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Protect Hanford’s “Crescent” of Habitats as a National Wildlife Refuge: To protect the 
exceptional ecological resources of the areas surrounding Central Hanford, and to enhance the 
ecological value of Central Hanford itself, the following adjoined DOE lands should be designated for 
Preservation and established as a pernianent National Wildlife Refuge under management by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service: the entire ALE Reserve (which should also retain its status as a federal 
Research Natural Area), the McGee Ranch, the Riverlands, all DOE land on the entire Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach,.and the Columbia River islands. Undeveloped areas at the McGee Ranch 
and the Riverlands must be included because they provide a critical ecological connection between 
the ALE Reserve and the Wahluke Slope, and help bridge the distance between @e Yakima Training 
Center and the Hanford Site. The McGee Ranch and the Riverlands are also significant because they 
contain bat habitat and rarely protected deep soil community types. 

Expedite Protection: This “crescent” of lands surrounding Central Hanford is both ecologically . 
vauable and uncontaminated by Hanford operations. Preservation of this area (and designation as a . 
National Wildlife Refuge) should not be delayed by the complex decisions involving clean-up in 
Central Hanford. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should 
issue a separate Record of Decision for the “crescent” area mentioned above. 

Protect Known, High Quality, Ecologically Valuable Lands in Central Hanford: While the 
ecological values of the ALE Reserve, Hanford Reach; and Wahluke Slope are well established, the 
biological resources of Central Hanford have not been extensively studied to date. TNC focused on 
Central-Hanford during the 1997 and 1998 field inventories. The 1997 annual report and upcoming 
report for 1998 identified a number of exceptional ecological resources throughout Central Hanford. 
This information, at a minimum, should help guide DOE in formulating a comprehensive site 
conservation and land-use plan for Central Hanford and in designating specific areas for Preservation. 

Taking into account the 1997 and 1998 inventory findings for Central Hanford, the areas designated 
for Preservation $ the Preferred Alternative are inadequate. At a minimum, the following areas 
should be included in Preservation stalus: 

. \  

All plant community element occurrences (e.g., the dune fields spanning Central Hanford from 
the ALE Reserve to the Hanford Reach) (see TNC 1997 Annual Report, Figure 3); 

Gable Butte and Gable Mountain, along with associated rareplant populations (see TNC 1997 
h u a l  Report, Figure 5); 

Vernal pools and other-special habitat areas (see TNC 1997 Aqua1 Report, Figure 5); and 

West Lake (one of the few aquatic areas in Central Hanford, and featuring unique insects). 

Because the value of these areas is based almost entirely on recently collected data, their treatment in 
the 1996 DOE BRMaP and the Preferred Alternative is out of date. The attached map indicates the 
approximate boundaries of these known rare, high quality, ecological resources in Central Hanford. 

4. 

- 

c 

Manage Remaining Lands in Central Hanford Under Sound Ecological Principles: The areas 
mentioned above and other ecological resources in Central Hanford are integral components of the 
vast shrub-steppe landscape at the Hanford Site. Actions taken across significant portions of this 
area, such as mining, grazing, industrial development, or recreation, could negatively impact 

‘ I  
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biodiversity on a regional scale-and preclude future management options for the entire Site. 
Because our knowledge of the biological resources of Central Hanford is far from complete, and 
because the issues involved in managing Central Hanford are more far complex than at other areas of 
the Site, we recommend designating most of the remaining lands in Central Hanford for Conservation 
(Additional Study). For the purposes of these comments, we.defme “Conservation” lands as areas 
-requiring additional study and implementation of an integrated and adaptive conservation 
management plan incorporating state-of-the-art principles of conservation biology. 

A sound integrated and adaptive management plan for Central Hanford would allow DOE to closely 
evalpate Conservation areas for their ecological, archeological, cultural, scenic, and other values 
before authorizing any special use, including low-intensity recreation, high intensity recreation, 
mining, or grazing. Such a plan would require decision-makers to evaluate Species and communities 
present, inc6rporate considerations for ecosystem resiliency,’and develop management strategies to 
accommodate unexpected events or natural disturbances, all within the context of the Hanford 
landscape. A similar analysis should be performed for areas targeted for expansion of industrial and 
research and development uses in south Central Hanford. Careful planning, monitoring, and 
assessment of management actions will provide the flexibility needed to meet ,the challenges of 
maintainhtg and enhancing the biological diversity of Hanford. ’ 

CONCLUSION 

While we support some concepts of the Preferred Alternative, we urge DOE to take the actions 
suggested here to better protect the long-termviability of the rare species and communities found at 
Hanford. Adoption of a more protective configuration, especially one that takes into account all of the 
results fiom the TNC biodiversity inventory, would be a critical.step toward creating an appropriate 
permanent national, natural legacy at Hanford for all Ame~csins. 

Finally, we thank you for the opportunity to commentbn the Draft Ha&ord Remedial Action . . 

Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The Nature Conservancy values its 
work with the Department of Energy, and appreciates the opportunity we have had to help develop and 
provide extensive biolog&al information on the HanfordSite. We look forward to further assisting in 
efforts to better understand and protect the exceptional ecological values of &e Hanford Site. 

Sincerely, 

Elliot Marks 
Vice President, Northwest and Hawaii Division and 
Director, Washington Chapter of The Nature Conservancy 

I I 
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, "' L m E R f l & O  eslie C. (Les) Davenport 

0 6 9 9 8 8 1922 Mahan Ave 
Richland, WA 99352-2121 

J Home Phone (509) 946-4409 
.J 

I Email davenpor@owt.com 

June 06,1999 

Thomas W. Ferns, NEPA Document Manager for HRA-EIS 
US. Department of Energy - Richland Operations Office 

Richland, VVA 99352-9959 

Dear Mr. Fems 

P.O. BOX 550, MlSN HO-12 

Subject: DOE/EIS-O222D, Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and CLUP 

RECEIVED 

After attending the 5/20/99 public hearing in Richland and reviewing the Executive Summary of the subject 
document, I support the DOE Preferred Alternative with the following exceptions: 

0 Grazing or any other form of agriculture should be prohibited throughout the Central Core and Columbia River 
Comdor, e.g., this land should be put into Preservation except a s  noted below. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mining should be minimized on the entire Hanford Reservation (except on Industrial-Exclusive Use and 
Industrial Areas) except for that necessary for the cleanup mission, obtaining basalt and fine soils for waste 
site caps, and highway maintenance. This necessary mining should be confined a s  much as possible to areas 
close to the Central Plateau, and should not include the ALE Reserve. 
The B-Reactor area should be developed as  a museum in a Low-Intensity Recreation Area. 
No commercial development should be allowed in any Low-Intensity Recreation Area. 
Th i  May Junction area should be put into Preservation, with mining limited as in the second bullet above. 
Industrial Development should be kept closer to Richland where utilities are available and much of the land 
has already been disturbed. 
The industrial area should be reduced in size to approximately that shown in Alternative 4 except with the 
Energy Northwest corridor to the Columbia and 300 Area kept a s  Industrial, but otherwise with significant 
distances from the Columbia and Yakima Rivers kept in Preservation. 
The Research & Development area should be expanded to include all of LlGO plus the addition of the 
Research & Development area shown in Alternative 4. 
The Big Bend Alberta Mining Co. mineral rights claim should either be bought out by the government, or an 
exchange should be made with equivalent value government property outside the Hanford Reservation. 

I believe that the DOE Preferred Alternative, with the above exceptions, will protect tne Hanford Reach and White 
Bluffs under primarily Federal control, the Wahluke Slope, the ALE Reserve, Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, 
Riverlands, and the McGee Ranch. Grazing of these areas would destroy or disrupt the native vegetation and the 
natural ecosystems a s  they now exist. The ALE Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River islands, Riverlands, 
and McGee Ranch should be designated a national wildlife refuge. The Columbia River and an area 1/4 mile from 
either shore should be designated a Recreational Wlld and Scenic River. 

I believe it would be best to separate the Hanford Reach and its Record of Decision (and probably all the areas 
mentioned in the previous paragraph and their ROD or RODS) from the remainder of the Hanford lands, since the 
latter will take longer to finalize. 

Sincerely, 

Les Davenport, 
Retired Hanford Safety Engineer 

;CL6 Lw+ 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

91 1 NE. 11 th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181 . -  IN W L Y  REFLR TO: 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 

RWmTtmn U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations office 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 JUN 0 9 1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

JUN 4 I999 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan(CLUP). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) has several comments for consideration. The Service does not object to 
changing the name of the document to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use EIS. The Service 
appreciates having worked with the Department of Energy (DOE) on the CLUP, and is grateful 
for DOE'S consideration of Service input on the planning team and the opportunity to provide 
comments on previous drafts. We believe that the CLUP provides a foundation for the Service 
and DOE to cooperatively protect and maintain one of the Nation's most precious natural areas. 

The Service generally supports the DOE Preferred Alternative as shown on the map in Figure 3- 
3, but suggests the following changes be added fiom the map of Alternative One, Figure 3-4: 

Show the proposed expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge 
boundary, as shown in Figure 3-4, to include the ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch, 
Riverlands, Wahluke State Wildliie Recreation Area, and those parts of the Columbia 
River and its islands within the Hanford Site. (This expanded i-efige designation 
recognizes that these areas include the bulk of the highest quality shrub-steppe habitat on 
the Hanford Site and most of the critically important Hanford Reach segment of the 
Columbia River. By no means, however, does that imply that the resource values of the 
remainder of central Hanford are not important. Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, the 
Columbra River Corridor, the Hanford Townsite, the sand dunes, and connecting habitat 
corridors all need to be preserved) 

Extend the "Preservation" designation (dark green) to include the Riverlands. 

Do away with the designation of "Conservation (Mining and Grazing)" for any lands 
within the Hanford Site. (While other agencies might wish to reserve the option for 
grazing, the Service does not. When it comes to managing the sensitive shrub-steppe 
vegetation and rare plant communities of Hanford, we view the adverse impacts of 
grazing to outweigh any possible bene$ts. Among other things, grazing livestock help 
spread invasive weeds. See remarks under "General Comments'?. 

' I  

Delete the area reserved for industrial development east of the 200 Area near Mae 
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Page 2 

Junction and north of the 300 Area fi-om potential industrial development. (The area 
east of the tracks is important as a bufer zone for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River and as a wildlife habitat and movement corridor.) 

01 

, 

82 
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The Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes that DOE has concerns about the potential future 
reopening of the rail corridor fiom the Tn-Cities to Seattle through Hanford, and for the need to 
quany basalt rock for fbture cap material to be used in a cleanup of Central Hanf‘ord sites. If, as 
a last resort, the basalt cap material must come fiom the area of the ALE shown on the map in 
Figure 3-3, the Service can work with DOE to assure that the refuge designation for that area will 
not preclude such use. Likewise, if the potential for reopening the railroad line through the 
Riverlands area is a significant concern, the designation of a refuge boundary in that area can 
also be crafted to allow for that existing right of way. 

General Comments 

Invasive species represent a significant threat to fish and wildlife habitat under all alternatives, 
including the no action alternative, in the HRA-EIS. Invasive species are defined to be those 
non-native flora and fauna present when either the HRPI-EIS was Written or that has the potential 
to invade the terrestrial or aquatic habitats. Many invasive species associated with Hanf‘ord (such 
as European starling, cheatgrass, and Russian thistle) are less manageable because of their 
abundance. Other species, particularly noxious weeds, are in small enough populations to be 
manageable. We recommend that the Invasive Species Executive Order 13112 peb.  3,1999) be 
included in Section 1.2.6 Biodiversity in the NEPA Process. 

We recommend adding the following text to section 1.2.6: Each disturbance factor on a given 
tract of land weakerq the native plant community causing potentially catastrophic and 
accelerated change in landscape components. Any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the 
vegetation and soil surfaces should be examined for the effect on invasive weeds and 
consequences to site biodiversity. If such disturbance activities do occur, it is important to 
consider how the effects of disturbance Will be managed, before the action takes place. 

Specific actions should also be taken to help prevent the introduction andor spread of invasive 
weeds through the movement of equipment and the use of roads on the Hanford Site. For 
example, equipment moved onto Hanford should be steam-cleaned and washed free of vegetation 
and soil debris at an off-site location before being placed on-site to remove invasive plant seeds 
and reproductive parts. Any road activity should be closely monitored for invasive plants and 
immediate management action should be implemented to stop invasive species becoming 
established along roadsides. 

SDecific Comments 

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 Land Use Designations and Land Use Suitabilitv 

As discussed earlier, the Service suggests that the designation “Conservation (Mining and 
Grazing)” be eliminated for the reasons given. The definition of mining needs to be expanded to 
distinctly explain that managed mining does not included removal of ore bodies and the use of 
chemical agents to extract precious metals. 

530 



.. . 

Mr. Thomas W..Fems Page 3 

Page 3-1 7 AssumDtions Regarding Future Use 

We recommend that if there.are any other industrial uses intended within any of the land use 

alternative. 
3% designations (such as transportation corridors), they should be described in the preferred 

Pane 3- 18. Figure 3.3 

We recommend that the Refuge boundary shown in Figure 3-3 be changed to reflect the 
boundary shown in Figure 3-4. This would add the McGee Ranch, Riverlands, ALE, and the 
portion of the Columbia River and its islands within the Hanford Site to the refuge area of the 
North Slope. 

The boundary of the ALE, McGee Ranch, Riverlands and the Columbia River, and river islands 
should be stippled to show these areas as National Wildlife Refuge boundaries. 

We recommend that the ALE be shown with stippled boundaries as is the North Slope. At a 
minimum, the Fitzner-Eberhardt ALE Reserve boundary should be stippled and preferably the 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands boundary also. The map would then reflect the text found on page 
3-2, lines 35 to 51 that discusses the portions of the Hanford Site that the Service manages under 
a permit. Page 3-22 lines 48 to 53 and page 3-23 lines 1-9, which discuss the disposition of 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands. The ALE is managed under a permit, and, as the text states, the 
Service could soon have the authority to manage AL;E as part of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System (NWRS). The DOE proposes to use a low-wildlife value portion of the ALE as a quany 
site in return for preserving the McGee Ranch as a wildlife corridor. 

The River, islands, and 1/4-mile comdor are referred to in the text, page 3-20, lines 41-44, as 
Preservation. The Service would be the agency to manage this Preservation area, as discussed in 
the Hanford Reach EIS. 

- Pan 5 3-22. Preferred Alternative 

The Arid Lands Ecolow Reserve (ALE) (3.3.2.3.5) should encompass the McGee Ranch and 
f25 Riverlands should be included as Preservation. Also, the proposed refuge boundary should be 

extended to include both of these areas and the ALE. 

Page 4-4 (4.1.2.1) Wahluke Slope 

The discussion contained in lines 23 through lines 27 should be changed to reflect that several x- sites existed on the Wahluke Slope that were used for disposal of non radioactive hazardous 
waste. The sites were subject to an Expedited Response Action for remediation. Although 
remediation took place, the landfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to 
trust resources. 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

Page 4-7 (4.1.2.5) FitmerlEberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE1 

Line 16 should be modified to identify the presence of two landfills on the ALE, at least one of 

the landfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to trust resources. 

Page 4 

07 which was used for disposal of a non-radioactive hazardous waste. Although remediated, one of 

Page 4-19 (4.2.4) Geological Hazard 

The Title of Figure 4-8 needs an addition to the heading to clarify that the Geological Hazards 
.fi - are related to economic land uses such as irrigated fanning in the “red zone” and not a natural 

geological event such as an earthquake. J$5 

Pace 4-29. Vernal Pools 

Approximately 20 vernal pools exist on the H d o r d  site. These are systems of significant 

management to stop such invasive plants should occur once detected. 
g? quality and should be consistently and carefully monitored for invasive species. Immediate 

Page 6-4. Section 6.3.2 

The HEU-EIS indicates that Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaT?) and the 
Biological Resources Management Plan and Implementation Strategy (BRMiS) be modified to 
be consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUIP) policy. The BRMaP and BRMiS 

: lh, are the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of habitats and 
.a ’ species based on the.ecosystem management principles stated in DOE Policy Document P 430.1. 

In October of 1998, DOE issueda memorandum about “Ecosystem Management and Land Use 
Principles.” The policy states that DOE’s stewardship will be based on ecosystem management 
Principles. These BRMaP and BRMiS documents are completely independent of any land use 
planning effort and are not sub tier documents of the HRA-EIS. As stated above, it is DOE’s 
policy that any land use planning effort conform to ecosystem management principles. If a 
threatened and endangered species is found to be occurring anywhere on Hanford, the guidance 
in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the land use designation. Within a few 
months the BRMaP will be a DOE policy document, and there needs to be a clear understanding 
of the jurisdictional differences between the BRMaP and the CLUP. Just because an area may be 
designated for a given land use, this does not preclude the guidance in the BRMaP fiom being 
followed if a sensitive species or unique habitat is identified in that area. 

. 

. 

Page 6-8. Sections 6.4 and 6.4.1 

The makeup of the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), as described, is highly unbalanced. 
Depending on how it is put to use, the SPAB could become a difficult entity to deal with if it 
continues to reflect the current pro-development ideals promoted by’county govenunent. Under 
the proposed representation shown, Adams County with only a half section of land within the 
Hadord Site, has equal standing with the other entities, Richland is the only city repsesented, all 

i 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns Page 5 .- .. 
0 6 9 9 8 9  

of the tribal interests would be represented as one, and conservation groups with long-standing 
involvement in Hanford issues would not be represented. The SPAB should be more 
representative of the entities with vested interest in Hanford land and resource management. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Don Voros, Rehge 
Supervisor at (503) 231-6167 or Don Steffeck, Chief, Division of Environmental Contaminants 
at (503) 231-6223. 

Sincerely, 

.. Regional Director 
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JUN 0 9 I999 Ron and Janet Nelson 

P.O. Box 203 
Easton, 
Wa. 98925 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

Richland Operations OfEce D0ER&!DIS 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 

P.O. Box 550 
MSIN HO-12, Richland, Wa 99352 

/- 
We are writing on behalf of presemation of the wonderfid National Treasure that we have at the 
Hanford Reach. 

When we'first moved to Richland (we7ve lived there several times) in 1978 the Corp of Engineers 
was holding hearings on a potential dam on the Hanford Reach in Richland, which we attended. 
At that time the shipping interests, who wanted another dam, were represented, as well as indians 
and sport fishermen testifying as to the quality of the fishing and importance as a spawning ground 
for anadromous fish, not to mention the federal government at Hanford who were concerned 
about possible impact on the nuclear industry of a potential dam. Most of the people who testified 
at that hearing were very much opposed to a dam, and helped convince the Corp to  not build 
another dam. 

We did a lot of cycling in the Area, you could do that back then, and came to appreciate the 
biological richness and remote, tranquil, serenity of this island of desert sagebrush steppe in a sea 
of ever encroaching irrigated firmland. 

We visited the Columbia River at Ringold, boated up the river from Richland and even followed 
the Columbia up and over the Canadian Border to bicycle along the river and could see for 
ourselves that the only relatively free flowing stretch of the Columbia in the United States was at 
The Reach, The rest of it has been dammed up. And now with the impending extinction of so 
many anadromous fisheries it is clear that the Reach has the ONLY healthy salmon spawning 
fishery on the whole Columbia system. Nothing should harm this fiagile situation. 

Private interests have had their sights on the Reach for a long time and we are not surprised that 
fhnhg interests are trying to get the rights to the WahIuke Slope. But this land, which has been 
protected by the federal government for so long, belongs to All the people not just a few farmers 
in the neighborhood (who have been polluting the river for years with irrigation mnoe a good 
example of what kind of care could be expected fiom them.) 

We would like to see All of the public lands at Hadord including the Wahluke Slope, The Reach 
and its Islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve turned over to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in order to  protect them as a National Wildlife Refbge. We support your 
preferred alternative for the EIS and urge you to protect as much as is possible while the 
opportunity exists. 

Most Sincerely, 
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ir Hanford Remedial Action EIA 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations OfFice 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSlN HO-12 

To Whom It May Concern: 

A separate Record of Decision to establish the National Wildlife Refuge and protect 
such special places as its islands., the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, all of the public 
lands on Wahluke Slope need to be protected. 

Future generations deserve more and better protection of all natural 'and sensitive lands 
within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. . 
The Columbia River is a priceless treasure. Please protect it from soil erosion and 

. polluted runoff. Thank you for your time. 

Jack Tritt 
6019 N. Post 
Spokane, WA 99205-6564 
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June 1, 1999 

LETTER #R 136& - 0 6 9 9 9 3  

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550 MSIK HO-12 
Richland, Wa 99352 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am witing regarding the preservation and protection of the public lands on the 
Kahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch and the 
Bird Lands Ecology Reserve. I would like to see more and better protection of 
all the lands within the Hanford Kuclear Reservation. 

DOE should immediately proceed with a separate Record of Decision in order to 
establish the national wildlife refuge and protect these special places and 
natural values in the HanfordNuclear Reservation so we along with our children 
can enjoy such treasures. 

Sincerely, 

Andrea bf. Tritt 
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bear Mr. Ferns: 

Please consider this letter part of the pu 
Rahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach. 

0 6 9 9 9 4  
June S. 1999 

~TWWTWV.Tl 
JUN 0 9 1999 

DUERL/DB 

lic hearing regarding the future of 

We have ~~jsited this area many times and have great feelings for its 
uniqueness, I t  should be preserved forever for the Chinook salmon 
spawning beds. and the slope for the wildlife to which it provid.es habitat. 
There is no other place iii the world like it!! 

Therefore, we thank the DOE for the work it has done and support the 
preferred alternative designating the Wahiuke Slope for preservation with 
the fallowing changes: 

!. Include ail the public areas (ALE, Hanford Reach, adjoining 
riverfands riparian habitat. McGee Ranch! under designalion as a National 
Wildlife Reiuge--issuing a separate recorded designation naming each of 
these areas speciiicaily to he inciuded at this time. If they are protected 
iiw .he P d o r d  area can stili receive its clean-up procedures. 

2. Oppose all grazing and mining (except necessary for clean-up) to 
the entire xec .  Domestic animals and disruption from mining procedures 
take IOO much from vildlif'e, while the process itself allows some 
ranchers/ miners economic advantages over those who do not have permits 
for private use of public lands. 

3. Designate the Reach a gild and Scenic River. 

T h d  you for the opportunity to comment on the HRA EIS. 



.. ,/ 
Tom Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

(I 6 9 9 9 5 
June 5,1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

entire Hanford Reach as a national wildlife refuge. 
from the current dispute over land trades in the west, the public does not 
favor seeing the U.S. government selling our public land for commercial 
profit by developers. Doc Hastings does not represent the whole population 
of Washington; he certainly does not represent our thinking. 

Please count me ’and my family as being in favor of protecting the 
As you must be aware 

Public land demands that it be managed in the interests of the general 
public, and as you must be aware, the public has shown an increasing interest 
in setting up areas for wildlife and outdoor experience. The Hanford Reach is 
a unique ecosystem and the public has more to gain in the long run from use 
of the land as a natural reserve. 

I was born and brought up in Seattle and, in spite of what my mailing 
address suggests, I am a resident and. taxpayer in Pend Oreille County, Wash- 
ington. I have a lifetime experience with the various regions within the state, 
and I urge you to preserve this Columbia Rver area for historical, ecological 
and economic reasons. We have a one-time-only opportunity here to set 
.aside land for future generations which has no equivalent anywhere else in 
the country; and like other national parks and refuges, it can have a 
significant role in bringing continuing economic health to Washington. 

. .  
Sincerely, <-?-I&Gk7”7”rC Joanne Hirabayashi 

316 Bead Lake Road 
Priest River, ID 83856 
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Thomas Ferns 
US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
June 4,1999 

PO. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear A4r. -Ferns: 

0 6 9 9 9 7  
Renate Ryan 
27640 SE Bartlemay Rd 
Eagle Creek, OR 97022 

I am writing in regard to the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. I wish to express my support of the Department of Energy's 
preferred alternative, which would protect critical habitat in the Hanford Reach. Additionally, I 
support the amendments (listed below) proposed by the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society. 
The Hanford Reach represents the habitat that once covered this entire region. That habitat is now 
endangered due to overgrazing, development, and hydroelectric dams. The Hanford Reach is a vital 
refuge for wild salmon, migratory birds, and many unique plant and insects. We are presented here 
with a unique opportunily to protect and save a habitat that has been carelessly destroyed over the 
past 150 years. We have been given a second chance to make up for past recklessness, and it would 
be a shame to miss this opportunity. 

Here is what I would like to see from the DOE Designate all public Iands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a 
National Wildlife Refuge; allow no grazing on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation; restrict all mining 
operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation; 
issue a separate record of understanding for all the areas mentioned above, not waiting until 
decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. 

Ftnate Ryan, MS Environmental Science and Engineering 
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Gardon J. Rogers 

1108 N. Road 36 
ne,,, T A T A  G G 7 n  raacu, V V B  J J J W ~  

Phone/ Fax 509 537-7103 

June 7,1939 

Tom Ferns. Rev. Draft H W E I S  
USDOE 

Richland, WA 99352 

Dear 

P.O. BOX 550, (HO-12) 

I am submitting my personal comments on the Revised Draft EIS for the 
. HWHS/Land Use Plan. I favor the Counties and Cities Alternative for Land Use. 
I t  is obvious to me that the Clinton Administration preempted the possibility of 
useful public .involvement in this matter by the Secretary of Energy’s early 
announcement to place the entire Wahluke Slope in the hands of the federal Fish 
and Wildlife Service as a refuge. I feel this is an unjustified power grab and an 
insult to Grant County as well as the former landowners and homesteaders who 
were forced to give up their land for a vital wartime mission. 

I hope that the DOE will give serious consideration to providing a suitable park 
area and memorial in honor of the Native American Tribes and U.S. citizens who 
resided in the Hanford, White Bluffs and Wahluke areas. 

Sincerely, 
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Address l lo8 N. Road 76 
Company, Agency, or Organimtion 

Street Address 

Pasco . - k l  99701 
City/State/zlp Code Telephone 

547-7kO3 

I Support the  City and Counties alternative Land USe Plan. 

. .  

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
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IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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June6, 1999 
’J)w- 

Thomas Ferns 
US DOE 

JUN 0 9 1999 
DOERL IDIS Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 
PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

RE: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

This nation has a rare opportunity to protect the best of what’s left of Washington State’s native shrub- 
steppe ecosystem Only a small fraction (I believe less than 10%) of this ecosystem remains intact. It is 
critical that we act now to protect the W o r d  site for fiture generations. 

I support DOE’s preferred alternative WlTH MODIFICATIONS. 
The following should be designated and managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge: 

the And Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’s entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia River islands. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated 
land, DOE should issue separate decisions for these areas. 

I said before we should protect the site for future generations. But it is also essential for the present. 
Salmon and buff head trout within the Columbia River system are at risk, not to mention other water 
dependent species. We have an impending war over water allocations on our hands. Commercial activities 
such as grazing, mining and agriculture threaten to overwhelm the needs of native species. It would be a 
grave mistake to open any of the Hanford site to these kinds of activities, which would most likely lead to 
economic hardship on taxpayers in the long-run (environmental remediation costs). Consequently, the 
fmal EIS should be modified to prohibit agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing on the 
entire site, including central Hanford. 

Sincerely, , 

Kammie Bunes 
7615 Manzanita Drive, NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA99352 a 

MSIN HO-12 

To all that it m y  concern: 

Barbara Gilson 
Rich Rollins 

2509 SE Yamhill Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 JUN 0 9 1999 

Thank you for moving forward in the right direction to save the Hanford Reach. We need strong 
protection of this national treasure that is the free-flowing Columbia River and the desert steppe 
lands of the Hanford Reach. 

We support DOE'S preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact statement andlanduse 
plan, but we want more and better protection of all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. 

Therefore, DOE should include within the national wildliie refuge all  of the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve. 

DOE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the 
national wildlife refuge, and protect these special pIaces and ~ t ~ d  values in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

, 

Thank you for your serious consideration. 

Sincerely, 
,4 

Barbara Gilson 
I q&?&4 jeL- 

i 4 5 Z h 4 c -  
Rich Rollins 



Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO-12 

To Whom It May Concern: 

4317 SE Harney St. 
Portland, OR 97206 
June 5 ,  1 9 9 9  

I would like to express my support of the Department of 
Energy's preferred alternative in the draft EIS and land use plan 
regarding the Hanford Reach. Because upriver salmon runs are on 
the serious decline, the protection of the Hanford Reach fall 
chinook is vital. Therefore, I call on the Departvent of Energy to 
protect even more of the lands within .the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation than is outlined in the draft EIS. 

The Department of Energy should include within the national 
wildlife refuge all of the public lands on the Wanluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach (especially its islands), tne McGee Ranch, and the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. Again, this is necessary in order to 
restore salmon and steelnead in the Columbia Basin. 

Please proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision 
in order to establish tne national wildlife refuge.. Piease protect 
the natural values and special places in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

Sincerely, 

Molly Krupa 

cc Senttor Patty Murray 
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Our Edy tke Snows ea!hok ekurck 
P. 0. BOX 1650 

SUN VALLEY, IDAHO 83353 

1 /208/622-3432 

JUN 0 9 1999 

June 2, 1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing to you to commend you and the Department of Energy for the action you have taken 
in the past to protect the ecosystem of the Hanford Reach. Since moving to the Northwest I have been 
trying to learn all I can about the issues of the Columbia River and the.breaching of the dams on the Snake 
River. The past action taken to protect the Hanford Reach indicates the effect action for one part of the 
ecosystem will have on the entire system. It is a model of what can be done for the Columbia Basin and 
Snake River Ecosystems. 

It is my understanding that the U.S. Department of Energy, at the suggestion of local governments. 
is considering opening the Wahluke Slope to agriculture. It has been shown that irrigation on the Wahluke 
slope will cause the White Bluffs to slough into the river at a critical place where salmon spawn. This is 
home to the last healthy population of wild salmon in the entire Columbia River system and to many rare 
and endangered plant and animal species. This area is also significant for its cultural and historical sites. 
It must be protected so that it can be preserved for &we generations. 

For the sake of the entire ecosystem I urge you to designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge. I also encourage you to oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear 
reservation and restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing the clean-up and remediation 
on the Hanford Reservation. 

The above mentioned areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, as of yet uncontaminated by 
I-IanforC: ~ p m i ~ i i s .  itris inlporiaiiir that a separate record of Decision be made for ail these areas SO that 
they do nor have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area are made. 

I again want to commend the DOE for its past actions. It is action like this that will preserve our 
precious heritage for generations to come. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Ann Kugi, O.P. 
Pastoral Associate 

SERVING SUN VALLEY, KETCHUM AND STANLEY 
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2721 West 10th Avenue 
PO. Box6270 0 7 0 0 0 9  Kennewick. WA 99336-027Q 

LETTER# 351 i 
Public Power ’ Local Control 

(509) 582-2 175 FOX (509) 586- 17 1G . Public Utility District No. I of Benton County 

June 7,1999 

Keith Klein, Manager 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
MSIN A7-50 
Richland, WA 99352 

JUN 10 1999 

DOE= / DIS 

Re: Comments on Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Klein: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
and Land Use Plan. The Benton County Public Utility District strongly supports the local 
governments’ option described as Alternative 3 in DOE/EIS-O222D. The District also 
supports the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Of particular interest to the District is maintaining the availability of the area east of 
Route 240 to the Columbia River and north of the Energy Northwest (formally Supply 
System) site to the City of Richland’s northern boundary for Research and Development 
and Industrial use. We agree that a reasonable buffer zone along the shoreline of the 
Columbia River for the protection of fish and wildlife critical habitat is appropriate. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

James W. Sanders 
General Manager 

CC: Mr. Thomas W. Ferns/DOE-RL - MSIN HO-12 
C. E. RevelYBPUD 
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June 5,1999 

Hanford Remedial Action €IS 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN HO- 12 

To Whom it May Concern: 

My family members are writing this letter to support more and beeter protection of all natural and 
sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. We ask that the Department of Energy 
provide protection of all the national wildlife refuge including all the public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the And Lands Ecology Reserve. 
It is understood that unless the Department of Energy proceed immediately with a separate Record 
of Decision to establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect the Hanford Nuclear Reservation 
that great environmental damage will ensue. We have done enough already. 

We hope this will have some positive impact on your decisions. Thank you. 
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RETURN TO: W$.i{LgKE z:.Ci>X i ,z\f[Ds l_!:s:-:D .:I 3 LE? : 

J i m  Curdy .i.:rii wnE- 959 Ma:-: i n  a n y  
P. 0. Box 876 i r r i g a t i o n  d i s t -  
H a t t a w a .  WA 99344 . r ic t ,  40 acres 

fruit can make a 

t .  
d\. ? E t 2 T Z f y  < ' {E  2'31IZ DURII . [C -, rrt=:-E.s 

good living.. . .  

The 89,000 acres o.f Lznd o n  . t h e  Waiiluke S l o p e  a n d  a d j a c e n t  
areas of t h e  H a n f o r d  Reach, it's a n t i c i p a t e d  t h e .  l a n d  will go 
m o s t l y  t o  f a r m s .  Some io ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i  132 t h e  other . i ~ i f i n r a s t s ,  I n d i a n s  f o r  
d i g g i n g  r o o t s .  Archaeology Digs, i i u r i t i l i q .  & F i s i i  i n q ,  X i i d l i f e  a n d  
some will b e  w e t l a n d s  a f t e r  t h e  w a t - s r  is a p p l i e d  to the land. 

I n  t h e  proposal t o  Conyr-'ess, the. a u t h o r i z a t i o n  v e  h a v e  to s h o v  
t h a t  farmers are willing t o  c a r n m i t  for. a d d i t i o n a l  areas; many new 
f a r m e r s ,  crops for e x p o r t .  Each one u n d e r s t a n d s  t-hat develapment 
costs  and de1i.ver-j . - c y s t e m = :  f o r  this l a n d  have t o  be p a i d  f o r .  . A t  
t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e ;  a c c o r d i n g  ta t h e  loan n g r e e m e n t  on the Land, each 
acre was c o m m i t t e d  f o r  khe S 1 3 1 , G O .  Auded f a c i l i k i e s  at today's 
c o s t s  w i l l .  b e  much h i g h e r .  h g w e v ~ r ,  i t  . is  . $ > y a b l a  over  a 50,year' . 

p e r i o d .  T h e  la,d costs  are  undeter'mined b u t  o s t i m a k c d '  at .approzi- 
m a t e l y  Sl, 500.00 p e r  acre. 

F o r  testimcny 53 1_7c)fi'qrsss, - .  

azjcrrity 05 the l and  ?I;; ir:tsresreC( 
and firms. 

-,,-e > ; z - J ~  so ki.iaX;E , z = c ; m m i t r n ~ n t s  for t?:C 

i i n ' a r z c i a l l y  capable p e o p l s  

IF YOU WANT TU BE CONSIDERED FUR ACREAGE; SIGN UP. e?EASE PRINT- 

8 Acres q h  
. .  ., 

N a m e :  g/4cc* 
Address :  &)Jdv r)3 . 

fv17 W/i . 4.J 
P. 0. EO:: 9A.6 -- 

c i t y :  sta te  &4/ zip: 9q3Ljy  
A f t e r  c o n s u l t i n g  w i t h  ny; C i n a r . c i s l  a d v i s o r ,  I v L l 1  . d e l i v e r  a 
t e n a t i v e  l e t te r . -  of commitntent t o  a c c o q p a n y  t h i s  p r o p o s k i l  t o  
Congress. 

Date: S igned: .  4 . d -  - 
T h e  documen t s  must .be. c o m p l e t e d  by April 3 M h ,  1993. 

Please cOnsider tbis letter as.obvious Support for 
ALTERNATIVE 3 of the Ranford Rea& Proposals. 
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Written Comment Shget 

L€nrFR# a- 4.5L R R m  
Linda Watkins JUN 0 8 1999 Name 

Address PO BOX 26388 SW U Rd. 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

Street Address 

Mattawa, Wa 99349 (509) (932-4635 
City/Sta:e/up Code Telephone 

. .  . The Dept of Enerqy's plans for the Hanford Site have been 
. discussed for years. At the recent meetincrs to review the alternatives, 

- . it appears that Grant County will continue to not share in the 
Economic Benfits to the area althouqh over 66,000 acres are in 
the Countv. 
As pointed out by County Commissioner Allison, Alternative 3 

1' -. which calls for balanced development of the Wahluke Slope, is the 

I 

... 
--. - . 
. .t', 

only plan that addresses every interested Party to some deqree. 
The future Economic Development of South Grant County is dependent 

3-.. 

!- 

. I  

, - on Alternative 3 being implemented. 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 

to the address on the back. 

I IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 



0 6 9 9 5 9  
Written Comment Sheet 

l?o, f i&f  2 05% 
Company, Agency, or Otganization 

Address 

Stmet Address 

I a m  expressing suDport f o r  n l t e r n a t i v e  # 3 .  Although none of 
your a l t e r n a t i v e s  are balanced Al t e rna t ive  8 3  is  t h e  only one which 
coines c l o s e  t o  t h e  needs and f u t u r e  of Grant County.and t h e  Mattawa area.  
I a l s o  support  Representative Doc Hastings proposal for t h e  National 
Academy of Sciences t o  "impartially!' s tudy a l l  p o t e n t i a l  uses  of t h e  

. Wahluke Slope. The most balanced and the re fo re  t h e  most "prefferred" _. .- 

feel t h a t  a l l  f u t u r e  payment i n  l i e u  of taxes or  PILT noneys should be ... - 
. .  a l t e r n a t i v e  is s t i l l  the  Wahluke 200'3 proposal. I n  addi t ion ,  I s t rongly  
' 

hased on '"1os t  opportunity" c o s t s ,  n o t  c i l r ren t .  u se  assessments .  

Sincerely,  n 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 
I '  1 

,IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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JUN 0 8 1999 

Written Comment Sheet - .  

- L E ~ ~ E R . # - ~  . 

.This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. --.. 
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Company, Agency, or Organhllon 

Street A d d d  

Address 

\(>3 5wyu\31?C st-1 

.. . 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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,06/.07./99 BION 14:09 FAX 509 376  1'563 DOE EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
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P A T . '  MURRAY 
W4SHIFIGTON 

June 7,1999 

M 002 rm 0 0 2  

COMMIITEES 
APPROPRIATIONS 

BUDGET 
HEALTH. EDUCATION, LABOR 

AND PENSIONS 
VRERANS' AFFAIRS 

Thomas W. Ferns 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS Document Manager 
US Department of Energy RECEIVED 

J"N 0 7 1999 
PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

DOE=RUDIS Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am Writing to endorse the Deparknent's preferred alternative for thi Hmford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. I applaud the 
Department's decision to follow the record,of decision on the Han€ord Reach issued in 1996. 1 
also appreciate the balanced approach the alternative takes with regard to preservation, 
recreation, and industrialization, as well as the altanativc's commitment to the Tri-Party 
Agreement. 

. .  
There are several areas of the preferred alternative I would like to highlight. First, I 

' support the decision to expand the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include d of 
the Wahluke Slope. While I believe there may be some small areas adjacent to the highway or in 
other previously-developed areas that might be acceptable for light ,jndustriaI or other'uses, our 
first objective should be to protect the wildlife and fisheries resources. 

Similarly, the quarter mile along the Columbia River's Hanford Reach must continue to 
be designated as a preservation area. Such a designation is compatible with my continuing 
efforts ta make the H d o r d  Reach a federally-protected recreational Wild and Scenic River 
managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Seruice. It is vital we protect the cultural and ecological 
resources associated with this very special area. 

I strongly support the ideas outlined in the preferred alternative to facilitate recreation on 
these lands. The B Reactor will make a fabulous museum, documenting the arca's vital 
contribution to fighting and winning the Cold War. The Vemita Bridge is atready a popular 
camping and fishing area; developing a boat ramp and other facilities will dramatically improve 
access and the quality of recreation in the area ?he white Bluffs boat launch will also be well- 
used. 

There is little dispute about the Central Plateau continuing as the major site for cleanup 
activities. The TPA will @de that process and as a member of the Senate Appropriations 
Committes, I will continue to fight hard for full funding of site cleanup. 
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DOE EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

Page 2 - Sen. Murray 
June 7,1999 

I also endorse thc preferred alternative’s plan for economic development in the 200 Area 
and the site north of Richard. I believe there are probably other areas, too, which should be 
considered for indushial use and economic development. I urge the Department to work with 
local governments to locate other areas to fscilit.de economic development. 

The tribes have contributed much to this process. I appreciate the prefened alternative’s 
commitment to presetving important cultrnal sites, such as Gable Mountah, Gable Butte, the 
area from Urntanurn Ridge to ALE, and the active sand dunes. I continue to believe there is a 
way to consolidate BLM lands along the south side of the river to facilitate multiple use 
management by the Bureau, further protect cultural sites, encourage industrial development, ;inil 
preserve important ecological areas. 

I look forward to continuing to work with the Dep~ment, stakeholders,’tribes, and local 
govemments b find solutions to all of the land use issues facing the Wahluke Slope and Hanford 
Reach. This HRA EIS moves us closer to a solution that I believe best serves the interests of the 
citizens of Washington and best protects OUT important cultural, fish and wildlife resources. 

Sincerely, 

M 003 
Q 003 

qqy27  nited States Senator 
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n ~ m 7 t m n  
Written Comment Sheet 

JUN 22  1999 

DOERL/DIS 
Name PAu I C A P I A I  

I240 L R i J l J f l  F A ! C K  t?o, 
Cdmpanx Agency, or Organization 

Address 

S h e t  Address 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the  flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top onIy. 
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This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
. .. 

. .  OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 356 
Portland, Oregon 97232-2036 

0 7 0 3 2 7  

IN REPLY REFERTO: 
June 18, 1999 

ER 99/346 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
HEL4-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Ofice 

Richland, Washington 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the H d o r d  Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement (€I€U-EIS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). 

On June 4, 1999, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided you comments on the HRA-EIS and 
CLUP (copy attached). Please consider those as the Department of the Interior's comments. 

Please contact me at (503) 231-6157 with any questions or concerns you may have regarding this 
matter. 

Preston A. Sleeger 

Attachment 



IN R U T Y  REFIRTO: 
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0 7 0 3 2 7  
United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AXD MWDLIFE SERVICE 
911 NE. 11th Avenue 

Pordand. Oregon 97232-4181 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns, 14RA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Dep-merit of Energy, Richland Operations office 
P:O. Box 550, MSTN HO-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Starement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive L a d  Use Plan(CLuP). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.(Service) has several coniments for consideration. The Service doesnot object IO 
changing the name of the document to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use EIS- The Servicc 
appreciates having worked with the Department of Energy (DOE) on the CLUP, and is grateful 
for DOE'S consideration of Service input on the planning team and the opportunity to provide 
comments on previous drafts. We believe that the CLUP provides a foundation for the Service 
and DOE to cooperatively protect and maintain one of the Nation's most precious natural areas. 

The Service generally supports the DOE Preferred Alternative as shown on the map in Figure 3- 
3, but suggests the following changes be added from the map of Alternative One, Figme 3-4: 

Show the proposed expansion of the Saddle Mountain National WiidIife Refuge 
.boundary, as shown in Figure 3-4, to include the ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch, 
Rivedands, Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area, and those parts of the Columbia 
River and its islands within the Hanford Site. (This expanded i-efige designation 
recognkes that these areas include the bulk of the highest quality shrub-steppe habitar on 
the Hanford Sire and most of rhe critically important Hanford Reach segment of the 
Columbia River. By no meam, however, does [hat imply that the resource values of rhe 
remainder of cenrral Hanford are no1 important. Gable Momlain. Gable Butte. ;he 
Columbia River Corridor. the Hanford Townsite, ihe sand dunes, and connecting habitat 
corridors all need to be preserved.) 

Emend tlie "Preservation" designation (dark geen) to include the Riverlands. 

Do away with the designation oFTonservation (Mininz and Grazing)" for any lands 
within the I-$a.dord Site. (While other agencies might wish to reserve the option for 
grazing, rhe Service does not. When it comes to managing [he sensitive shrub-sceppe 
vegetation and rare plant communities of Hanford, we view the adverse impacts of 
grazing to outweigh any possible Bcnejits. Among other things, grazing livestock help 
spread invasive weeds. See remarks under "General Commenrs'l). 

Delete the area reserved for industrial development east of the 200 Area near Mac 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns Page 2 

Junction-and north of the 300 Area from potential industrial development.--(The area 
*. chsl of tho !racks is iinporlarrl os a buffer zone for d ie  Hailforti Reach of rhe Columbia 

River arid as CI wiIdlij‘-e habitat and movement cowidor.) 

?-lie Fish-and Wildlife Service recognizes that DOE has coiicerns about the potential futufe, .. .. 
reopening of thc rail coh-idor from the Tn-Cities to Seaulc tlirough Hznfordi and for the nccd to 
quiu-ry basalt rock for future cap matcnal to be used in a cleznup of Central Haiiford sites. If, 2s 
a last resort, thc basalt cap material must come froin thc area of the ALE shown 011 the niap in 
Figure.3-3, tlic Service can work with DOE to assure that the refige designation for that area will 
not preclude such use. Likewise, if the potcntial for reopening the railroad line through the 
Riverlands zrea is a significant concern, the designation of a refuge boundzry in that area can . 
also be crafted to allow for that existins right of way. 

* 
. 

General Comments 
.. . 

Invasive species represent a significant threat to fish and wildlife habitat under all alternatives, 
fncluding the no action alternative, in the €LEU-EIS. Invasive species are defined to be those 

” b 1 normative flora and fauna present when either the HU-EIS was written or fhat.has the potential 
to invade the terresttial or zquatic habit&. Many invasive species associated With Banford (such 
as European starling, cheatgrass, and Russian thistIe) are less manageable because of their 
abundance. Other species, particularly noxious weeds, are in s m d  enough populations to be 
manageable. We recomend that the kvasive Species Executive Order 13112 Peb. 3,1999) be 
included in Section 1.2.6 Biodiversity in the NEPA Process. 

Wc recommend adding the following text to section 1.2.6: Each disturbance factor on a given 
tract of land weakens the native plant community czushg potentidly catastrophic and OP accelerated change in landscape components. Any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the 
vegetation and soil su&ces should bc examined for the e&ct on invasive weeds and 
coilseqpccs to site biodiversity. If such disluhance activities do occlu, it is important to 
considir kowv,the effects of disturbance will be managed, before the action takes place. 

.e . 
Specific actions should also be taken to help prevent the introduction andlor spread of invasive 
weeds through the movement of eq.uipment and the use of roads on the H d o r d  Sire. For. 
example, equipment moved onto I-Iznford should be ste.am-clcaned and washed free of vczetation 
and soil debris at an off-sire location befosc being placed on-sitc to remove invasive plant seeds 
and reproductive parts. Any road activity should be closely monitored for invasive plants and 
inmediate management action should be implemented to stop invasive species becoming 
cstabliilied aloiig roadsides. , 

. 

’ C  

- 

Specific Comments 

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 Land Use Desionations 2nd Land Usc Suitability ’ 

As discussed earlier, the Service suggests that the designation “Conservation (Mining and 

distinctly explain that managed mining does not included removal of ore bodies and the use of 
chemical agents to extract precious metals. 

I 03 Grzzing)” be eliminated for the reasons given. The definition of mining needs to be expanded to 
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Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

0 1 0 3 2 7  
Page 3 

Pace 3-17 Assum-utions Reearding: Future Use 

We reconimend that if here  are any other industrial uses intended within any of the land use 

altematiye. . _  
04 designations (such as transportation corridors), they should be described intlic preferred -:. 

Paoc 3-18. Fimre 3.3 

We recommend that fie Ref&e boundary shown in Figure 3-3 be changed to reflect the 
boundary shown in Figure 3-4- This would add the .McGee Ranch, Riverlands, ALE, and the 
portion of the Columbia River and its islznds within the I-lariford Site to the refuge area of h e  
Xorth Slope. 

ihe  boundary of the ALE, McGee Ranch Riverlands and the Columbia River, and river islands 
should be stippled to show these areas as National Wildlife Refhse boundaries. 

We recommend that the ALE be shown with stippled boundarks as is the North Slope. At a 
minimum, the Fitzncr-Eberhardt ALE Resenre boundary should be stippled and preferably ?he 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands boundary also. The map would then reflect the text found on page 
3-2, lines 35 to 51 that discusses the portions of the H d o r d  Site that the Service manages under 
a permit. Page 3-22 lines 48 to 53 and page 3-23 lines 1-9, which discuss the disposition of 
McGce Ranch and RiverIands. The ALE is managed under a permit, and, as the text states, the 
Service couId soon have the author'@ to manage ALE as part of theNationa1 Wildlife Refige 
System (NWRS). The DOE proposes to use a low-Wildlife value portion of the ALE as a quarry 
site in rxtmn for preserving the McGee Ranch as a wildlife corridor. 

The River, islands, and 1/4-mile corridor zre referred 10 in &e texf'page 3-20, lines 41-44, as 
Preservation. The Service would be the agency to manage this Presenration area, as discussed in 
the Hkford Reach EIS. 

Pace 332. Preferred Alternative 
- 

The And Lands Ecolow Resenre (ALE) (3.3.2.3.S~sliould encompass the McGee Ranch and 
RiverlBnds should be included as Preservation. h o ,  the proposed refuge boundary should be 
extended to include both of these areas and the 

Page 4 4  (4.1.2.1) Wahluke S l o ~ e  

The discussion contained in lines 23 through lines 27 should be changed to reflect that several 
&st es existed on the U'ahluke Slope that were used for disposal of non radioactive hazardous 

waste. The sites were subject to an Expedited Response Action for remediation. Although 
remediation took place, the Izndfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to 
trust rcsources. 

569 



@004/005 USFIFS-ES-DHC -- .. . ..- ..._-_ .- -.. 06;16/99 13:55 e 5 0 3  231 2050 .--.... - . . -* 

-. 

0 7 0 3 2 7  
Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

Page 4-7 (4.1.2.5.) FitznerEberhardt And Lands Ecolow Reserve (ALE’) 

Line 16 siiould be modified to identify the presence of nvo landfills on the ALE, at least one of 

the landfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to trust resources. --e. ___. 

Page 4- 19 (42.41. GeoloPical Hazard 

The Title of Figure 4-8 needs an addition to the heading to clarify that rhc Geological Hazards . 

geological event such as an earthquakc. 

Page 4 

o7 which was used for disposal of a non-radioactive hazardous wzste. Although reniediated,-one of 

- -  - _  - -  

@ are relared to economic Iaiid uses such 2s irrigated faniiing in tlic “red zone” and not a natud 

Page 4-29. Vemzl Pools 

Approximately 20 vernal pools exist on the Hanford site. These are systems o’fsignificant 

management to stop such invasive plants should occur once detected. 
69 quality and should 6e consistently and carehlly monitored for invasive species. Immedate 

Pace 64. Section 6.3.2 .. 

The HRA-EIS indicates that Biological Resources Management Plan @EMS) and the 
Biological Resousccs Management Plan and implementation Strategy (BRAGS) be modSed to ’ be consistent with &e Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) policy. The BRMaP and BRMiS 
are thc DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of habitats and 
species based on the ecosystem management principles stated in.DOE Policy Document P 430.1. 
In Octdber of 1998, DOE issued a memorzndum about “Ecosystem Management and Land Use 
Principles.” The policy states that DOE’S stewardship will be based on ecosystem management 
principles. These BRMe and BRMiS documents are completely independent of any land USC 
planning effort and are not sub tier docunients of the HRA-EiS. As stated above, it is DOE’S 
policy k a t  any land use planning effort codom to ecosysrem mimagerncat principles. E a  
threatend and endangered species is found to be occurrin~ anywhere on Banford, tlie guidimce 
in the 6RMzP would have to be adhered to regardless of tlie land use designation. Withh a few 
nionths the BRMaP will be a DOE policy document, and there needs to be a clear understanding 
oithe jurisdictional differences benvecn die BRiiaP and the CLUR Just because an area may be 
dcsignated for a given land use, this does not preclude the guidance in the BRMaF‘ from being 
followed if a sensidvc species or unique habitat is identified in that area. 

Pane 6-8. Sections 6.4 and 6.4.1 . 

The rnzkeup ofrlie Site Plannins Advisory Board (SPAB), as described, is highly unbalanced. 
Depending on how it is put to use, the SPM could become a dificdt: entity to deal with if it 

I 1 continues to rcff ect the current pro-development ideals promoted by county government. Under 
the proposed representation shown, Adams County with only a half section of land within the 
Hanford Site, has equal standing \vi& the other enlities, Richland is the only city represented, all 
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ofthe tribal interests would be represented as onej and conservation groups with long-standing 
involveiqcnt in Hanford issues would not be represented. The SPAJ3 should be more 
representative of the entities with vested interest in Hanfora land and resource management. 

If you have any questions concerning these commcnts, please contact Don Voros, Refuge- . 
Supefvisor at (503) 23 1-61 67 or Don Steffeck, Cliicf, Division ofEnvironnlenta1 Contamir&s 
at (503) 251-6223. 

.. -. 

Sincerely, 
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UNlTfZDSTATESENVlRONMEMALPROTECTlON AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 981 01 

0 1 0 3 2 s  
June 17, 1999 

M r .  Thomas W. 'Ferns 
U.S.  Department of Energy 
pichland Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352-0550 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear M r -  Ferns: 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the R e v i s e d  
Draft H a n f o r d  R e m e d i a l  Action E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact Statement a n d  
C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Land-Use P l a n  (HRA-DEIS) . We are submitting comments 
on the HRA-DEIS in accordance with our responsibilities under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. We hope that you will accept these comments, and 
that they will be useful in preparing the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision (ROD) . 

The focus of the Revised DEIS is to evaluate a comprehensive 
land use plan, which would be in effect for at least the next 50 
years, for the 586 square mile HaIiford Site. This is a reduction 
in scope from the 1996 Draft HRA-DEIS, which attempted to address 
all aspects of the Hanford Environmental Restoration Project, and 
we support this reduction. Consequently, we also support your 
proposed document name change to the Hanford C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Land U s e  

. 

.EIS. 

The HRA-DEIS presents 6 alternatives: the No Action 
alternative, DOE'S grgferred alternative (a multiple use 
alternative supporting site clean-up, economic development, and 
natural resource protection), Alternative 1. (Natural Resource 
Trustee alternative prepared by the U.S. Fish.and Wildlife Service 
[USFWSJ), Alternative 2 (prepared by the Nez Perce Tribe, Dept. of 
'Environmental Restoration and Waste Management and emphasizing 
natural and cultural preservation), Alternative 3 (prepared by the 
local cities and counties and emphasizing economic development in 
the form of industry, agriculture, grazing, mining, and high 
intensity recreation), and Alternative 4 (prepared by the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation [CTUIRI, 
which emphasizes.preservation of natural resources, religious .- 

areas, and traditional Tribal uses) - 
Based on our review of the HRA-DEIS and the DOE 

Preferred Alternative, we are assigning this document a rating of 
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EC-2, Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information. (An 
explanation of this rating is enclosed.) 
the preferred alternative are the direct impacts to the last 
remaining intact shrub-steppe habitat in Washington State and the 
cumulative impacts of the project to the Columbia Plateau, which 
already experiences widespread and comparatively high levels of 
human health and ecological risk associated with the conversion and 
use of land for agricultural activities. Unless a more 
,conservative alternative is selected, such as Aiternative 1 or 
Alternative 2, we.believe that additional protections are needed to 
preserve the high value ecological areas on the Hanford 
Reservation. Further, there is additional information from The 
Nature Conservancy regarding the ecological value of lands in the 
Central Hanford area.that needs to be included in the EIS and 
factored into the final decision. More specific comments are 
enclosed following this letter. 

Our primary concerns with 

Thank you for developing a thorough EIS that includes a good 
range of alternatives. 
effort and the multiple demands and requests for use of the Hanford 
lands. If you would like to discuss these comments, please contact 
Elaine Somers of 'my staff at (206) 553-2966- 

We understand the context of this planning 

Enclosures 

Si ely, 

Richard k2WiY3Pk B. Parkin, Manager 

Geographic Implementation Unit 

. .  
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
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and Comprehensive Land Use plan 
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Main Comments 

We appreciate the difficulty'of this task and the efforts of 
Department of Energy (DOE) to derive a land use plan that is 
responsive to diverse needs and interests. The HRA-DEIS attempts 
to address the DOE clean up mission, economic development, and the 
natural resource trustee responsibility of the federal government. 
We believe that it is essential to address these three goals in the 
context of the shrub-steppe ecosystem. Our comments, therefore, 
address the imp,ortance of the ecosystem, DOE'S clean up mission, 
economic development, and the natural resources trustee 
responsibility. 

Shrub-steDDe ecosvstem. The Hanford Reservation includes one 
of the few remaining significant tracts of native .shrub-steppe 
habitat. In Washington State, prior to European settlement, 
approximately 10.4 million acres of shrub-steppe habitat covered 
much of what is today central and southeastern Washington. This 
area is now greatly modified by human activities--primarily by 
dryland fadng, irrigated agriculture, and grazing. About 60% of 
the original shrub-steppe habitat of the Columbia Plateau has been 
converted to agricultural uses and, it is estimated, only about 5% 
of.the remaining shrub-steppe maintains any appreciable degree of 
integrity. 

As a result of this habitat conversion and alteration, many 
shrub-steppe dependent species have declined precipitously. For 
the maintenance of natural heritage and biological-diversity, it is 

Q\ 'important that remaining blocks of intact habitat be protected, and 
that connections/corridors among them be identified and designated. 
The HRA-DEIS should more thoroughly address the importance of the 
Hanford Reservation to the integrity of the remaining shrub steppe 
ecosystem. It should clearly lay out the impacts to that ecosystem 
and the plants and animals that rely.on it. 

Hanford Clean UP. It is important to provide adequately for 
the clean up process at Hanford and, thus, to ensure that adequate 
resources, i-e., mining sites, are available for capping waste 

As per the HFtA-DEIS (p. 3-21), DOE proposes to use mining 
sites only for clean up purposes. We support this; no commercial 
mining should be allocated. In addition, due to the high 
ecological value of these lands, we urge DOE to set aside only what 
is truly necessary for clean up purposes, and that land use 
designations for Conservation (Mining) not be over-appropriated. 
Further, it is critical that DOE avoid mining or otherwise 
impacting intact habitat, or habitat elements that are sensitive, 
rare, unique, or generally of high ecological or cultural value. 

ccz sites. 

' I  



It is unclear what the DOE is suggesting (p. 3-21) in terms of 
using mining to "further the biological function of wetlands." 
Specifically, which wetlands are being referred to here, and what 
type of alteration to their physical and/or biological 
characteristics are being considered? 

Economic development. The vast majority (approximately 95%) 
of lands on'the Columbia Plateau have already been dedicated to 
agricultural uses. Many of the activities associated with 
agriculture have resulted in widespread human health and ecological 
concerns now on the Plateau. These problems include terrestrial 
and aquatic habitat loss, fragmentation and alteration; loss of 
biodiversity; surface and ground water contamination from 
application of agricultural fertilizers and pesticides; air 
pollution from blowing dust creating significant amounts of 
airborne particulates; and the human health risks associated with 
these forms of water and air pollution. 

for economic development will, in effect, dedicate scarce natural 
habitat needed to support declining species to uses that may 
further exacerbate the identified environmental problems. We 
support the fact that the DOE preferred alternative does not 
allocate-land for agriculture. However, the allocation of 30% of 
the Hanford lands (108,371 acres) for grazing appears to be quite 
large in light of the huge impacts already accrued to the Columbia 
Plateau and the shrub-steppe ecosystem. The HRA-DEIS should 
clearly delineate how much of that land represents fairly intact 
shrbb-steppe and how much is already disturbed. The HRA-DEIS 
shoul'd discuss the necessary sizes of blocks of land that should be 
dedicated to protection of the shrub-steppe ecosystem and the size 
and extent of corridors between those blocks needed in order to 
preserve the natural functions of.the ecosystem and provide 
adequate habitat for the plants and animals indigenous to it. The 

accordance with that analysis. 

The HRA-DEIS should make it clear that the use of these lands 

o+ 

ofdedication of land to economic development should then be done in 

It is very difficult to maintain shrub-steppe habitat in 
conjunction with grazing. In relatively undisturbed areas, the 
soils of the Columbia Basin steppe are covered by a "dcrobiotic 
crust" of algae, mosses, and lichens. The crust's integrity is 
important to maintaining the native plant community, which in turn 
supports dependent wildlife, because it prevents the establishment 

Disturbance, e.g., the trampling of livestock, destroys 
this protective soil layer, thereby permitting the invasion of 
weeds. In addition, the growing points of the bunch grasses are 
located higher on the plant than they would be left as a result of 
selection by grazing animals; thus, the bunch grasses are 

c' of weeds. 

- _  . susceptible to injury by livestock grazing. 

As stated on pages 4-63 and 5-23, "Cheatgrass and Russian . 

2 
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thistle, annuals introduced from Eurasia in the late 1800s, invade 
areas where the ground surface has been disturbed. Grazing . . -  
could alter terrestrial vegetation communities by eliminating or 
reducing the cover of some species, encouraging the growth of 
grazing-tolerant species, and providing opportunities for weed 
species to become established. These changes could adversely 
affect associated wildlife species." In addition, "wetland and 
riparian plant communities could be damaged where livestock 
congregate near water sources." 

With weed invasions and changes in land use practices such as 
grazing, the fire regime is also altered from frequent, low 

'Less frequent 
and more severe fires have reduced the ability of the native 
habitat to recover from fire, as well as [reducing] the development 
of late successional shrub-steppe habitat." (page 4-62) 

67 intensity fires to infrequent high intensity fires. 

Since Section 4 of the HRA-DEIS was written, fire has burned a 
large section of land north of Rattlesnake Spring (Figure 1-2) on 
XLE and on to Umtanm Ridge (Figure 4-22), which was dominated by 
big sagebrush and by big sagebrush/spiny hop-sage vegetation types. 
The dominant shrub type there, big sagebrush, does not re-sprout 
from the roots after a fire. The area of ALE (perhaps 50% of its 
total extent) where sagebrush was killed by the 1984 fire still has 
not been re-populated by sagebrush. These losses of habitat are 
critical for the shrub-nesting species such as the sage sparrow, 
Brewer's sparrow and the sage thrasher. 
grouse, also dependent on sagebrush for food and cover, are listed . 
by Washington State as either threatened or as species of concern. 

The. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has canceled 
the only grazing lease currently held on the state-managed portion 
of the Wahluke Slope (Dell Peterson, personal communication). 
Considering this, the above facts, and the rarity and vulnerability 
of shrub-steppe habitat, we feel the need to prevent further risks 
to sagebrush habitats and steppe outweighs the need for additional 
rangelands. 

These species and the sage 

The Preferred Alternative would allow conversion of the B 
reactor to a museum and construction of supporting visitor 
facilities; construction of a new boat ramp and visitor facilities 

-3  south of Vernita Bridge; and two  Tribal fishing villages and 
-' supporting facilities on the Wahluke Slope. Again, given the risks 

to the shrub-steppe ecosystem we think these proposals should be 
carefully weighed against the amount of land necessary for 
ecosystem integrity. 

. Pursuant to our federal tribal trust responsibilities, we 
support the Tribes' treaty fishing rights; however, we believe 
other alternatives should be evaluated for returning to.-the tribes 
their treaty fishing rights. Other alternatives should include 
village sites outside the Hanford Reservation or on land that 

' I  
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doesn't support shrub-steppe habitat. Further, we believe that any 
new fishing support"faci1ities would best be located outside 
Hanford lands, or that existing facilities off-site be used as we 
presume they have been in the past. 

Increased boating activity resulting from the boat facilities 
near Vernita Bridge and the two fishing villages "could adversely 
affect salmonid spawning areas, aquatic plant communities and other 

fLm should be better defined and alternatives or mitigation designed to 

' 

P- BRMaP I11 and IV resources." (p. 5-27) These adverse impacts 

avoid or minimize them. Such steps could include restrictions on 
the type and timing of boating/motorized recreation. 

features could be impacted by sand and gravel operations. Mining 
could result in soil compaction and increased erosion around quarry 
sites. ... Industrial development in the southeast portion of the 
Hanford Site could also destroy dune stabilizing vegetation that 
could result in activation of the sand dunes. (page '5-13) Future 
,industrial development and research and development activities 
.could degrade water quality as a result of increased waste water 
discharges to the Columbia River, a 'Class A' water body, and non- 
point source pollution from runoff (page 5-15.). Groundwater flow 
and quality could also be altered as a result of consumptive uses 
by industry, mobilization of contaminants in the vadose zone 
resulting from industrial water discharges, and increased 
contamination from industrial site chemical spills. (page 5-19) In 
addition, industrial development effectively obliterates the 
biological features associated with these lands prior to intensive 
development. 

As stated in the HRA-DEIS, "Missoula Floods [geologic] 

Consequently, with respect to Industrial Exclusive, 
' Industrial, and Research and Development areas, 'we recommend that 

the boundaries depicted in Alternatives 1 and 2 (combined) be 
1 '  selected. These lands would provide adequate area for industrial 
I t  expansion for the City of Richland, provide for continued research 

and development.activities, and enable clean up operations to 
proceed while protecting the greater portion of Hanford from the 
risks associated with industrial activities. 

Natural Resource Trustee. The biological resources of the 
Hanford Site merit protection for a variety of reasons: 

0 As a unique example, and a major proportion of the remaining 
sagebrush-blue bunch wheatgrass community type in the world, 
with its particular suite of animal and plant species; 

As an ecological study area with a rich history of prior 
studies, and specifically as one of seven National 
Environmental Research Parks administered by DOE where 
ecological research is carried out by visiting and resident 
scientists; 



As critical habitat for a number of rare, threatened, or 

As an increasingly rare example of what this part of our 

endangered species of plant and animals; and 
!Z 

nation used to look like, for the inspiration and enjoyment Of 
the public. 

It is commendable that the DOE has engaged The Nature 
Conservancy (TNC) to conduct inventories of Hanford lands. While 
the informatkon is incomplete, it serves as an adequate basis for 
making the following decisions, at a minimum, regarding Hanford 
lands : 

Protect the full crescent of uncontaminated high value 
.ecological lands, without interruption, by designating them as 
preservation. These include: the ALE Reserve in its 
entirety; the McGee Ranch, the Wahluke Slope, the Riverlands, 
the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This would 
provide a measure of connectivity between the ALE Reserve and 
the Wahluke Slope, and between the Hanford lands and the 
Yakima Training Center. 

Protect additional ecologically important lands in Central 
Hanford with preservation status. 
good information, it does not include the most recent studies 
performed by TNC that focus on Central Hanford. It is 
critical that’ the information from these studies be used to 
specify additional areas for preservation including, but not 
.limited to, the vernal pools and other special habitats; Gable 
Butte and Gable Mountain and their associated rare plant 
populations; West Lake; sand dune fields frpm the ALE Reserve 
to the Hanford Reach, and other occurrences of plant community 
elements. 

While the HRA-DEIS provides 

Conserve most of the remaining lands in Central Hanford with 
Conservation status, where no exploitive uses such as mining 
are allowed until additional study and application of the 
principles of conservation biology can be incorporated to best 
determine if and/or how these lands might be used. 

‘ I  
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Additional Comments: Hanford Remedial Actions 

Paae 1-1, Line 10, The text indicates that RODs will be issued 
for CERCLA and RCRA decisions. This statement is incorrect. 
Although CERCLA decisions are made using RODs, RCRA decisions 
are made through the permitting process. The text should be 
changed to reflect this. 

Pacre 1-11, Lines.14 and 15. This sentence is misleading- As 
written, the text indicates that EPA and Ecology will use the 
EIS to develop remediation decisions. This is not the case. 
CERCLA and RCRA processes will be used to make remediation 
decisions. We recommend changing the text to read \\...EPA and 
Ecology.would not be able to use the EIS in terms of factoring. 
in potential future land use into the cleanup decisions 
process. 

Pacre 2-1, Line 30, Bullet 11. We recommend this,statement say, 
\'Support U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington State 
Department of Ecology and U.S- Department of Energy remediation 
decision making process. 

Paue 3-13, Table IX-2. EPA disagrees with the assumption that 
100 Area burial ground lands will remain dedicated waste 
management units. It is EPA's intent to require DOE to remove 
100 Area burial ground waste to the central plateau. The table 
should be revised to reflect this. 

Pacre 3-19, Line 22, Bullet 7. EPA does not agree with the 
assumption that groundwater will remain unremediated at 
Hanford. The bullet should be changed to reflect that 
groundwater contamination will be remediated through the CERCLA 
decision process. 

PaQe 6-1,. Line 28, The HRA-DEIS implementing procedures should 
include a section on how DOE will institute procedural controls 
including mechanisms to be used to document the status of 
contaminated buildings, soils an8 groundwater- 

ADDendix D, Line 19. This section identifies the McGee Ranch 
as a possible barrow site for clean-up/burial material. The 
McGee Ranch provides a key wildlife corridor between ALE and 
the Columbia River. It is EPA's understanding that under the 
preferred alternative the.McGee Ranch would not be available 
for barrow material- However, the 100 Area.buria1 grounds 
document, which EPA is currently reviewing, lists the McGee . 
Ranch as the preferred barrow site. EPA recommends that 
Appendix D be strengthened to indicate that all sensitive areas 
will be protected from mining activities including the McGee 
Ranch .* 

I 6 



I 

0'1 0 3 2 8 
U.S. Enviro-tal Protmction Agency Rating System for 

Draft EnviroPmantal Impact Stat-ts 
Def-tiOM and POlloX-Up Action. 

mvironmental Imact o f the Action 

u) - - Lack of Objmctlrms 
The Environmental Protection Agency (BPA) review has not identified any potential environmental 

The review may have disclosed opportunities for impacts requiring-aubstantive changes to the proposal. 
application of mitigation measures that could be acccnnplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

' m e  EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be'avoided in order to fully protect 
the environment. 
mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts. 

corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 

EO - - Environmeatal objsctiolu 

The BPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that'should be avoided in order to 
provide adequate protection for the environment. 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative 
or a new alternative). 

pD - - Erdraammntdly matisfactory 

Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 

BPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

The BPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. 
uork with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 
at the final HIS stage, this proposal will he recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental (yuality 
(CEQ) - 

EPA intends to 
If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are nor: corrected 

a d e m a m  of the Impact Statement 

BPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. 
of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

No further analysis 

Category 2 - - Inruffidant Infozrmation 

' I  

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fkly assess environmental impacts 
that should k avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the BPX reviewer has identified new 
reas- available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft BIS, which 
could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or 
discussion should be included in the final EIS. 

category 3 - - InadaquAt. . 

BPA does not believe that the draft BIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the action, or the BPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are 
outside of the spectrum of alternatives apalyzed in the draft BIS, w h i c h  should be analyzed in order to reduce 
the potentially significant environmental' impacts. 
data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stage. BPA does not believe that the draft EL5 is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental 
policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment 
in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

BPA believes that the identified additional information, 

On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this 

February, 1987. 
P r o m  EPA -1 1640 Poliw and Procedures for the Revie w of P c t i n s  the mv-. 
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LIGO HANFORD OBSERVATORY 
P. 0. Box 1970; Mail Stop S9-02. Richland, Washington 99352 

Fax 509-372-8 137 
Telephone: 509-372-8106 - 

0 7 0 3 2 9  
Date: June 15, 1999 

Refer to: LIGO-L990188-OO-W 
- W E R #  'f!?L--qqb 

(&Ai t vu5 io f i  030) 
Thomas W. Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

--- 
Ibtrmrt'n 

P.O. Box.550, MSlh HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 JUN 21 1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: . 

The LIGO Laboratory is pleased to provide these comments to the US.  Depktment of Energy in 
response to the revised draft report DOE/EIS-0222D7 entitled "Hanford Remedial Action Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan." These comments regard pro- 
posed land-use designations for the land on which LIGO is located and adjacent lands. These are 
part of a large land area in the category "All Other Areas." The LIGO Laboratory is concerned 
that this plan does not adequately represent the extreme sensitivity of the LIGO facilities to noise 
and vibration created by other activities on the Hanford site, even though such activities may be at 
large distances from-the Observatory. The Laboratory is particularly concerned that several of the 
proposed planning alternatives indicate that mining activities would be allowable uses for Iand 
adjacent to the LIGO site without a discussion of the nature and physical extent of potential 
impacts on LIGO operations. It is proposed that language in the draft be changed to more accu- - 
rately reflect the extreme sensitivity of LIGO to noise and vibration created by activities at great 
distances and that clarifying information on the nature and extent of this sensitivity be included in 
appendices to the plan. Good communications between NSF and DOE will be essential in manag- 
ing land use at Hanford over the lifetime of the proposed land use plan. In furtherance of this goal, 
one effective mechanism is for NSF to become a cooperating agency in completion of the plan 
and. in procedures to advise on and approve future special permits affecting land use. 

LIGO Hanford Observatory is a state-of-the-art scientific facility, operated for the US. National 
Science Foundation (NSF), that is part of an emerging international network of gravitational-wave 
detectors. LIGO represents the largest investment ever made by the NSF in major research equip- 
ment. LIGO uses high-precision laser beams to detect the extremely small motions of mirrors 
caused by gravitational waves created in deep space. Seismic noise (i-e., natural vibrations of the 
earth) and noise induced by man-made vibrations can hide or mimic the effect of a gravitational 
wave. Successful detection of the gravitational waves requires that the Hanford Observatory work 
in unison with its sister facility in Livingston, Louisiana. Thus, a significant increase in the levels 
of seismic noise and vibration at either of the LIGO observatories could render all of LIGO inop- 
erable for gravitational-wave observations for as long as these increased levels of vibration per- 
sist. For this reason, the observatories were located in places with exceptionally low levels of 

, 
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seismic noise and vibration. Following the evaluation of 18 proposed LIGO sites throughout the 
continental United States, the Hanford site was chosen for LIGO in a national competition. based 
in part on the low levels of seismic noise and vibration known to exist at this site and the likeli- 
hood that these levels would remain low in the foreseeable future. 

The LIGO Laboratory prepared a memo (LIGO-L960853) detailing the sensjtivjty of LIGO to 
seismic effects of various land uses. This memo was made available at the LIGO Hanford Obser- 
vatory office to provide guidance to planning agencies that request such information. It is encour- 
aging that information concerning the sensitivity of LIGO to vibration has been included in the 
current draft plan. The revised draft also addresses impacts of activities such as mining in other 
regards. These are positive developments. The LIGO Laboratory remains concerned that a lack of 
detail in presentation of this information may mislead readers in the future to underestimate the 
potential for an activity, like mining, to render LIGO inoperable. For example, reasonable propos- 
ers of an activity might assume that operation of mining equipment at a distance of a mile would 
not seriously impact LIGO when, in fact, such activities at distances of 10 to 25 miles could sig- . 
nificantly disrupt LIGO operations. Significant expenditures of money and schedule might thus be 
spent on planning for a proposed activity with little guidance from the DOE plan that a severe 
conflict may be expected. 

The LIGO Laboratory proposes that the memo (LIGO-L960853) be appended to the final DOE 
report and that references. to this appendix appear wherever there is discussion of locating Conser- 
vation zones that include mining adjacent to LIGO (including in the Tables). It is proposed to 
modify the sentence in Section ES5.5.1 "Cumulative Impacts to Land Use," in paragraph 4, 
"Operation of LIGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations because of the facility's sen- 
sitivity to vibrations." A sentence that more accurately describes the extent of conflict is, "Opera- 
tion of LIGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations because of the facility's sensitivity 
to vibrations, even when the source of those vibrations is many miles distant from LIGO facili- 
ties." 

It is important that the DOE land use plan be written as clearly as possible to minimize depen- 
dence many years hence on the memories of individuals who participated in the preparation of the 
document. Also the nature of conflicting activities can significantly change over the long time 
span envisioned by this plan. Finally, vibration is only one 0f.a number of possible mechanisms by 
which adjacent land uses could conflict with LIGO operations. NSFs representation on the Site 
Planning Advisory Board would allow NSF to play a positive role in articulating its concerns 
while also providing helpful guidance on potential mitigation measures to those who might pro- 
pose conflicting activities in future. 

Respectfully, 

Frederick J. Raab, Ph.D. 
Head, LIGO Hanford Observatory 
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cc: 
B. Barish 
V. Cook 
E. Jasnow 
0. Matherny 
R. Poole 
G. Sanders 
Document Control Center 
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Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (LIGO) Project 

Tomail Code: 
F r o f l a i l  Code: 

PhoneEAX: 
Refer to: 

Date: 

Otto Mathemy, LIGO Hanford 
Fred Raab/5 1-33 
8 18-395-405318 18-304-9834 
LIGO-L960853-0 1 -M 
December 2, 1996 

Subject: Information on the seismic effects of various land uses. 

This letter summarizes information about possible impacts on the Laser Interferometer Gravi- 
tational-wave Observatory (LIGO) caused by activities on the surrounding land. The discussion 
below highlights criteria concerning man-made sources of vibration that were among the criteria 
used to choose the Hanford site over other proposed sites in the continental United States. 

The LIGO Observatory in.Hanford, Washington is a state-of-the-art facility, operated for the 
U. S. National Science Foundation, that is part of an emerging international network of gravita- 
tional-wave detectors. LIGO uses high-precision laser beams to detect the extremely small 
motions of mirrors caused by gravitational waves created in deep space. Seismic noise (Le., natu- 
ral vibrations of the earth) and noise induced by man-made vibrations can hide or mimic the effect 
of a gravitational wave. Successful detection of the gravitational waves requires that the Hanford 
Observatory work in unison with its sister facility in Livingston, Louisiana. Thus, a significant 
increase in the levels of seismic noise and vibration at either of the LIGO observatories could ren- 
der all of LIGO inoperable for gravitational-wave observations for as long as these increased lev- . 
els of vibration persist. For this reason, the observatories were located in places with 
exceptionally low levels of seismic noise and vibration. Following the evaluation of 18 proposed 
LIGO sites throughout the continental United States, the Hanford site was chosen for LIGO in a 
national competition, based in part on the low levels of seismic noise and vibration known to exist 
at this site and the likelihood that these levels would remain low in the foreseeable future. 

The site-evaluation committee rated each site according to criteria that reflected LIGO’s 
needs. To evaluate sites on the basis of man-made sources of vibration, an international set of 
guidelines’ developed for seismic observatories was used. The guidelines list recommended mini- 
mum distances to the nearest source of man-made vibration due to different categories of sources. 
These recommendations were used to obtain “preferred” and “acceptable” minimum distances to 
these sources. The sites were then graded according to these criteria. Sample criteria, useful for 
land-planning purposes are listed below: 
1. Reciprocating power-plant machinery, rock crushers and heavy machinery should be located 

at least 10 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of at least 25 miles. 

1. Manua 1 of Seismolopical Observatory Practic . e, P. L. Gilmore, ed., World Data Center A for Solid Earth 
Geophysics, U. S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Environmen- 
tal Data and Information Service, Boulder, CO, 80303; Table 2.1. 
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2. Railways that operate frequently should be at least 6 miles from the site, with a preferred dis- 

tance of at least 12 miles. 

3. Non-reciprocating power-plant machinery and balanced industrial machinery should be 
located at least 4 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of at least 10 miles. 

4. Vehicular traffic should be located at least 0.6 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of 
at least 3 miles. 

Using these criteria, the only serious seismic noise disturbance identified at the Hanford site 
was vehicular traffic. The Hanford site was given an acceptable rating because the potential dis- 
ruption due to traffic would be confined to morning and evening rush hours. This was considered 

. to be the only negative vibration-related impact at the site. With assurances from the United States 
Department of Energy that no significant development was likely within this zone2, the Hanford 
site was given a high rating. In selecting the Hanford site for LIGO, the National Science Founda- 
tion recognized the anticipated conditions at the site. 

We have recently received a final report concerning vibration measurements done for the 
LIGO site by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. Part of the mission of these measure- 
ments was to identify possible impacts on observatory operations caused by man-made vibration. 
The data obtained from this study c o n f m  that the site-evaluation criteria for man-made vibration 
sources are applicable to the Hanford site. 

The effect of traffk was determined with the help of video surveillance equipment and seis- 
mometers. Traffk on Route 10 past the LIGO site was observed to cause increased noise at the 
comer station of the observatory complex. We can say with certainty that large increases in traffk 
on this road would be disruptive to operations, especially if the weight of vehicles should increase 
significantly (as would happen if truck traffk increased on this road) or if the quality of the road 
surface were significantly degraded. We were less sensitive to traffk on Route 240 and Route 4 
South, because they were farther from the observatory complex. However, large increases in truck 
traffic or degradation of the surfaces of these roads could also have negative impacts. 
. Measurements were also done during a time when there was construction activity near the 
site. By moving the seismometers we were able to identify how vibrations from construction 
equipment would lessen with distance away from the site. We found that vibrations from such 
activities within approximately 8 to 9 miles of the site could cause significant disruptions for as 
long as such activity persisted. 

Similar activities can be expected to be similarly disruptive unless they are situated suffi- 
ciently far away. Practical examples of extremely disruptive operations, similar to category (1) 
above, would be gravel or basalt mining operations, metal-stamping mills and any kind of con- 
struction activity that involved backhoes, bulldozers, heavy digging machinery, etc. Continuous 
operations of this type would render LIGO inoperable if they were located too closely. The equip- 
ment in nuclear reactors at Hanford would likely fall into category (3), as would many modem 
facilities such as biotechnology or semiconductor fabrication plants. Metal or plastics manufactur- 
ing using low-impact methods (ie., no stamping operations) should also fit into a i s  category. The 

. 

2. nptian to Site A: -Interferometer Gra vitatinal -Wave Observatorv C I G Q  , U. S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, March 1, 1991; Section 3.7 
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operation of facilities like this within the category (3) range would not be deleterious to LIGO, but 
construction work on these facilities might cause severe disruption. Mechanized farming opera- 
tions should be in category (4), with activities that disturb the ground (such as plowing) likely to 
be more disruptive than use of harvesting equipment. With these guidelines, LIGO should be able 
to respond to any inquiry and to evaluate proposed uses and to identify adverse impacts on LIGO 
operations. 

fjr:bb 

cc: 
B. Barish 
M. Coles 
A. Lazzarini 
G. Sanders 
R. Vogt 
Chronological File 
Document Control Center 
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June 30,1999 LETTER# R-8 
0 7 0 ’ 7 4 7  

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept of Energy RE c E &\T D 
P,O. BOX 550 MSlN GI-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Kittittas Audubon Society ( K A S ) ,  a chapter of National Audubon with members through 
the Kittitas Valley in central Washington State wish to have placed on the Hearing record 
their support of DOE‘S Preferred Alternative with the following changes: ‘ I  

1. Designate the Reach a Wild & Scenic River 

2. Include the entire public land area on the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, the Wahluke Slope, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge. So that resolution of problems associated with cleaning up the 
Hanford nuclear reservation will not delay the rest of the designations, we ask that 
separate Records of Decision be issued for the areas mentioned above. 

3. Oppose grazing on the Hanford reservation 

4. Oppose mining operations with the exception of those associated with cleaning up the 
nuclear reservation. 

We recognize the lateness of this response; hopefdly better late than never. 

Hal Lindstrom 
KAS Conservation Chair . .  

Hal Lindstrom 
183 1 Hanson Road 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 
Ph 509-925-1807 

589 



0 7 0 4 6 9  k -- 
&TER # L f & (  JUL 13 7999 

Written Comment Sheet 

Address 

6-1 96 7 - Y b 6 /  
Cfty/.Statenip Code TeleFhane 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyers 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal w 

1 

I 
3 that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
th tape at the top only. 



59 1 



. 

592 



I .  

< -  

J o b  Flicker, Resident 
National Audubon Society 
700 Broadway 
New York, NY 10003 

0 6 9 4 7 0  

Willapa Hills Audubon Society 
PO. Box 399 - Longview, WA 98632-7255 

3 148 Laurel Road 

4 June 1999 
Longview, WA 98632 WPrnm.n 

JUN 07 1999 

Dear h!lr. Flicker. 

The Willapa Hills chapter of NAS is disappointed to learn that NAS is considering 
dropping the Endangered Species Campaign. 

Saving a particular endangered species was, after all, the concern which brought our 
organization into being roughly a century ago. Our main mission is surely still to save 
endangered species; other campaigns (population, wetlands, refuges, living Oceans etc.) 
being merely specific areas of action. This would be analogous to removing “to educate 
our children” from our schools’ mission statement and merely enumerating the subjects to 
be taught. 

Moreover, thinlc what those who would weaken the ESA would do with the information 
that Audubon had discontinued its Endangered Species Campaign! 

Sincerely, 

l Ruth Deery, Conservation chair 
WiIlapa Hills Audubon Society 

. .  . .  .. 
, .. 

- _  . . 
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Thomas P 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
4201 WILSON BOULEVARD 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22230 

July 29,1999 

Ferns, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

0 7 1 5 2 3  

This letter is in reference to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Hanford Site 
that is under consideration by DOE. As you know, the National Science Foundation 
supports the co&truction and operation of the LIGO Laboratory on the H d o r d  site 
under the direction of the California Institute of Technology. We have followed closely 
the efforts of the LIGO Hanford Laboratory Director, Dr. Frederick Raab, to raise the 
awareness of your office to the concerns we have for future LIGO operations should any 
of the current six versions of land use be adopted. Our latest information is the Revised 
Draft report DOEEIS-0222D entitled ‘‘“anford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan.” As described in Dr. Raab’s letter to you 
of June 15,1999, the sensitivity of the LIGO detectors to vibration could make them 
inoperable while activities creating vibration are under way on the H d o r d  site. 

We support the effort to establish criteria for long term land use at H d o r d  and 
understand the desire to develop the site to the greatest benefit for the people of the area. 
We believe this is not incompatible with providing safeguards for effective operation of 
the LIGO Laboratory. The more we know about planned activities on the Hanford site, 
and the sooner we know about it, the better we will be able to adapt our operations plans 
for LIGO. To this end, we suggest that NSF be added to the list of “cooperating and 
consulting agencies” to develop land use plans for Hanford, and to membership on the 
Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB). 

Statements and Comprehensive Land Use Plans as they become available. 
We would also appreciate receiving new versions of the Environmental Impact 

Program Manager for LIGO 
National Science Foundation 
(703) 306-1892 
v c o o k ~ f . z o v  

cc Fred Raab, LIGO Hanford Laboratory Director 
Barry Barish, LIGO Project Director 
Gary Sanders, LIGO Project Deputy Director 
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Dear Sir, 
Regarding proposals for the Hanford site, I a m  writing to encourage you to support the DOE 
alternative and Save the Reach Coalition's recommendations. This area is of particular concern 
for me, as I group up nearby and attended college in the a rea  (Whitman College, Walla Walla, 
WA). . 
Thank You, 
Jeana Frazzini 
18 NE Sacramento 
Portland, OR 97212 
503-493-7478 



Mr. Ferns, this note is in support of the Nature Conservancy's position on preservation of the  
Hanford Reach area of the  Columbia. This last bastion of free flowing river and its basin must be  
protected. Thank you. 

Jacqueline Gardner, Ph.D 
5111 NE 201 Place 
Lake Forest Park, WA 981 55 

597 



kEDO3 
E-Mail Letter # 

. . .  - m i  : .... i :  . . . .  f..'. -b . . I .  . .: 
. .i. . < A  

- .  _ - _  ......... ,?' . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  

Sent: 
To: thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 
cc: hhall@tnc.org 
Subject: 

Thursday, May 13,1999 9:27 PM 

Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

As a longtime supporter of Nature Conservancy, I would like to give my personal endorsement to 
their HRA EIS specific positions which a re  stated as follows: 
1. Protect the ecologically significant lands a t  Hanford. The Hanford Site is one  of the last 

places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and 
related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with s o m e  modifications, including: 

A. The  following adjoined DOE lands should b e  managed as a permanent 
National 

Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, me McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River Islands. This will provide a 
large, continuous "crescenr of protected habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the 
Site (including central Hanford), there should b e  no agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue 
separate decisions for the areas mentioned above in 2A. 

Your attention to this personal request is sincerely appreciated. 

Richard Wallace 
9040 NE 14* 
Bellevue, WA 98004-331 1 

mailto:thomas-w-fems@rl.gov
mailto:hhall@tnc.org


. 

Please register that I support the Nature Conservancy's position on the HRA EIS regarding the 
protection of Hanford Reach and neighboring lands, from commercial or agricultural development. 

Specifically, I beleive the ecologically significant lands on Hanford Reach need to be protected in 
a permanent National Wildlife Refuge, along with adjoining DOE lands known as: the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE'S entire Wahkuke Slope, the Hanford Reach and the 
Columbia River Islands. 

THANK YOU, 

Robert C. Hatton 

599 



/?#gflr 
&Mail Letter # 

---. -..-&?. .--. x;f--:, <,-. < .-.. - .--i.e- ,:-. ;: ~ ..f - ".:. -, . ._ , ---,. * ,. ->+-*<.-:. . --. . ;:@>.:-. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ E ~ r n ~ : . ; , ? ~  izz:s2;i :%;..- .L.:.2L . ....-. ::- . -~-. Lse..ks:* ' ..A%->* 

From: 
Sent: 
To: thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
cc: hhall@tnc.org 
Subject: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 
It is my understudying that the U.S. Dept. of Energy is considering a draft €IS for: the future 

management of the uncontaminated lands at its Hanford facility, including the Hanford reach on 
the Columbia River. These lands belong to the American people and should not be opened up 
for priiate commercial uses. Too many of our original native areas have already been lost to 
grazing, mining and logging with too little return to the owners of those lands. With some salmon 
species already listed on the Endangered Species list it is imperative that spawning habitat be 
saved from further degradation. 
As many as possible of these areas under consideration should be held for the future by 

managing them as a National Wildlife Refuge. Then every effort must be made to avoid further 
contamination from the Hanford nuclear facility. 

J K andlor A W Johnston [a-jinc@oakharbor.net] 
Sunday, May 16,1999 313 PM 

. 

Sincerely, 
James K.Johnston, Ed.D. 

mailto:thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov
mailto:hhall@tnc.org
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thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
hhall@tnc.org 

Action Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I a m  writing on the issue of land management a t  the Hanford Reach. Please act to preserve its 
uncontaminated shrub-steppe ecosystem and the wildlife it supports as well as a free-flowing 
segment of the Columbia River that supports spawning and rearing of chinook salmon. The  DOE 
can do this by adopting the HRA "Preferred Alternative" with these provisions: 

1) Create a zone of protected habitat lands by managing the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 
McGee Ranch, the 90,000 acre Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the  Columbia River 
Islands collectively as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. Ensure the  integrity of the refuge 
by issuing separate  decisions to so manage each of these areas. 

2) Prohibit agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing within the  above National 
Wildlife Refugee to prevent its contamination as a wildlife habitat. 

Though I a m  a resident of Western Washington, I greatly value the existence and preservation of 
the ecosystem, habitat and wildlife unique to the Hanford region. Its importance as a natural trust 
and heritage far outweigh the interests of those who would use these lands for commercial gain. 
Please do not compromise the survival of wildlife. 

. .  .. 

Thank you for your adoption of this position in he upcoming HRA EIS process. 

Sincerely, 

'Elaine Nonneman, 8023 California Ave. SW, Seattle, WA 98136 (206) 937-4338 
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Ferns, Thomas W 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jarold Morgan [jaroldm@earthlink.net] 
Monday, May 17,1999 7:23 PM 
thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
Hanford Reach 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I support the DOE Preferred Alternative. However, I recommend you add 
he Save the Reach Coalition's amendments as follows: 

* Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, 
its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 

Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total acres) 
'Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
'Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing 
clean-up 
and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. ' 

Thank you for your consideration! 

Jennifer Kauffman 
8027 Bagley Avenue N 
Seaffle, WA 981 03 

1 
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From: woodmill@oneworld.owt.com 
Sent: 
To: Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov 
cc: jtimmons@bossig.com; mmlilga@owt.com 

Thursday, May 20,1999 953 PM 

- ~ , ,.- . .  

Mr. Tom Ferns 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland, WA . 

COMMENT ON THE REVISED DRAW HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION EIS AND 

During the course of taking testimony across the state about options for land u s e  a t  the  Hanford 
site, you will hear, presented as a matter of principle, arguments for local control of the Hanford 
Reach and adjacent protected areas. I want to address this briefly. 
In our nation, local control of our affairs is a cherished concept, especially in principally rural 
areas  such as eastern Washington. Inserting a proposal for local control will win adherents to 
almost any cause.  Yet, clearly local control is not always best. 

For example, if w e  had never imposed zoning laws in our communities, arguing instead that land 
u s e  decisions should be  left to property owners so they could exercise local control, n o  parks nor 
indeed any geography making our communities desirable places to live would have emerged 
spontaneously from the ensuing free-for-all. 
At a national level, such  a philosophy would have resulted in no national parks, wilderness areas,  
forests, seashores,  prairies, monuments, or wildlife refuges. These jewels in our national crown 
exist only because our society realizes that self-control is essential for the good of u s  all. But, 
society is not a thing, it is a myriad of individuals, so self-control means that s o m e  of us cannot 
get everything w e  want. Such denial of individual desires is not an act of malice or insensitivity, it 
is simply doing what is best for all of us, and to do this we need to look at the big picture. 
A space shuttle's view of eastern Washington gives u s  the big picfure, and  it is instructive: the 
Hanford site stands out because it is virtually the only non-mounkinous or  non-scabland terrain 
not already transformed by agriculture. This transformation has  been incessant, driven by the 
search for farmland so w e  can feed ourselves. But feeding our exponentially growing population 
is a vast, complex, and politically-charged cultural problem that could only be  delayed, and 
fundamentally could not be solved, by converting our scarce remaining wild lands to farmland. All 
this would accomplish is to deny all future generations any access to or any  understanding of wild 
lands. They would be forever aesthetically and scientifically impoverished, with nothing 
permanent to show for it. 
If the lands currently protected by DOE are released to local control, it will be like holding a 
precious, fragile antique vase in front of us  and releasing it to the local control of gravity: the 
outcome is inevitable, thus it is the release itself that destroys the antique. If the lands DOE 
protects a re  released to  local control, we may not know the exact course or timing of events that 
will ensue, buf w e  do know the ultimate result: the land will be farmed. 
I do not begrudge our farmers their land. After all, they use that land to feed me. I thank our 
farmers for taking care  of me, often settling for a modest life to do it. But, w e  have already 
converted most of our wild lands to farmland and little wild land remains. For the s a k e  of future 
generations and all life depending on the land you protect, p l e a s d o  not release to local control 
this refuge for our native plants and animals. 

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (HRA-EIS) 

Respectfully submitted. 

William 1. Kuhn 
624 Millwood Court 
Richland, WA 
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Friday, May 21.1999 3:28 PM 
thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 

Subject: Hanford Reach 

I would like to commend DOE for taking action to protect the Hanford Reach ecosystem but urge 
you to g o  further: 
0 Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the  McGee 

Ranch, the Riverland area, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total acres) 

*Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. *Restrict all mining operations to  those 
essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 
0 Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the a reas  mentioned above. These a r e a s  

a re  prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not 
have to wait for protection until the  complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area a r e  made. 

Sincerely, Nancy Murphy 

mailto:thomas-w-fems@rl.gov
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From: Fred Runiei [frunkel@igc.ord 
Sent: 
To: thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 
cc: lupito@owt.com 
Subject: The Hanford Reach 

We strongly support the preservation of the Hanford Reach. The only good thing that has  come 
out of that place is that the land remains .untouched. W e  commend DOE for taking action to . 

protect the Hanford Reach ecosystem, but w e  want them to take stronger measures  to protect it: 
Designate the 176,000 acres of public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 

Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
'Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
*Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the 
Hanford Reservation. 
0 

Sunday, May 23.1999 650 PM 

Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas  mentioned above. These areas  
are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not 
have to  wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford.area a r e  made. 

Sincerely Yours, Marilyn D. Ream M.D. and Fred J. Runkel D.V.M. 
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From: Paul Lindholdt [plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu] 
Sent: 
To: Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Wahluke Slope Comments 

Thursday, June 03,1999 2:21 PM 

. .  .. - . <  
. . .- 

I am speaking on behalf of two different organizations in Eastern Washington to offer comments 
on the future of the Wahluke Slope. The two organizations are the Upper Columbia River Group 
of the Sierra Club, which I lead as Chair of its Executive Committee, and Eastern Environmental, 
a student group at Eastern Washington University which I serve as faculty advisor. Also I am a 
professor whose teaching and research specialties concern American culture and the 
environment. 

Both groups, which collectively represent some 1,200 people in this region, agree that the 
Wahluke Slope should be protected to the fullest extent possible under the law. The worst 
management plan would involve returning those lands to county oversight and farming, in our 
opinion. Privatization would heighten the risk of eroding the White Bluffs and endangering the 
chinook salmon and other fish that spawn there. 

The groups I represent, like my family and myself, use the Hanford Reach for recreation and 
value it for wildlife habitat. Nowhere else on the main stem Columbia is the ecological fabric so 
intact, in our experience. For its endangered plants and white pelicans, its Native American 
artifacts and sport fishing, its grandeur as a paddle route and its value for protecting endangered 
salmon, the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River needs the Wahluke Slope to be protected 
against. development. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this very important matter, at this pivotal moment in the 
future of American wildlands and rivers. 

Professor Paul Lindholdt 

Card for Paul Lindholdt 

mailto:Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov


E-Mail Letter # &“/3 

Sent: Thirsday, Jhne 03,19995:17 PM 
ITo: ’Thomas Ferns’ 
Subject: Hanford Reach 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue. Although I currently live in California, I 
lived in Washington the first 23 years of my life, have an uncle who worked at Hanford for many 
years, and visit my relatives in the area occasionally. When I was a teenager I did some hunting 
in territory contiguous to Hanford. I am familiar with the Hanford Reach issues since I am in 
regular contactwith others who work in the area and am on the board of the Sacramento River 
Preservation Trust which networks with Northwestern river groups. I am writing today, though, 
only as an individual and not on behalf of the SRPT since we have not discussed the HRA EIS at 
board meetings. 

First, I would like to thank the DOE for the good work on the revised HRA EIS which preserves 
much of the Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge. I urge you to extend those protections by 
expanding the refuge to include all public lands in Hanford Reach, Wahluke Slope, McGee 
Ranch, Riverlands. and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. I also support Alternative 2 in the EIS. 
Since I suspect you are receiving lots of mail on this topic and know you are very familiar with the 
issues, I will spare you from any further detail and wish you well in further deliberations and the 
implementation of the plan. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Dwyer 
Chico, CA 
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'E-Mail Letter # RE-0 

Sent: 

Subject: DOE Lands 

Thursday, Tune 03, 1999 7:24 PM 
thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 

Dear Sir: 
Having been citizens of the state of Washington for the past 40 years, we take a vital interest in 
her future. It is our hope that the following DOE lands be  managed as a permanent National Wild 
life Refuge: the Arid land Ecology Reserve, the Mcgee Ranch , DOE'S entire Wahluke slope, 
Hanford Reach, and the  Columbia River Islands. 

To protect our native species there should be no agriculture , commercial mining or livestock 
grazing. Please help conserve this wonderful area for our children and future generations. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dale B. Stayner 
Billie J Stayner 

colurnbia River Islands. 

mailto:thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov


E-Maii Letter # REO/ 5 
r@fn-$~&om&W;. . 

%: -Beth Miher [bmiller295@worldnet.att.net] 
Sent: 
To: Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford Reach 

Thursday, June  03,1999 9:09 PM 

J u n e 3 , 1 9 9 9  . 

To: US Dept. of Energy 
Tom Ferns 
Document Manager HRA-EIS 

CC: Senator Patty Murray 

I am writing to  express my qualified support for the 
DOE'S preferred alternative for the Hanford Reach. I 
support the  preferred alternative but ask  that 
protection be  provided for ALL natural and sensitive 
lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. This 
should include all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach and all associated islands, the 
McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 
Providing Federal protection for these lands involves 
no "takings" of private property or rights. 
Protection will help preserve the last free-flowing 
stretch of t he  Columbia river and remnant populations 
of shrub-steppe flora and fauna, as well protect the 
most productive Salmon spawning area on the Columbia. 

Sincerely, 
Brian Miller 
- bmiller295@,worldnet.att.net 
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E-Mail Letter # @EO/ b 

From: Donna Caulton [donnac@ewa.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 03,1999 9:42 PM 

Subject: hanford 

Thomas: I say an ad about Hanford land use hearings in Spokane and Mattawa. Am wondering i f  
any are scheduled for Yakima or close by. Please inform. 

thanks so much. donna caulton 

lTo: thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 

mailto:thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov


‘ I  

: . 1 :.. . -. ,_ ..-. . _____,_ . , . _ _  . _ . .  . 
son remwatson@earthlink.netl 

Sent: 

Subject: HRA EIS 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
Dear Sir: 

Friday, June 04, I999 11 :39 CM 
thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 

I would like to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 
(HRA EIS). The Department of Energy has the opportunity to effect the future of the Hanford 
Reach and surrounding area for decades to come. This can be of a positive nature for ALL the 
citizens of this state as well as for those of the US. in general. A national treasure if you will. 

This goal can be achieved by adapting the following key points. 

I. The area in question is the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once 
covered most of Eastern Washington. There are many groups of diverse native plants and 
animals in this area. It needs full protection. 

2. This area also includes critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook salmon. For that 
reason alone, this area needs the most stringent controls possible. These controls can 
always be relaxed at some future date if they are found to be unnecessary. However, 
reversing ecological damage to such an area is virtually impossible. 

Therefore, based on the evidence I have seen, I urge the adoption of the Preferred Alternative for 
this area. This Alternative does require some modification to meet the above-mentioned goals. 

A National Wildlife Refuge needs to be established. This refuge would include the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch DOE‘S entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the 
Columbia River islands. This will provide a large and continuous crescent-shaped area of 
protected lands. In addition, to provide long-term protection for the ecosystems located right 
across the Site, agriculture mining, or livestock grazing must not be permitted. 

Finally, this Site is at a critical juncture. It is incumbent upon DOE to preserve the lands in and 
around this Site for the present generations and those generations to come. This goal is far more 
important than any short-term economic gains that might be derived from alternative uses of the 
area. 

Sincerely, 

John A. Watson 

- 
Elizabeth Watson 
emwatson@earthlin k.net 

mailto:thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov
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-i- ...- ..--.. 
K M u s s i l  [drnussil@sprintmail.com] 
Sent: 
To: thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford Reach 

Please make the Hanford Reach public property. Once it goes  private, it will never go  back to the 
public. Its the only free-flowing section of the Columbia River in its 1200 miles, and deserves 
permanent protection for recreation and wildlife. Thank you. 

Doris Mussil 12108 E 21'' Spokane WA 99206 509 924-3017 

dmussil@sprintmail. corn 

Friday, June  04, 1999 536 AM 

mailto:thomas-w-fems@rl.gov


&-Mail letter # f E O ]  4 

.~ _ .  
7 - < -  I i. 

. . - . . ___ . . . _I . . ~ 

_ .  . ---...-__- ...... . 

Sent: 

Subject: 

I have studied the various alternatives, and submit my response as a resident of Richland for the 
past 48 years, one who has benefitted from development in the area as well as from the unique 
and bountiful resources of this site. 

I commend DOE for the work done and support the Preferred Alternative Plan with a few 
importanLrnodifications. 

Saturday, June 05, 1999 11 :46 AM 
thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 
My response to the HfW EIS 

1: Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, MeGee 
Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total 
acres). This offers the best hope for sustained restoration of the area. 

2. Oppose ALL grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. Contrary to some claims, 
grazing increases risk of fire and promotes growth of weeds. 

3. I understand and accept the fact that some mining operations are necessary in order to 
complete clean-up on the Hanford Reservation. However, I wonder why the mining sites 
in the proposal are so scattered over the area. Could they be more confined to fewer 
sites? . 

4. I urge you to issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above, so 
that there is no unnecessary delay in protecting these areas. 

Again, thank you for your work, 

Alma Cahn Richland WA. 
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Sent: SundaylaJune 06,1999 7:31 PM 

Subject: (no subject) 

. Edward A. and Janet D. Reynolds 
6323 E. Jamieson Rd. 
Spokane, WA 99223 

ITa: Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov 

We favor the strongest possible protection of public land in the Wahluke Slope and the former 
Hanford Reservation. We have seen the Columbia Basin, particularly the area around the Tri- 
Cities change from arid sagebrush desert to intensively fanned, irrigated land, and we have 
witnessed the concomitant destruction of much of the indigenous plant and wildlife. Those areas 
preserved for wildlife along the Wahluke slope and the area that surrounded the nuclear facilities 
at Hanford stood and stand as an island in time, a sanctuary for much of what remains of the 
original ecosystem. 

We recently had the pleasure of a day-long tour of the area including Rattlesnake Ridge and 
much of the Wahluke slope and were greatly impressed. The more than fifty-year closure of the 
Hanford Reservation resulted in preserving what is now a unique laboratory for studying the 
ecosystem that pre-dated the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project, and it is a laboratory and 
showcase that should not be sacrificed to the kind of development precipitated by that project. 

To preserve the area in anything like a natural state, provision must be made for wildlife to roam 
freely. That means preserving the crescent upstream from the Vemita Bridge that connects the 
two halves of the river. We understand that the Department of Energy opposes keeping the 
ranch as part of this crescent because they want to mine clay deposits there, but that seems a 
ridiculous reason not to unify Saddle Mountain, the Wahluke slope and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve by making that crescent amintegral part of $e unit. Here in the Spokane region, we are 
about to witness trains hauling mildly radioactive waste across the continent to fill in an 
abandoned uranium mine north of us, and if we can go to that extreme, we can surely justify 
hauling clay from an area only slightly less convenient in order to preserve habitat. But even that 
probably would not be necessary; we understand that suitable and adequate clay deposits exist 
on parts of the reservation that would not become part of the proposed reserve. 

Those who want to exploit the land for agriculture, mining and other interests have had their 
opportunity, and the results speak for themselves. The vast majority of the land in the Basin has 
been altered beyond recognition. Even the air has been altered. In the 1950s, a "swamp cooler 
air conditioning system was adequate for comfort; now the humidity generated by irrigation is 
such that only a refrigerated air conditioning system will do. What little remainsmore or less intact 
of a fascinating ecosystem should be preserved to the extent that it is possible to preserve it and 
even restored where that is necessary. Irrigation and other water uses above the White Bluffs 
appear to be eroding the cliffs, destroying them as a landmark and damaging spawning habitat in 
the river, and it would be nice to see that erosion stopped. 

But restoration is a secondary consideration. Preservation comes first, and we should seize this 
opportunity to preserve and protect what we have, however unwittingly, saved. 
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Sent: Sunday, june 06,1%94:29 PM 

Subject: HRA EIS 

THIS LETTER SENT VIA FAX, WITH A SIGNED COPY TO FOLLOW IN THE MAIL. 

I To: thomas-w-fems@rl.gov 

June 6,1999 

Thomas Ferns 

US DOE 

Richland Operations Office 

PO BOX 550, MSIN HO-12 ’ 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 

RE: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

This nation has a rare opportunity to protect the best of what‘s left of Washington State’s native 
shrub-steppe ecosystem. Only a small fraction (I believe less than 10%) of this ecosystem 
remains intact. It is critical that we act now to protect the Hanford site for future generations. 

I support DOE’s preferred alternative WITH MODIFICATIONS. 

The following should be designated and managed a s  a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE’s entire Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. To expedite a final decision on 
management of uncontaminated land, DOE should issue separate decisions for these areas. 

I said before we should protect the site for future generations. But it is also essential for the 
. present. Salmon and bullhead trout within the Columbia River system are at risk, not to mention 

other water dependent species. We have an impending war over water allocations on our hands. 
Commercial activities such as grazing, mining and agriculture threaten to overwhelm the needs of 
native species. It would be a grave mistake to. open any of the Hanford site to these kinds of 
activities, which would most likely lead to economic hardship on taxpayers in the long-run 
(environmental remediation costs). Consequently. the finaI EIS should be modified to prohibit 
agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing on the entire site, including central 
Hanford. 

Sincerely, 

Kammie L. Bunes 

7615 Manzanita Drive, NW 

Olympia, WA 98502 

61 5 

mailto:thomas-w-fems@rl.gov


E-Mail Letter # /?GO2a 

I 

June 7,1999 

Thomas W. Ferns 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Please find attached several comments regarding DOE/EIS-O222D. The comments primady 
address apparent inaccuracies in some of the biological resource data. The inaccurate information, if 
used for planning purposes, has the potential to result in harmful impacts to some of Hanford's 
biological resources. 

I hope that you are able to use these comments in the revision of the document to support decisions 
on future Hanford land uses. If you have questions regarding these comments or any other issues . 
regarding the current status of Hanford's biological resources, please do not hesitate to  contact me. 

sincerely, 

LarryCadwell 
Manager, Ecosystems Monitoring Project 
Ecology Group 

:tlb 

attachment 

cc: File/LB 

Telephone (509) 376-5659 I e-mail larry.cadwell@pnl.gov Fax (509) 373-1153 

mailto:larry.cadwell@pnl.gov


Page 3-6. T h e  Preservation description includes the potential for two 
management options that a r e  counter to the intent of biological resource 
preservation. Neither grazing nor fire (presumed to mean controlled burning) 
have  been demonstrated to be effective as a benefit or  aid in preserving the 
native biological resources (plants, animals, microbiotic crusts) of the eastern 
Washington shrub-steppe. In fact, the  opposite is true. Overgrazing and 
wildfires that  remove native plant cover have resulted in degradation of biotic 
integrity, loss of biodiversity, and an  increase in both alien and noxious w e e d s  in 
the-shrub-steppe. Reference to the u s e  of fire and grazing should b e  removed 
from the  Preservation definition. 

Figure 3-3 (and t h e  premise of DOES preferred alternative) fails to recognize the  
sensitive nature of much of the a rea  proposed as “Conservation (Mining & 
Grazing). T h e  majority of the land area having this designation within the a r e a  
commonly referred to as “Central Hanford” and bounded by the Columbia River, 
Highway 240, and  Horn Road contain numerous high quality hab’itats (level I l l  
a n d  level IV habitats - see Figure 4-27), rare plants, and element occurrences. 
As such the  a r e a  is very clearly NOT suited for grazing (See  BRMaP, 1996, 
section 7.5) without being subject to significant environmental damage. 

Figure 4-17 lacks metadata and thus can not be interpreted in a manor that leads 
to ”correct“ or  reasonable conclusions regarding the amounts, numbers, locations 
o r  relevant reference time frame. Specific examples include: 

not represent either current or even recent bald eagle nest  locations (if one u s e s  
the  BHI reference date at the bottom, the conclusions might be that the 
information on t h e  m a p  was current as of 07/06/98. That assumption would b e  
incorrect. 

t h e  “ferruginous hawk nest sites” shown on the map are actually historic 
nest  locations, not current or even representative of any recent year. The  logical 
conclusion is that there  a r e  about 20 plus active nest sites on Hanford, when in 
fact t he  number of active nests is less than half that number. If t h e  intent is to 
show historic nest  sites, they should b e  identified as such. 

sparrow, burrowing owls, and loggerhead shrike, but a n  important additional 
interpretation problem also exists for these species. T h e  siting data  for t hese  
three species  were  from incidental sightings, not from thorough surveys. 
Therefore the m a p  use r  should b e  cautioned to not infer that a r e a s  with no record 
sighting a r e  devoid of t h e  species in question. Many of these data  were obtained 
from driving (road) surveys as is evident from the pattern on t h e  maps. Thus, if 
the map  were to b e  used to locate a reas  devoid of these  species,  erroneous 
conclusions would likely result. For example, the block of habitat directly south of 
the  200 e a s t  and  west a r e a s  contains high quality (Level I l l ,  see Figure 4-27) 
habitats and is s o m e  of the Hanford Site’s best s a g e  sparrow and loggerhead 

the  mapped bald eagle nest sites show s o m e  historic nest  site, but do 

t h e  above comment for ferruginous hawk nest sites also applies to s a g e  
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shrike habitat. Since the Site has never been surveyed for these species, they 
frequently do not show up on the map and many locations where they are most 
likely to occur. Thus, a casual map user might very well conclude that these 
areas are devoid of these species, when the opposite is most likely to be  true. 

Figure 4-18 contains several biological resource map areas that can not be 
substantiated by data.and therefore appear to be  technically indefensible. Most if 
not all of the  great blue heron occurrence locations are in error. Technical data 
do not exist to support the “map” locations for several of the species depicted on 
the map. There are (in existence) data that could be used to create “improved” 
versions of these maps, but they appear to not have been used. 



E-Mail Letter # & O B  

. 

Sent: 

Subject: 
Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov 
Comments on HRAEIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns; 

My comments a r e  as follows: 

I a m  a nearby resident, living in Franklin County. I have d e e p  spiritual feelings 
about the area being affected by the HRAEIS. 

My comments a r e  as follows: 

1. Everything reasonably possible should be done to protect t he  undisturbed 
sagebrush step habitat (USSH)on the Hanford Site south of the  Columbia River 
and on the  Waluke Slope. This a rea  is a unique national treasure and should b e  
preserved as such. 

2. No grazing or agricultural development should be allowed on any of the 
Hanford Site addressed in the HRAEIS. 

3. There a r e  areas of the Hanford Site that have previously been drastically 
altered by fire. Limited industrial development of these a r e a s  should b e  allowed 
only if all of the following a r e  met: 

a. The  development does nearly nothing to affect the USSH by increasing 
the chance'for fire o r  by emissions of any kind. including noise. 

b. T h e  developer makes  a significant contribution on a periodic basis (say 
3% of investment plus 3% of annual profits) into a fund. which would support 
vigorous anti-fire activities and activities to minimize the damage  prospectively 
and retrospectively of "ecological trespassers." 

c. T h e  development minimizes the visual impact on the  environment, 

- 

4. Clean up activities for former production reactors, waste in underground 
tanks, .and other wastes  given enhanced attention to clean up and stabilization 
alternatives which affect the USSH without providing a clear a n  unequivocal 
reduction in human health effects or  effects on  the environment. (Calculated 
cancer deaths, paltry compared to those that may m e  caused by natural 
background and a r e  ignored by members of the  public when they consider 
where to live, a r e  not to b e  considered.) Detrimental environmental effects of a 
clean up  activity should b e  clearly balanced by the environmental improvements. 
In making this assessment  consideration should be given only to the effects on 
"bugs and bunnies." Absolutely no weight should b e  given to exceeding levels 
s e t  by regulatory authorities. 

mailto:Thomas-W-Ferns@rl.gov


5. There is o n e  option I wish had been considered. Deeding stewardship of the 
USSH back to the native Americans, with one proviso. No metallic objects 
longer than a traditional hunting knife a r e  to be brought into the  USSH, in 
perpetuity. An in perpetuity should be set up to fund the "ranger and border 
guard" assisting DOE in the proper deposition of the USSH parts  of t h e  Hanford 
Site. 

sincerely yours, 

Paul Stansbury 
. 7313 N. Rd. 68 

Pasco WA 99301 
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From: Fred Raab [raab-f@ligo-wa.cdtech.edu1 
Sent: 
To: thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
cc: barish@ligo.caltech.edu; sanders@ligo.caltech.edu; vcook@nsf.gov; 

Subject: Hanford land use plan 

Monday, June  07,1999 3:42 PM 

robert.c.poole@jpl.nasa.gov 

My name is Fred Raab and I a m  the head of the LlGO Hanford Observatory. I have discovered 
that the comment period on the revised draft of report DOE/EIS-O222D, entitled “Hanford 
Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan,” ends 
today. I had not been officially notified of the revised draft or the comment period. Because I have 
not had adequate time to prepare a reasoned report or to coordinate this response with my 
funding agency, the National Science Foundation, I request an extension of time in which to 
prepare a careful, coordinated response. 
I reviewed the information about this draft available over the internet this weekend at my home 
and I find serious cause  for concern. It appears that proposed land uses adjacent to the  LlGO site 
include mining operations that could significantly disrupt future LlGO operations. LlGO is the 
largest investment in major research facilities ever made by the National Science Foundation and 
adequate means must b e  made to assure that this investment is preserved. This site was  chosen 
in a national site-selection process, based on the fact that the area was  seismically quiet and 
there were assurances in the DOE-prepared site proposal of Marhch 1, 1991, that future 
development would not degrade seismic conditions a t  the site. I have attempted in prior 
conversations with members of the planning effort by DOE to make the point that LlGO h a s  this 
severe seismic sensitivity and I have received assurances that I would be contacted before any 
action that would threaten conditions a t  the site is taken. I do not see any reflection of this in the 
revised draft of the land use plan and I a m  concerned by its omission. I feel that a carefully written 
response, coordinated with NSF is required and I request adequate time to produce such a 
response. 
Frederick J. Raab, Head 
LlGO Hanford Observatory 

Fred Raab 
LlGO Hanford. Observatory 

Richland, WA 99352 
P. 0. BOX 1970; M S  S9-02 

phone: 509-372-81 25 
FAX: 509-312-8137 
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E-Mail Letter # 2 < 

Sent: 

Subject: 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 

US Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Attached is a wordperfect file with comments to the HRA EIS. A signed hard copy will follow. 

Monday, June 07,1999 3:12 PM 
ITo: hraeis@rl.gov; thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 

comments to April 1999 EIS 

Rex C. Crawford, Ph.D. 
Natural Heritage Vegetation Ecologist 
Forest Resources Division 
11 11 Washington St SE 

. Olympia, WA 98504-701 6 

WordPerfea 6.1 

. .  
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Page 3-6. The  Preservation description includes the potential for two 
management options that are counter to the intent of biological resource 
preservation. Neither grazing nor fire (presumed to mean controlled burning) 
have been demonstrated to be effective as a benefit or aid in preserving the 
native biological resources (plants, animals, microbiotic crusts) of the  eastern 
Washington shrub-steppe. In fact, the  opposite is true. Overgrazing and 
wildfires that remove native plant cover have resulted in degradation of biotic 
integrity, loss of biodiversity, and a n  increase in both alien and noxious weeds  in 
t h e  shrub-steppe. Reference to the use  of fire and grazing should b e  removed 
from the Preservation definition. 

Figure 3-3 (and t h e  premise of DOE’S preferred alternative) fails to recognize the 
sensitive nature of much of the a rea  proposed as “Conservation (Mining & 
Grazing). The majority of the land area having this designation within the  a rea  
commonly referred to as “Central Hanford” and bounded by the  Columbia River, 
Highway 240, and Horn Road contain numerous high quality habitats (level I l l  
a n d  level IV habitats - see Figure 4-27), rare plants, and element occurrences. 
As such the area is very clearly NOT suited for grazing (See  BRMaP, 1996, 
section 7.5) without being subject to significant environmental damage. 

Figure 4-17 lacks metadata and  thus can not be interpreted in a manor that leads 
to “correct” or reasonable conclusions regarding the amounts, numbers, locations 
o r  relevant reference time frame. Specific examples include: 

not represent either current or even recent bald eagle nest locations (if o n e  u s e s  
t h e  BHI reference date a t  the bottom, the conclusions might b e  that the 
information on t h e  map  was  current as of 07/06/98. That assumption would be 
incorrect. 

9 the  ”ferruginous hawk nest  sites’’ shown on the map a r e  actually historic 
nest  locations, not current or even representative of any recent year. The logical 
conclusion is that there  are about 20 plus active nest sites on Hanford, when in 
fact the number of active nests is less than half that number. If the  intent is to 
show historic nest  sites, they should be identified as such. 

sparrow, burrowing owls, and loggerhead shrike, but a n  important additional 
interpretation problem also exists for these species. The  siting data for these 
three species were from incidental sightings, not from thorough surveys. 
Therefore the map  user  should be cautioned to not infer that a r e a s  with n o  record 
sighting a r e  devoid of the species in question. Many of these data were obtained 
from driving (road) surveys as is evident from the pattern on the  maps. Thus, if 
t h e  map were to be used to locate a reas  devoid of these species, erroneous 
conclusions would likely result. For example, the block of habitat directly south of 
t h e  200 eas t  and west  areas  contains high quality (Level 111, see Figure 4-27) 
habitats and is s o m e  of the Hanford Site’s best s a g e  sparrow and loggerhead 

’ 

the  mapped bald eagle nest  sites show s o m e  historic nest  site, but d o  

the above comment for ferruginous hawk nest sites also applies to sage 
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shrike habitat. Since the Site has never been surveyed for these species, they 
frequently do not show up on the map and many locations where they are most 
likely to occur. Thus, a casual map user might very well conclude that these 
areas are devoid of these species, when ttie opposite is most likely to be  true. 

Figure 4-18 contains several biological resource map areas that can not be 
substantiated by data and therefore appear to be technically indefensible. Most if 
not all of the great blue heron occurrence locations are in error. Technical data 
do not exist to support the “mapJJ locations for several of the species depicted on 
the map. There are (in existence) data that could be used to create “improved” 
versions of these maps, but they appear to not have been used. 

. 
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&om? Sharon K Cody [sharoncody@juno.com] 
Sent: 
To: thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford 

Monday, June 07,1999 1254 PM 

Dear Mr Ferns- 

Please PROTECT the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford site is one of the 
last places in eastern Washington that supports large areas native shrub-steppe vegitation and 
related wildlife. 

Also, SUPPORT the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, but with the following modifications: 

I. Manage the adjoining DOE lands as a permanent NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE: 
a. the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 
6. the McGee Ranch 
c. DOE'S entire Wahluke Slope 

d. the Hanford Reach 
large, continuous crescent of protected 
e. the Columbia River Islands 

This will provide a 

habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

2. To ensure the long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the 
Site, including Central Hanford, the should be NO agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock 
grazing permitted. 

To expeditie a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue 
separate decisions for the areas mentioned above (!. a.-e.). 

Thank you for your support of the above matters. 

Sincerely-Jack and Sharon Cody 

4107 35" Avenue Court N.W. 

Gig Harbor, WA. 98335-8261 
. .  
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From: Larry Hampson flhampson@ieway.com] 

Monday, June 07,1999 12:25 PM I Sent: 
thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov 

Subject: Hanford 

I just want to add my support for preservation of the Hanford area.  T h e  Reach, 
the Slope, the Mcgee ranch, ALES, riverlands area all ned to b e  in t h e  National 
Wildlife Refuge system. 

Larry Hampson & Laura Ackerman 
Th i smessage  uses 100% recycled 
electrons 

mailto:thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov
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June 7,1999 

Keith Klein, Manager 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
MSIN A7-50 

Re: Comments on Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Land Use Plan 

De& Mr. Klein. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
and Land Use Plan. The Benton County Public Utility District strongly supports the local 
govemments’ option described as Alternative 3 in DOEEIS-0222D. The District also 
supports the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Of particular interest to the District is maintaining the availability of the area east of. 
Route 240 to the Columbia River and north of the Energy Northwest (formally Supply 
System) site to the City of Richland’s northern boundary for Research and Development 
and Industrial use. We agree that a reasonable buffer zone along the shoreline of the 
Columbia River for the protection of fish and wildlife critical habitat is appropriate. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

James W. Sanders 
General Manager 

CC: Mr. Thomas W. FemsDOE-RL - MSTN HO-12 
C. E. RevelM3PUD 
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From: &Bevis, Carl P [Carl.Bevis@PSS.Boeing.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 08,1999 9:04 AM 
To: ‘thomas-w-ferns@rl.gov’ 
Subject: Hanford - Please Preserve 

Importance: High 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

I am writing a quick note to show support for placing the Wahluke Slope in a designation as 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

As an intemational business person and sportsman, I believe as a nation and state we should 
take this opportunity to preserve this unique region. Many other parts of this nation and the world 
have been unnecessarily opened to “development? with truly irreversible consequences. 
Arguments range from fish spawning habitat to native plant preservation. Let alone areas for 
sporting activities. 

In this region of the state agriculture is the dominate feature and as practiced, is not supportive of 
wildlife and the associated plant communities. 

Therefore, I would like to urge you and your colleagues to protect and preserve the Hanford 
region by supporting the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Best Regards, 

Carl P. Bevis, PE 
Customer Engineering - Account Manager 

Phone: 425-234-7626 - NEW 
Fax: 425-237-1985 - NEW 
pager: 206-645-2689 
eMail: carl.p.bevis@boeinq.com 

MfC 69-92 - NEW ’ 

mailto:carl.p.bevis@boeinq.com
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From: Fred Raab [raab-f@ligo-wa.caltech.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, June  15, I999 10:35 PM . 
To: thomas-w-ferns@RL.gov 
cc: barish@ligo.caltech.edu; vcook@nsf.gov; sanders@ligo.caltech.edu; 

Subject: comment on DOE/EIS-O222D 
jasnow@ligo.caltech.edu; otto@ligo.caltech.edu; Robert.C.Pool@JPL.NASA.Gov 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Attached a re  electronic copies of my comments on the revised draft of DOE/EIS-O222D 
(eis-comments.pdf) along with the memo on land uses  and potential impacts on LIGO 
(landrnemo.pdf), which is mentioned in my comments. 
I have sen t  you e-mail and voice-mail on 6/7/99 requesting an extension of the  period for 
comment. After repeated attempts to make comment, I was able to speak with Paul Dunnegan 
and Liz Williams, who informed me  of your absence and the importance of getting this to you in a 
timely manner. This electronic version should be  available to you upon your return. I will also post 
a hardcopy of these  comments. Although Ms. Williams assures  m e  that s h e  is prepared to 
convert the electronic documents, please let me  know if any difficulties arise or if I can help clarify 
any matter pertaining to them. 

Respectfully, 
Fred Raab 

Fred Raab 
LIGO Hanford Observatory 

Richland, WA 99352 
P. 0. BOX 1970; MS S9-02 

phone: 509-372-81 25 

FAX: 509-372- 

eis-comments-PDF landmemo-PDF 

‘ I  

.8137 
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LIGO HANFORD OBSERVATORY 
P. 0. Box 1970; Mail Stop S9-02, Richland, Washington.99352 

Telephone: 509-372-8106 
F ~ x  509-372-8137 

Date: JD 15, 1999 
Refer to: I.JGC)-~188-oo-W 
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CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
L a s e s ~ ~ G r a v i t a t i o n a l ~ ~ ( L I G o ) ~ e c t  

1. Manual of Seismological Obs ervatorv Prac tice, P. L. Gilmore, ed., World Data Center A for Solid Earth 
Geophysics, U. S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and AtmosphericAdministration, Environrnen- 
tal Data and Information Service, Boulder, CO, 80303; Table 2.1. 

Interoffice Memorandum I 

633 



2. Option to Site A: Laser Interferometer Gra vitatinal-Wave Obser vatorv (LIGOI , U. S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, March 1, 1991; Section 3.7 
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May 18, 1999 

Hanford Public Meeting 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon Street 
Portland, Oregon 9 7 8 0 1 - 0 2 2 3  

STEVE SAUTER: We'd like to get started, if we 
could. Give a minute for the folks who are in the 

lobby to come in. 

My name is Steve Sauter. I'm a Hanford project 

specialist for the Oregon Office of Energy, and on 

behalf of Governor Kitzhaber, our office, and the 

Oregon Hanford Waste Board, I'd like to extend a 

welcome to you at this meeting we are having here 

tonight. 

A lot of the people ask us Oregonians why we 

are involved with 'things such as Hanford, which is 

north of the Columbia River away from our state; 

and we are always quick to respond that that river, 

which is the lifeli'ne of the Pacific Northwest, 

runs through the' Hanford site, and then is the 

northern border for our state for nearly 3 0 0  miles. 

We are deeply interested in maintaining the 

river and maintaining the life style, the 

environment, and the health of Oregonians and their 

economy; and thereby, we are extremely interested 

in what goes on at the Hanford site. 

Tonight they will be talking about the revised 
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draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 

Statement and Comprehensive Land' Use Plan, hdich is 

another piece of the puzzle of putting Hanford back 

to nearly the way it was 5 0  years ago, not quite - -  

It never will be that way - -  but getting it to a 

point where we can use it for the things that we 

want to here in the Pacific Nort'hwest. 

So again, we welcome you here and hope you have 

an opportunity to provide good input to the U.S. 

Department of Energy; and, as I always do, I would 

ask that our presenters really limit the use of 

acronyms tonight. A lot of us are not familiar 

with what they stand for, so we would encourage you 

not to use those. So with that, 1'11 turn it over 

to Tom. 

TOM FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns. I'm with 

the Department of Energy, and I am the National 

Environmental Policy Act document manager for this 

Environmental Impact Statement. We have revised 

this draft in response to public comment on the 

original draft that came out in 1996. 

The revised draft that we are going to look at 

tonight and the one we'd really like to get public 

comment on contains new alternatives for the land 

use of the Hanford site. It drops most of the 
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Environmental Restoration Program that was a part 

of the original AIS, and it contains a whole bunch 

of new players that we picked up in corporate 

agencies. 

Corporate agencies that we did pick up were: 

The Department of the Interior, represented by the 

US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of 

Reclamation, the Bureau of Land Management, the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 

Reservation, the Nez Perce Tribal Nation, and the 

City of Richland. 

Grant County, Franklin County, Benton County, 

and Adams County is also represented in part of 

that. I think that's all, but what we did was we 

got together for about a year and a half after the 

original draft and heard from the public who said, 

I1No, this isn't good enough." We came up with 

these alternatives that you see here tonight, and 

we'd really like to have your comment on them. 

What we will end up doing is we will take 

either one of these alternatives over here 

(indicating), either the DOE'S Preferred 

Alternative or we will have Alternative No. 1, 

which is a Natural Resource Trustee type of an 

alternative that is also really a DOE and US Fish 
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and Wildlife Service. There's a big wildlife 

refuge on that that only the Fish and Wildlife 

service can actually implement. 

Alternative No. 2, which is the Nez Perce; 

Alternative No. 3 ,  which is local government, which 

was County. 

Phil Niece is here, and I really apologize Phil 

for making your map so small tonight. We'll fix 

that. 

And then, Alternative No. 4 is the Confederated 

Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. The 

No-Act Alternative is required by National 

Environmental Policy Act for any Environmental 

Impact Statement that we want to do. That's also 

DOE'S. 

Barbara Will.iamson is here from the Department 

and she will be the moderator, and she will 

essentially say what the time is. 

Any remarks, Barbara? 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Yes. As the moderator, we 

have a list of folks who want to say some comments, 

and we're going to ask that you keep your comments 

to about ten minutes. If you do that, we ought to 

be able to get through everybody. 

Earlier this evening we had a question/answer 
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period around the maps around the Alternatives, and 

we hope that you have had your questions 

answered - -  You've formulated some thoughts, and 

you'd like to give them to us. If you don't want 

to do an oral comment, it is possible to do a 

written comment on a form that's back at the 

registration desk. You can write'it and mail it 

in. It just folds over with a piece of tape or you 

can leave it here. If you want to write and leave 

it right in your l a p  or something, leave it until 

the end of the meeting and hand it in. Other than 

that, you know the registration table is Liz 

Williams working; she can help you out. 

We have Dave Geck here from Fish and Wildlife 

here; we have Phil Niece - -  I remembered the Niece 

part of it - -  Phil is here to have some comments, 

as well. I've noticed that quite a few other 

folks - -  the Sierra Club, Audubon Society - -  We 

have the Physicians for Social Responsibility, the 

Planning League; and with that I think we'll get 

started. I will. try, if you look like you are 

running on, to give you a high sign to say, I'Let's 

stop it" and move on. Let's start with Bruce 

Frazier. 

BRUCE FRAZIER: Thank you. My name is Bruce 
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Frazier and I'm 'a resident of Portland. I want to 

express my appreciation to the State of Oregon 

Office of Energy and the Federal Department of 

Energy for having this meeting here in Portland and 

5 allowing u s  Oregonians a chance to comment on these I 
6 land use proposals. 

7 I must also say it's - -  I feel like I've been 

8 here before, because one the first meetings I 

9 attended, coming. to Portland about three years ago, I 
10 was held at the Red Lion Inn; and it was a I 
11 discussion of land use planning, and I think that I 
12 may have led to some of these Alternatives here. I 
13 

14 

15 

I personally feel that the Alternative One, as 

proposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is 

the best proposal that I have seen. I believe that 

16 .there's a tremendous amount of evidence that the 

17 ' natural resource values of the Hanford Reservation, 

18 are really paramount, and I think that's been 

19 

20 

21 

expressed by everybody from Mr. Richardson, the 

Secretary of the Department, on down. 

In the face of the.listings of the number of 

22 species that use the Hanford Reach, the Columbia I 
23 River, I feel that the natural resource values I 
24 there are especially important, and I feel that I 
25 Hanford does need time to remediate the effects of ' 



7 

1 

2 

3 

a 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

11 

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

17 

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

22  

23  

2 4  

2 5  

the 'cold war' use, and the disturbance of that 

area would need generations to restore it to 

anything resembling the pre-World War I1 landscape. 

I also feel that there are problems when we are 

talking about locating industrial and economic uses 

within the reservation, because I feel that is in 

conflict with the cleznup. I think many of us who 

have been concerned with cleanup issues at Hanford 

would like to see that accomplished first; and we 

want to be sure.that all of the technical problems, 

all the political problems, and all the economic 

problems associated with clean-up have been solved 

before we begin making decisions on future land 

uses; and locating economic and industrial uses in 

the heart of the Hanford Reservation really puts 

that at risk. 

I noticed that in some of the Alternatives, 

commercial and other uses were cited along or near 

the river and I think it's well-known and 

documented that there are ground water and basaltic 

(phonetic) problems in those areas. Again, that 

impacts the cleanup, and I think that the whole 

area presents an opportunity - -  a unique 

opportunity to preserve open space, to preserve 

water quality, and to maximize on the investment 
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that the United States Government and the People of 

the United States are making at the present t i m e  in 

cleaning this area up. 

I don't think we'll have another area that 

* presents quite the same natural resource values, 

same open space values, or the same heritage values 

as this area does; and it's already in Federal 

ownership. So I'm very, very much in favor of 

Alternative No. 1, the Natural Resource Trustee, 

but I would also like to add that I feel - -  I know 

it's necessary that consultation be had with the 

Tribes with regard to the use of this area; and I 

'would hope that the Department of Energy can 

accommodate them in spirit, as well as, in letter. 

These lands -were primordially associated with 

the native peoples of this country, and they were 

shunted aside by direct actions of our Federal 

Government, and I think reconciliation has to take 

place there, and. I think that, to the greatest 

extent possible, the Tribal hunting, gathering, 

ceremonial, and heritage uses of these areas have 

to be expanded and they have to be maintained. 

believe that's only justice, and if that's what 

most of us who are citizens of the United States 

feel that this country is about, then I think that 

I 
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here. 

I also feel that the people of the United 

States have made a huge investment - -  an enormous 

investment in this area and are, at present, making 

a huge and enormous investment; and I think that 

national values, national concerns, and regional 

concerns are paramount here, not local concerns. 

I, as a taxpayer and citizen of the United 

States, would be very concerned if the billions and 

billions and billions of dollars that have been and 

will be spent in cleaning up Hanford adhere only to 

the benefit or to even a significant benefit to a 

small group of local and county-wide agencies and 

groups. 

I think this is and national site. I think it 

has national value. I think it has a national 

aspect, and, as Mr. Sauter pointed out, it really 

is of importance to the entire region; and I think 

that it can be best preserved by keeping it as a 

national/regional site for the pleasure and use of 

all of it's citizens, including the special rights 

of the Native Americans; and for that reason again, 

I reiterate that- I support Alternative One. Thank 

you. 
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BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Thank you. Next we'll 

have Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social 

Responsibility. 

DICK BELSEY: I'm Dick Belsey, member of grP002 
Physicians for Social Responsibility and have been 

on - -  working on Hanford issues from an activist 

point of view for about 15 years when they were 

still going over, the fences and doing civil 

disobedien'ce there. 

A lot of things have changed along the way; a 

lot of things remain the same. Ted, Tom, your work 

is cut out ahead of you. You've go t  six mutually 

exclusive things that go in different directions, 

and trying to get that to work with the principals 

to come to agreement on that, you should live 

another millennium, and it might give you the 

chance to do that. 

I want to also thank of the Department of Energy 

for coming and presenting this opportunity for 

Oregonians to participate in the decision making 

process. The landmark work that this developed 

from was looking at the site, now nearly a decade 

ago, and saying, "This is a valuable resource, 

too,!' and we have to, not only dirty it up in order 

to make heavy industrial products, like plutonium, 
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but we also have to look to the future; and the 

future of the Northwest will depend on the river 

and the cleanliness of that river, and the pristine 

quality that people expect in things going into the 

'food chain and into the food line and in the 

environment. 

So I don't know how you're going to come to 

that - -  that kind of juncture. First, I think that 

you should be op-en to taking, as the draft says, 

take bits and pieces to barter back and forth in 

order to allow the real people to reach an 

agreement; and our surrogates are here tonight, and 

Bruce does a rea,lly well thought out statement that 

I wish that I could conjure something so eloquent 

from myself. 

But the thing that the people of the northwest 

and Oregon are l.ooking for is something that will 

be a positive value for the health, but at the same 

time, taking care of the health and safety issues; 

that from my perspective, the greener it gets, the 

better it gets, and the one in the middle on the 

bottom row looks more like anything that I would 

prefer. I think the Tribes have done a good thing 

for the process by bringing the other Alternatives 

in and making very clear that they have a long hold 
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attachment to the land and that they intend to try 

to access it - -  to access land. 

3 The Hanford- Advisory Board has said, Ifprotect the 

4 river, protect the river banks." I don't see 

5 anything here which distinguishes between the 

6 banks, the mile and a quarter in from the river, 

- 7  and, as such,. there are in the Preferred 

8 Alternative. 

9 In fact, there are intrusions qn the river bank 

10 as it comes into. the current Hanford site. Those 

11 should be mitigated and that - -  Perhaps the vision 

12 of having a full protected area all the way from 

13 just north of Richland back to Bernita Bridge 

14 should be protected if at all possible. So I hope 

'1 5 you have a long, healthy life, and that we come to 

16 

17 

closure on some of these issues. I expect that 

you'll be back again sometime in the future. 
. .  

18 Thanks. 

19 

20 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: . Thank you, Dick. 

Paige Knight. 

21 RTP&)3 PAIGE KNIGHT: Okay. If'm Paige Knight. I'm 

22 the president of Hanford Watch, here in town, and 

23 actually the comments I'm making tonight are on 

2 4  behalf of myself, and also on behalf of Robin Kline 

2 5  of Hanford Action of Oregon. She and I spent quite 



13 

1 

2 

3 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

23  

2 4  

2 5  

a bit of time in 1 9 9 6  forging some comments 

together that we took to the Hanford Advisory Board 

that were very much appreciated, and I remember at 

that time going to some of the hearings on this 

land use planning, the previous document, the 

precursor to the one we are seeing here tonight and 

lcft there with a great deal of fear in my heart; 

because it looked like all out land wars to me the 

way people were feeling. 

There is not that kind of fervor right now. I 

think'that cleanup has consumed the minds of the 

people in a lot of ways, and we have another issue 

that I think is a little more hot than the land use 

planning right now, but it's certainly going to 

come back to this and that's the FFTF issue, and , 

I'm going to address those things in my brief 

comments tonight. 

I also want to compliment you, Tom, for this 

much better document than the one we saw last time 

and the maps are awful pretty. 

The things that are the framework for our 

comments tonight have to do, really, with cleanup. 

We're in a process right now in the history of 

Hanford of fighting and struggling for clean-up 

dollars to clean up a site that if not cleaned up 
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will poison the Columbia River beyond belief. 

We all know here that the Columbia River is the 

lifeblood of our region. If we lose the river, we 

lose everything. We lose our economy. We lose our 

health. We lose our children, and we leave one 

terrible, terrible mess for our future generations; 

and that is first and foremost in our minds at 

Hanford Watch. 

Clean-up at the site, including the stopping of 

migration of all contaminants, must be prevented .to 

the fullest extent possible. That is one of our 

over-arching boundaries or frameworks for advice. 

Sufficient funding must be designated for clean-up 

and for development of advanced waste retrieval, 

storage, and treatment technologies. 

Hanford has been hurting for technologies. We 

are the only site in the country that has waste in 

tanks and has absolutely no way of retrieving those 

wastes, no way of treating them; and we have 177 

tanks with 54 million gallons of probably the worst 

radioactive waste in the world, and we don't know 

what to do with them. 

Right now there is a - -  We're in the process of 

getting the British Nuclear Fuel Company to set up 

a putrefaction process, and that's going to be a 
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15 

long time out, and the Congress is not funding this 

to the level needed. One of the things I hope some 

of you take back with you tonight is, get on 

Congress. Every phone call to your Congress or 

congressional representatives makes a huge 

difference. 

A pristine site must be strived for as the 

ultimate goal in order to protect future 

generations. Now, I differ with the Tribes here a 

little bit, or at least how I interpret the Tribes, 

sometimes. Sometimes, I think that they feel this 

site can go back to pristine; that it will not be a 

sacrifice zone,'and I have my days of doubts, and I 

have my days of hope; but we have to strive for 

pristine. 

We are never, going to go back to real pristine, 

because we have so much fall-out around the world 

from the whole nuclear debacle. The land use 

planning must not be used as a justification for 

lowering cleanup standards and risk standards. The 

end use of the land must not drive cleanup. 

In, I think it's this Alternative No. 3 ,  let's 

see; they don't have the titles up there. Anyhow, 

in some of them, Hanford is being looked at for a 

lot of industrial development; and that is 
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something that the counties really want. They are 

struggling themselves. The counties and all of the 

local governments are struggling to continue to 

have the livelihood that they've always had; 

hopefully without being on the government role 

someday. I know that that's what they have been 

wanting for years from the different comments that 

they have made on the Hanford Advisory Board. 

But just because we might use some of Hanford for 

industrial cleanup or industrial sites, we can't 

say, "Oh, I'm done. The risk is a little lower.''. 

You know, we cannot afford to do that, because 

anytime we lower the risk up at Hanford my feeling 

is we just have that much more going to the river; 

that many more contaminants going to the river over 

time, and that's the heritage you will leave your 

grandchildren and your future generations. 

In the Preferred Alternative No, 1, multiple uses 

of Hanford should not include future missions that 

create more waste streams that add to the impact of 

contaminants already seeping into the ground water 

in the Columbia River; and that divert cleanup 

dollars from cleanup missions. That is an 

over-arching value that we hold down here in 

Portland: That you must not let any lesser cleanup 
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in any of these alternatives say that we don't have 

to clean up all the way. We don't have to give the 

dollars to cleanup. We can't let Congress continue 

to defer the costs that they owe us from their days 

of plutonium making. 

All land use plans must support and preserve 

natural and cultural resources, as well as, 

traditional and sacred Tribal uses of the land, and 

that's Alternative - -  referring to Alternatives 

Nos. 2 and 4 .  Respecting the Tribes rights, as 

Bruce eloquently put it earlier, that they were the 

original people here and they have those rights. 

I heard it said once at a Hanford Advisory 

Board meeting, and 1'11 never forget this comment, 

it really went to the quick for me, and it was said 

in front of everybody, including the Tribes. As my 

kids at school would say, ''Boy, that was a major 

dis", a real disrespect, and that was that the 

Indians and the cowboys fought and the cowboys won. 

That doesn't mean anything in this day and age, 

and it cannot mean anything if we are going to 

leave this region in a good place for our future 

generations, and it can't mean anything if we are 

going to create a peaceful world, and all this has 

to do with peace in a world community. 
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Greater emphasis should be placed on cleanup 

rather than on barriers, that's caps and covers, 

and that's one of the myriad of plans to clean up 

some of the multitude of sites at Hanford; to put 

caps and covers on; and we should be emphasizing 

cleanup, not capping and covering and walking 

around. In some instances, people are looking at 

fencing the place and walking off. We can't do 

that. We cannot let that happen here in the 

Pacific N0rthwes.t. 

Institutional controls for the most contaminated 

areas, and that really is the central plateau, 

which is this gray area where the tanks reside, 

where the plutonium finishing plant is - -  Where 
some of the most contaminated sites are. 

.Institutional controls for most contaminated areas 

must be planned for thousands of years. What 

thousands of years - -  and most of these plans are 

looking ahead to 50 and a hundred. 

Now, that's pretty long-term for politicians 

these days. Most politicians, in my book, look 

ahead to a year, maybe five years, max. We have to 

look ahead to at least a 1,000, and that doesn't 

even begin to cover the half-lives of some of the 

contaminants of this site, which will multiply 
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beyond belief as they break down into their ' 
products and whatnot. 

In the 1 9 9 2  Future Site Uses Report, the result 

of broad citizen support and consensus building, it 

does not support a scenario that would limit 

cleanup level suitable for industrial and 

recreational use, and I think there that's high, or 

what do they call it in the document? Intense 

recreational use? 

You know Hanford is beautiful. Every time I go 

up on a tour there I am just overwhelmed more and 

more by the beauty of that land, and, also, by the 

starkness of the big buildings that made such 

lethal materials. We have to - -  We have to clean 
that up, and we cannot afford to have high impact I 
until it's cleaned up, and even possibly after it's I 
cleaned up; with heavy-duty recreational use. 

Both Dick and Bruce have pointed out that too 
' I  

many incredible .species, both of plants and 

animals, reside up there, oddly enough, due to the 

50 years of plutonium making. The public is I 
demanding cleanup of Hanford. Goals and priorities 

must be those that safeguard the health and safety 

of the environment, the citizens, and the economy 

of the Pacific Northwest. 
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So this Land Use Plan must protect us, and that's 

every aspect of our lives from now until eternity 

in my book. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Katherine Ransel, American 

' Rivers. 

RrP@)+KATHERINE RANSEL: I want to thank the 

Department of Energy for having this series of 

hearings to discuss this very important issue and 

State of Oregon for letting us use their facilities 

tonight. 

American Rivers is a National Conservation 

Organization, and we have a Northwest Office in 

'Seattle, and in 1998, pursuant to an announcement 

that we make every year, we named the Hanford Reach 

the most endangered river in the United States; 

that was due to-the fact that certain folks, a 

minority albeit, are interested in turning much of 

the north slope lines into irrigated agriculture. 

Anybody that's ever been out there knows what a 

folly that is; and even the Bureau of Reclamation 

has said in no uncertain terms that most of these 

lands should never be farmed. 

It's for that reason that we are here tonight, 

to make sure tha-t that doesn't happen, if we have 

anything to say about it. I'm very moved by the 
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statements that proceedecc mine, by the knowledge 

and the passion of these f o l k s ,  and I don't pretend 

to have that sort of in-depth knowledge; but 

American Rivers and it's thousands of members 

across the country recognize this place as one of 

national significance. 

We've been in the fight for many years now to 

reverse the decline of salmon in the Northwest, and 

anybody that knows anything about this area knows 

that it is the absolute core of recovery for salmon 

in this region; and that to allow these fragile 

lands on the north slope to be developed in any 

way, again, would be purest folly. 

So we would support the greatest amount of 

protection possible. 

In looking at your alternatives, that looks 

like the Nez Perce Alternative, without the high 

intensity recreation, that we see there right near 

the river; but at the very, very, very least, our 

membership across the nation supports the Preferred 

Alternative put forth by the Department, with 

certain additions and amendments. 

First of all, we would urge you to designate 

all the public land from Waluke slope, the Hanford 

Reach, its islands, the Mcgee ranch, and the Arid 
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Lands Ecology Reserve as part of a National 

Wildlife Refuge. That sum: 176,000 total acres. 

We would also encourage you to amend your 

Preferred Alternatives to eliminate any grazing on 

the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, and we would also 

ask you to amend your alternative to restrict all 

mining operations to tnose essential to completing 

cleanup and remediation on the Hanford Reservation, 

and probably the most important thing for us in 

terms of process amendment to the current proposal 

put forth by the Department is that you issue a 

separate Record of Decision for all the areas that 

I mentioned abov-e, because these areas are prime 

fish and wildlife habitat, and they are admittedly 

15 uncontaminated by any Hanford operations, and they. 

16 should not have to wait for protection, which is so 

17 critical now until the complex decisions involving 

18 cleanup in the central Hanford area are made. 

19 Thank you for this opportunity. 

2 0  BARBARA WILLIAMSON: We have Jeff Fryer, Sierra 

2 1  Club. 

22 R T p o O S J E F F  FRYER: Thank you for the opportunity to 

23 testify here. I kind of wear several hats here. 

24 I'm the Chair of the local group of the Sierra 

25 Club. I've also worked for the Columbia River 
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Inner-Tribal Fish Commission, and of the four 

Tribes I represent, two of them have plans here; 

but I think I want to speak as a fishery biologist 

who has the honor and the privilege, I guess it is, 

of spending two weeks on the Hanford Reach every 

year as part of one of our Research Projects, and 

in an area that I most enjoy going to. 

I guess I come and look at these plans as if I 

wanted to save the Hanford Reach and protect the 

area. The first thing I'd do is make sure the 

Waluke slope was protected - -  the White Bluffs. 

There's been tremendous damage downstream from 

irrigation. They seem to be pretty well protected 

by Alternatives One, Two, and Four, and protect the 

right, as well as, the Preferred Alternative; also 

protect the clearing area. 

I have some questions about some of the 

proposals. The high intensity recreation worries 

me. I don't necessarily mind seeing perhaps a 

campground somewhere on this site, but golf 

courses? Resorts? Do we really need another golf 

course out in the deser-t? Where's the water going 

to come from? We are trying to save the Columbia 

River salmon and we keep pulling more and more 

water out of the river. 

. 
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Also, I think there is too much industrial land 

in the Preferred Plan. I would prefer to see less; 

more along the lines of One, Two, and Four. And 

the grazing, I don't see the need for that. One of 

the things I love about the Hanford Reach is the 

amount of wildlife you see, especially around dark; 

and I'd much rather see the wildlife than the cows 

in the'area, not to mention some of the problems of 

contamination. I think you'd rule out cows to 

begin with, and limit mining to what is necessary 

for clean up. 

I'd like to see more land protected in 

protected areas', particularly the wildlife refuge 

as proposed in Alternative One. Anyway, just 

looking at the area, I would like to see something 

that would protect it. Last week I drove from 

Portland up to Wenatchee, and the whole area except 

for the drive through the Hanford Reach - -  I was 

actually out in 'the Hanford Reach last year - -  The 

. .  

whole area was all dammed. 
\ 

We left 5 0  miles of river, less than 5 0  miles 

for fish, and the orchards and farms follow 

straight from practically the time you leave 

Bernita Bridge, now, all the way up to the 

Okunawkin. If you can, I think we can afford to 
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leave 4 5  or 5 0  miles for the fish and for the 

salmon. 

I find Hanford a fascinating place, but I also 

would like to see some of the historical aspects of 

it leave, to some extent anyway. We spoke earlier 

about the starkness. Just driving along Hanford or 

running out on the river and seeing all those - -  

each of those old nuclear reactors and trying to 

imagine what the place must once have been. You 

see four-lane highways and not a car around it. I 

would like to see a little bit of that preserved, 

as well, but I think the main thing would be to 

preserve the are-a for fish and wildlife. 

So thank you for the opportunity to testify. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Next we have Lupito Flores 

from Save The Reach/Lower Columbia Audubon. 

KTpo&I LUPITO FLORES: Hi. My name is Lupito Flores. 

I work with the Save The Reach, which is a campaign 

of the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society. We 

have about 1,800 members nationwide, and some of 

our members have been working to protect the Reach 

since the 60s, and we'd like to thank the 

Department of Energy for this opportunity and 

commend you for your efforts to protect the Hanford 

Reach ecosystem. 
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We support the Preferred Alternative but would 

like to see additional protections for Hanford's 

undisturbed and remarkable lands: We urge you to 

include the following areas in your proposal for 

National Wildlife Refuge. All the public lands in 

the Waluke slope, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, 

the Mcgee ranch, the Riverlands Area, and the 

entire Hanford Reach environs. 

But does that in protection provide the much 

needed continuou's crescent of undisturbed natural 

habitat surrounding central Hanford? This would 

protect an unbroken migration corridor for fish and 

wildlife and connect essential habitat on Hanford 

with adjacent areas, such as the Yakima Firing 

Range; and going along with that, we request that 

the DOE issue a separate and immediate Record of 

Decision for'these lands. 

and unrelated to- the complex issues of cleanup on 

central Hanford and should be protected now; and 

They are uncontaminated 

like other testimony, we strongly oppose farming of 

the north slope. 

One thing that wasn't mentioned is, if 

irrigated farming was to take place on the north 

slope, this would be the first time in history that 

a wildlife refuge would be sacrificed for 
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agriculture. We also urge the Department to 

prohibit grazing and commercial mining throughout 

the Hanford Reach ecosystem; and we urge DOE to 

limit all recreation on the Reach to low intensity 

improvements. 

And, once again, I would just like to say, 

7 "Thank you for all your work and the opportunity to 

8 testify. It  Thanks. 

9 BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Michael Dean. 

10 Rrpoo 7 MICHAEL DEAN: Hi. My name's Michael Dean. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

' 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

I'm a resident of Portland. I'm also a Sierra Club 

member and member of the High Desert Committee of 

the Sierra Club but I'm here speaking for myself. 

I visited the reservation just this last weekend. 

It was really tfie first time I have had a chance to 

really go through it - -  was given a tour of the ALE 

area south of the highway, the southern end of the 
. ,  

Reserve and really came to appreciate it even more 

so than I had before. 

20 So, what I am here to do tonight is to urge the 

21 Department of Energy - -  Federal Government to help 

22 us treasure and protect our treasures. I strongly 

23 oppose any privatization that would be represented, 

24 particularly by plan Three, the County's plan; 

2 5  destructive uses in general. Privatization of the 
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Reserve by use or by privatization, and any 

significant de-evolution of the exceptional values 

represented by this, essentially from ridge line to 

far ridge - -  line that represents this entire large 

basin. 

The qualities of treasures I speak of are 

7 really tLat it is a complete ecosystem. The 

8 cryptogamic soil is unlike any like I have seen in 

9 my extensive travels throughout the great basin. 
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It is thick, which if you go to places where- cattle 

have been removed, you'll start to see it 

recovering, but it's nowhere near an inch thick and 

very solid soils you see there. It just doesn't 

exist elsewhere in the region, in the entire great 

basin. The native vegetation that exists in this 

place really doesn't exist - -  cert.ainly not in the 

expanse - -  the vast expanse that this reservation 

has allowed. 

The quality of solitude, again, is something 

that is unique, while there are industrial plants 

in the area, they're sort of this oddity. They're 

quiet, first of all, they're not operating, so 

unlike a mine, say, in Nevada where there's this 

oppressive noise that you can't drown out, these 

things are just silent testaments to our - -  the 
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folly of our past. 

It's not basically spoiled because of the 

presence, either, because of the distance that you 

are up in the highlands of the mountains or the 

woodsy slope on the far side, these things are a 

great distance, and they are a relatively small 

portion of the horizon. 

I prefer, myself, Alternative Two. The 

preservation of all areas and in all means. They 

are not now consumed by nukes or the clean up of 

our nukes. Basically, in a word, preservation of 

the entire basin-. 

The Preferred Alternative and contrast, and 

even more so the Alternative Three and others, 

really they allow - -  to the extent they allow any 

activity within the basin, tends to be highly 

destructive to the lands: That is mining, there is 

no real reason for or extreme economic basis for 

it; grazing, which would be extremely destructive 

to this land; and the high density proposals; you 

know, a golf course? Come on. 

I 

In addition to the extent any of these 

activities would be allowed, then management of 

this area would be biased towards protection of 

those uses, not 'of the basic area itself. If we 
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run cattle, are we going to have fire suppression? 

Yes. We have a golf course. We may not have 

immediate fire suppression but to the facilities 

that go along with it, we will have exactly that. 

Further, any such use - -  Grazing, mining, or 

certainly high density recreation, as it is called, 

this is going to fragment the reservation. Any 

sort of activity like that is going to have that 

effect, not only visually but, more importantly, on 

wildlife and the animal wildlife that is out there. 

There is a herd - -  and I believe they're elk - -  

There's 700 of them out there. I saw about half a 

dozen this weekend. What's going to happen if you 

run cattle out there? There are fences, what's 

. that going to do to them? We have extensive 

experience with.what managing for cattle grazing - -  
both on BLM land, Forest Service land, and even on 

the National'Fish and Wildlife - -  wildlife refuge, 

what it does, it isn't good. 

Further, the Preferred Alternative, as it's 

called, fails to protect the entire Reach Area, 

including the islands, which I think are really 

key, as the speakers have said, to salmon and the 

integrity of the Reach itself. 

Some key facts in my observation, just 
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knowledge of lands such as this, very arid lands, 

low density visits are crucial. Managing this so 

that people can visit, but visit in such way that 

their use - -  their trail - -  my - -  Where I walk 

isn't the same place that the person ahead of'me is 

walking, being the same place the person behind me 

has walked. That will destroy slowly, 

progressively, areas around any place that we 

concentrate use, and, therefore, I'd urge that we 

not, rather than concentrate use, but diffuse use 

to multiple areas. 

In some fashion, you will need to have camping, 

not resorts, but camping, just primitive camping 

areas, somewhere. within the area. Not necessarily 

within the Reserve, but the facilities that are in 

the area right now will be swamped to the extent 

that this gets more active public use, and to the 

extent that it's. even thought of, "no a l l - R V l ~ ~ ~  

anywhere on the reservation. That would be 

extremely destructive. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Paul Ketcham, from Audubon 

Society of Portland. 

@-roo$ PAUL KETCHAM: Thank you. My name is Paul 

Ketcham, and I'm the Conservation Director for the 

Audubon Society of Portland. We have approximately 
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7 , 0 0 0  members in the Portland metropolitan area and 

in Oregon and in States around the country; and we 

want to make it very clear tonight that we support 

a maximum protection of the Hanford Reach area. 

I would like to thank the Department of Energy 

for holding this public hearing in Portland. It's 

very important to have a hearing outside of the 

State of Washington, and we compliment the 

Department for doing that, and also for going back 

and redoing the Environmental Impact Statement from 

the prior version. We think that a lot of progress 

has been made; and that there are some alternatives 

before the public now that we think, with some 

modifications, we could support. 

First of all, the Hanford Reach is, in our 

view, and I am speaking for our Society, a national 

treasure. That there is, in our view, no 

justification whatsoever for not extending maximum 

protection to the Hanford Reach. Any kind of 

resource use within the boundaries of these public 

lands should be prohibited; and that would include 

grazing, and any kind of extracted mining, other 

than that which is needed, perhaps, for remediation 

but under strict standards and guidelines. 

One look at the lands surrounding the Hanford 
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Reach, the aerial photograph here in the room, is 

an incredibly telling story of the extent of 

manipulation of the landscape that white settlers 

have brought to the State of Washington and to the 

Northwest in the last 150 years, 2 0 0  years. 

The Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing 

section of the Columbia River in the continental. 

United States, and if that doesn't say something in 

and of itself, then the person probably who thinks 

that's not an important statement really needs to 

think it through. 

We have more endangered listing salmon than we 

have ever had in the history of this country. Just 

recently, the Stee.lhead and the Chinook were added 

to the long and growing list of troubled species of 

salmon in the Columbia River basin. Every high 

quality habitat area needs to have maximum 

protection and that would be the Columbia. The 

Hanford Reach would be the best example of that. 

Let's look at the variety of wildlife that 

inhabits this area. We have 44 species of fish, 40 

species of mammals, 2 3 8  species of birds, 15 

species of reptiles and amphibians, 600 species of 

insects, not to mention that approximately 16 of 

these birds are listed or candidate species of the 
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Endangered Species Act, either the State or the 

Federal Act, the western state trout, which 

inhabits this area was just petitioned for coverage 

under the Federal Endangered Species Act 

of days ago. 

a couple 

To make - -  Just to cut short, this is an .oasis. 
This Hanford Reach is an oasis of habitat for a l l  

of these species, many of which are struggling for 

their survival, and there is really no 

justification in light of the evidence today, 

scientific evidence, why the Hanford Reach should 

not be given maximum protection. 

In that context, with regard to the Preferred 

Alternative, we believe that the Preferred 

Alternative has some redeeming features. It 

certainly has co.me a long way from the 1996 version 

‘of the EIS, however, we think that the* Preferred 

Alternative should go further than what it does. 

We have looked at the Alternative No., I believe 

it’s the Alternative No. 2, which is the tribal - -  

the Nez Perce Tribe - -  Yes, and we would support 

that alternative without the high intensity 

recreation orange blob along the river; 

exactly what would go in there, but the definition 

of high intensity recreation allows uses which we 

not knowing 

670 



3 5  

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

2 2  

23 

2 4  

2 5  

think are incompatible with the natural values of 

that, of the Hanford site. 

With regard to the Preferred Alternative, I 

believe we would be very supportive of the 

' additional protections that are being recommended 

to you by the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 

in their testimony to you tonight. I won't go over 

those things again, but, just to reiterate, north 

slope needs maximum protection, should not - -  No 

agricultural use should be allowed on the north 

slope. 

The islands should be protected for obvious 

reasons and all the wet ones. There should be no 

grazing on Hanford site, and I think that's where 

we depart from the Preferred Alternative, but there 

should be greater restrictions on mining while on 

the Hanford site, and I don't believe that's in the 

Preferred Alternative; and I agree with prior 

speakers that we should go ahead and bifurcate the 

Record Decision process on this EIS. Issue a rod 

for the areas th.at do not suffer from 

contamination; and that can be protected right now, 

implement that protection right now, and then 

remaining rod would be reserved for those areas 

where there needs to be additional study and/or a 
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time taken to look at dealing with the 

contamination cleanup. 

In closing, I would just say that we want to go 

on record opposing Alternative Three. We think 

that is a counter-productive alternative in light 

of the realities of modern time. We do not need 

agricultural use in this area. That will only 

serve to slide salmon further to extinction, and we 

think that, forpbvious reasons, should not be 

done. 

Anyway, thank you very much for the opportunity 

to speak. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Next, we have Lynn Sims. 

R m o q L Y N N  SIMS: .First, I'd like to read a statement 

that was given to me by the Women's International 

League f o r  Peace and Freedom by Barbara Degrow and 
. .  

Mary Rose from here in Portland. 

"The members of the Portland branch of WILPF 

look forward to the time when the majority of the 

land of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation can be 

returned to a productive and clean state. We are 

. concerned that so much is being invested in 

speculating on future uses, while cleanup continues 

to be under-funded and deadlines are being extended 

well into the next century. We wonder if we will 
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be still alive by the time the proposed plans are 

possible. 

WILPF insists that thorough comprehensive 

cleanup of all contamination be pursued promptly 

and with the funding necessary to return the land 

to its natural use as soon as possible. Our 

priorities for the too distant future of Hanford 

land would include returning it to its natural 

state, restoring the flora, fauna, and geology, and 

water to its former state and preserving the area 

to best serve the culture and traditions of the 

Native Americans who first inhabited the area. 

Monitoring the contaminated areas 50 years into 

the future will.most likely be well past our 

lifetime. Plans must be made to protect the health 

and safety of those generations which follow. For 

thousands of years the remaining waste continues to 

threaten life. We demand that the promise of 

cleanup be fulfilled promptly.” From Mary Rose and 

Barbara Degrow, the WILPF co-chairs. 

Then I’d like to make a little comment. My name 

is Lynn Sims. This is just my own personal comment 
RrPoio 

on this. First of all, I want to thank the 

Department of Energy for coming to Portland and 

having a meeting and for letting us talk with you 
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about this profound and very important issue. Gee, 

I hardly know where to begin. 

I think, first of all, we're happy that the 

public can be involved in this. Sort of like some 

days late and it's always many dollars short; and I 

want to thank everybody that worked so hard to try 

to remediate all the horrible mistakes that we made 

knowingly: Dumping all of this stuff right onto 

the land and putting it into tanks that we knew 

wouldn't last and putting cleanup off and letting 

it get worse. I't's just terrible. Thank you very 

much. 

It's kind of nice to see a map like this. It's 

all nice and green and it's great. Hanford is the 

largest and a very severely radioactive and 

chemical waste site; the largest in the western 

hemisphere. We don't see on there any of the 

corroding fuel rods and the plumes that are going 

out into the river and the tanks that are leaking 

and the oozy stuff that's coming out. It's real 

nice that we can try to envision something and 

decide that this is what we are going to do, and 

we're going to pick which plan that we want to 

have. 

I'm hoping that if we pick a nice clear plan, 
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whichever one it turns out to be, that we can 

fulfill the wishes, I think that Mr. Watkins put 

forward; that he hoped that Hanford would be the 

flagship for the world's clean up of radioactive 

waste, because we have so much of it there, and we 

have such an opportunity to clean it up. 

When I see a plan like this, I'm a little bit 

confused at the public point of view, whether - -  Is 

it our land use that's going to guide our cleanup, 

or is it funding that's going to guide our cleanup 

or is our moral attitude and the best science that 

we possibly can gather going to govern our cleanup? 

For not only now, for the next 5 0  years, but 

already for this stuff that we've dumped on there 

. that we know is lethal for like 20,000 years and 

beyond, into some infinity, what's our obligation 

to clean this up? 
, ,  

Certainly this is a better plan than some 

Senators have than just putting a barbed-wire fence 

around it and ju'st letting it sit there for the 

next 100 years until whatever happens next; we 

won't have to worry about it. What I'm worried 

about in all of this is this little gray part right 

in there (indicating). 

While we're planning and building whatever we 
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are going to build, and if you have a golf course, 

and if you have a research center where you have a 

farm, if we don't clean up the ground water beta 

zone (phonetic), if we don't take a look at what's 

under there and do it, you know, face the music, no 

matter what we do, &eventually, it's all going to 

leak out there; and it's going to cor.taminate our 

very well-laid p-lans. 

I 

And this is where I wonder, how come we aren't 

looking at the heart of the thing? 

seeping out of there in the ground water beta zone? 

And how come did the Columbia River Comprehensive 

Impact Statement, where we were going to tie in 

everything from all over this site, how one part 

impacted another part? It makes me feel like we 

are going a little backwards, because here this 

At what's 

says that this Impact Statement used to be the 

future land use plan. Future land use is now this 

focus because we narrowed the scope, and we put all 

the remedial action into the tri-party agreement. 

.Like we are stil-1 separating piecemeal, one group 

is working on this, and we're still not addressing 

the whole and the holistic effort that we need to 

take to address these serious problems. 

In closing, -I hope that we'll be able to, in 
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whichever way that we use the land this time; that 

we will respect the land, all of the land, no 

matter what it's used for - -  Clean it up as well as 

we can for the sake of all the people who will live 

beyond us and respect the land, and the people of 

the future generations better than we have until 

now. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: We have Gretchen Starke, 

Vancouver Audubon. 

RTPO/I GRETCHEN STARKE: My name is Gretchen Starke. 

I'm Conservation Chair of Vancouver Audubon 

Society. I live in Washington State. I appreciate 

the opportunity to come here and be able to 

testify. The Tri-Cities' area is a bit far for me 

to go to. We think the best use of much of the 

Hanford site is as a wildlife refuge, because the 

Hanford Reach' area had been protected for 5 0  years. 

It has been spar-ed the development that has 

occurred all over the west. As a result, the 

Hanford Reach area is one of the very few examples 

of scrub step habitat left. In fact, because of 

it's size, of this particular habitat, this area is 

truly unique. 

Many native species make their home here; and 

many of the animals here ,find it difficult to 
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co-exist with heavy human activity, which is why so 

many of them are becoming scarce, and as Paul 

Ketcham pointed out, there are some listed 

endangered species here, as well. 

The plant community is particularly special. I 

understand that at least two new plants have been 

discovered here at the Hanford Reach - -  new to 

science. 

I must say a special word about the fall 

Chinook salmon. - I've worked with fisheries also 

but for quite a different agency. Nothing must be 

done to disturb this last free-flowing Reach of the 

Hanford area, last mainstay spawning on the ' 

Columbia for the fall Chinook. The Hanford Reach 

population of fall Chinook is healthy now, and we 

need to keep.it that way. 

It must be protected to the fullest. Any 

intensive human - -  Any intensive human activity is 

incompatible with the natural values that exist 

now. I'm excluding the central area that has been 

the focus of the 50 years activity, of course. 

Whichever alternative is chosen there should be no 

mining, absolutely no mining. No grazing. No high 

density recreation. Under no circumstances should 

there be any of the land, this land which belongs 
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to the people of the United States of America, be 

turned over to a small group of farmers for their 

own profit or gain. 

As for the local control of Federal Property, 

why? That is really absurd. Stop and think about 

it. Arizona shouldn't run the Grand Canyon 

National Park. New York City shouldn't be in 

charge of the Statue of Liberty, and the local 

counties here should not run the Hanford Reach. It 

is Federal land and should remain so. There should 

be room, of course, for the activities of the 

Tribes and for their'usual accustomed ceremonial 

activities and traditional activities. 

Here could also be passive recreation. I 

personally feel that most of it should be confined 

to the river, and at a time of year when the salmon 

are not spawning. It should be disturbed as little 

as possible. Possibly the Agencies could conduct 

guided hikes at select times. I'd love to see the 

place myself. 

We totally oppose Alternative Three as a 

Federal give-away that would just spoil any of the 

last of this natural ecosystem of scrub step 

habitat, but f o r  all these reasons, we tend to 

support Alternative One, the Fish and Wildlife 
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Conservation Alternative with the necessary 

modifications to accommodate the needs of the 

Tribes.. 

Either Two or Four would be acceptable, but 

there's too much of this development in this 

Preferred Alternative for me' to be comfdrtable. 

ShoulL these things be modified and greater . 

protection be given, as some of the previous 

9 speakers have indicated we could accept this at 

10 all; but under no circumstances should Alternative 

11 Three even be considered. Thank you very much. 

12 BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Our last speaker on the 

13 list tonight is Jim Baker from Sierra Club. 

14 RTpol2- JIM BAKER: Surely, you have been experiencing 

15 

16 .hour on the job today, so I will try to be 

17 mercifully brief. I thank you for this opportunity 

18 

19 Sierra Club, coast to coast, and the 30,000 members 

a very long day: I know I'm closing out my 13th 

to testify on behalf of the 5 5 0 , 0 0 0  members of the 
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we have here in the Pacific Northwest. 

For the recdrd, my name is Jim Baker. I serve 

as Northwest Salmon Campaign Coordinator for the 

Club. I live and work in Pullman, Washington. 

The Hanford Reach salmon are the last healthy, 

sufficiently abundant wild run of fish left in the 
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Columbia basin. They are sufficiently abundant 

that they can be harvested annually. Therefore, 

these fish are our last line of defense against 

violation of numerous Federal Laws and Treaties, 

both International and with the American Indian 

Tribes of the basin. 

Therefore we are gratified that the Department 

of Energy is doing it's part to protect the Hanford 

Reach, protect t.he Columbia River from silt and 

polluted run-off, by this proposal from the 

Department and the Preferred Alternative. We 

enthusiastically support the Preferred Alternative. 

We would respectfully urge you to consider some 

changes in that Preferred Alternative. 

First, we would urge you to add all of the 

Federal Lands on the Wahluke Slope for protection, 

the entirety of the Hanford Reach and it's islands, 

the Mcgee ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 

Reserve. There should be no grazing in the Hanford 

Reservation. 

One of the main reasons why the reservation 

offers outstanding natural values, particularly 

outstanding as world class examples of the arid 

step ecology there, is that there has been no 

grazing of livestock on the reservation during this 

68 1 



46 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

critical second half of the Twentieth Century. 

Similarly, we would urge you to restrict mining 

to the absolute minimum, prohibit development for 

any intensive recreation, and, finally, we would 

' urge you to act immediately to protect these 

outstanding natural lands and the river. 

If it requires a separate Record of Decision, 

we would urge you to consider doing that at the 

earliest possible date. Thank you again. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Good. We have someone 

else. Okay. Greg DeBruler. 

Rtfo13 GREG DEBRULER: Tonight - -  My name is Greg 

'DeBruler. Usually, it's always that, but I usually 

speak on behalf .of Columbia River United as a 

technical assistant or consultant. Tonight I'm 

just going to speak as myself, as a citizen living 

in the Columbia River Gorge, and someone who has 

workedeon Hanford cleanup ten with very little 

results. 

When I look at the Preferred Alternative, I say 

to myself, I'How can you have a Preferred 

Alternative that actually allows lands to be used 

for, at'various uses, when you don't understand the 

magnitude of contamination and.how the . 

contamination's going to be dealt with in the 
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future and cleaned up?" So, real simple, how are 

you going to protect future users of it from undo 

expo sur e ? 

One the past speakers talked about the 

Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment. 

The Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment, 

which I happen to be the chair of the team now, has 

always insisted that we need to first look at the 

big picture holistically, at the magnitude of 

impacts or contaminants at the Hanford site and map 

those and unders'tand the magnitude of impacts 

before we proceed down the road of making something 

useful for something else. 

When I think of Alternative Three, I personally 

get kind of naus'eated. If you think of Alternative 

Three and you think of the Waluke slope and you 

think of the sluffing that's going on and you think 

of the white bluffs, just add a bunch of irrigation 

up there and watch the white bluffs sluff off into 

the Columbia River and back up the Columbia River 

and potentially dam the Columbia River, so that the 

hundred areas are flooded with the Columbia River. 

Can you imag,ine backing the River up to where 

it's flooded? To where the water rushes inland, 

and then floods the hundred areas, releasing even 
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more contaminants? Itls a disaster waiting to 

happen. I think Alternative Three is totally 

unnecessary. 

I have to say that Alternative Two makes the 

most sense. Why does it make the most sense? 

Well, one, it's what the Tribes would like. I 

would say that the Nez Perce, I understand - -  Is 

that correct? That's their Preferred Alternative? 

I understand that the Yakimas would like some 

inland fishing sites. I would suggest that that be 

added to the Tribes Alternative if they feel that 

that is necessary. ' 

But if you look at the land in the holistic 

aspect and think of treaties and the responsibility 

that we have, the land should be preserved, should 

be kept intact, and the Tribes should have the 

right to practice their usual custom practices on 

that land. 

When we talked about the - -  Somebody mentioned 

the cryptogamic soils that should be protected. I 

would say I should agree with that, also. 

Going back to the organizational structure in 

figure - -  In the chapter 6, something was pointed 

out to me today.that kind of alarmed me, and I 

guess it's a good way to get around the politics 
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of, if you once have chosen a Preferred 

Alternative, let's say Alternative One, then how do 

you kind of suddenly twist the control back into 

the local control? Well, if you look at the 

organizational structure for the CLEP, the Site 

Planning Advisory Board, which is on page 6-9, - -  

has affected tribal governments: US Bureau of Laiid 

Management, US Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife. Then you have: Benton County, Franklin 

County, Grant County, Adams County, and the City of 

Richland. Well, immediately, if you add up the 

weight of that, you see exactly what's going to 

happen. 

You can see clearly that the Counties - -  along 

with the City, along with BLM, maybe, and maybe 

Reclamation - -  will decide what they think is best. 
The Tribes won't have an equal vote and they'll 

just get pushed over. So if the Site Planning 

Board goes forward, I would suggest that the 

County, Counties, plural, have one seat caucus 

amongst themselves, which they always do. I would 

suggest that the cities have one seat caucus 

amongst themselves, which they always do; and that 

the tribes have equal seats for each tribe, because 

they're each separate, sovereign nations; and I 
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think that’s one inherent problem with the current 

proposal that’s there. 

I strongly recommend preservation, and I hope 

that the Department of Energy will hear what we are 

talking about when we want the land preserved 

intact; but, hopefully, the Department of Energy 

,will understand that when they finally do perform 

the Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment, 

it will help them make better decisions in the 

future, and it will help them determine what - -  If 

there is any land out there that could be used for 

what. Right now, we don’t understand the magnitude 

of impact. We really need to have a comprehensive 

Columbia River Impact Assessment done of the whole 

site to understand what the future will hold in 

store. I thank you for this time to comment. 
L 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Is there anybody else? 

Good. Dirk Dunning. 

RrPoI 4 DIRK DUNNING: Thank you. I lm Dirk Dunning. 

D-i-r-k D-u-n-n-i-n-g, and I have a tendency to 

talk way too fast. You give me the high sign if I 

do. 

I ’ m  speaking solely on behalf of myself 

tonight - -  not in any way in relation to my day 
job. However, because of some of the sensitivities 
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there, I'm going to stay away from most of the land 

use planning and related things, but there's some 

specific things that I did want to say. 

In the past six years I've had a chance to see 

a lot things on the Hanford site, and there is 

incredibly valuable stuff there. I was 

tremendously impressed with the presentation 

talking about the cryptogamic soils and all of the 

other plant species and animal species present. 

Until you actually get out and really onto the 

Hanford site, it's really hard to appreciate what's 

there. Like you, I see the same thing. The soil 

is unlike anything I've seen anywhere else. It 

just is unique a-nd it needs preservation. 

Exactly what that means, I don't know. I don't 

pretend to know. Also, in the center of the site 

there are some other things and given the things 

that I have done during the day, it's one that 

concerned me. In the center of the site there's 

some tremendously valuable high shrub-steppe 

habitat that is in danger right now of being 

destroyed faster than it can be replaced. 

. ,  

As the cleanup goes forward, there are a lot of 

areas that are currently being utilized, things 

like the Environmental Restoration Disposal 
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Facility that have gone right into the best 

habitat. Where that can create a real problem is, 

I'm afraid that we may be faced in the next 15 

years with the potential between fires in the 

various activities of man there on the site doing 

clean up. 

With decisions about whether'or not to do 

cleanup and the choice being one of, if we do 

cleanup, we have to choose to have species go 

extinct; That the habitat that they depend-on 

would have to be destroyed. That's not necessary. 

If we plan today, we can avoid that. 

In the early years and'continuing to today, the 

Natural'Resource Trustee Council on the Hanford 

site has tried to work to deve-lop a system whereby 

the Department of Energy and other agencies try to 

repair habitat and improve habitat in several areas 

on the site in order to, in advance, make up for 

some of this damage so that these species are not 

put in jeopardy. I think it's critically important 

that kind of thing happen. 

I think, also, one of the things that I see on 

the drawings that does concern me is, going back to 

the days of the future site uses working group, 

people looked at the 200 areas as being one common 
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thing across the central plateau, and on all of the 

maps it shows that way, as one solid gray block. 

The reality is, it's two 200 areas. The area in 

between is, for the most part, undamaged, and a lot 

of that should be treated separately. It should be 

treated as unique, and particularly because of the 

shrub-steppe habitat that is there. 

I think,, for the most part, those are the 

biggest areas that concern me, but along with those 

go the companion issues of, if land uses are 

allowed bordering the site which cause movement of 

water, these can have huge impacts on transport of 

the hazardous and dangerous materials and the 

radioactive materials onto the site; and so, it's 

critically important that those not be allowed at 

any time in the -future to cause those kinds of 

impacts. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Anybody else? Well, last 

call. Well, I guess we'll do some concluding 

comments. Tom? ' 

TOM SAUTER: I'd like to thank everybody for 

coming out here tonight and showing up and giving 

us your comments. The comment period will run 

until the 7th of.June, and we have some forms in 

the back. If you want to', you can get them back 
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there. You will want to mail them in, because 

we'll, most likely, not be back down this way. Our 

next public meeting will be in Richland on the 

20th, and we have a public meeting that we've 

sc,heduled in Madalaw (sic) that's on the 2nd, then 

' we have one in Spokane on the 3rd. Thank you for 

coming in tonight, and, like I said, if you have 

more comments, take one of the mailers and give 

them to us before the 7th. Be sure to get them in. 

Thanks. 
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(HEARING CONCLUDED AT 8:30 P.M.) 
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typewriting; and, that the foregoing transcript, 
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true and accurate record of said hearing, and of 

the whole thereof, to the best of my ability. 

Witness my hand at Portland, Oregon, this 29th 

day of May, 1999. 

Diana L. Sweeney I/ 
Shorthand Reporter for Oregon 
Notary Public-Oregon 
Commission No. 060789 
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MR. PIPER: Hello. Good evening. 

I'm Lloyd Piper, the deputy manager for the 

Richland Operations Office here, and I'm real 

pleased to see this good turnout tonight. The 

second time around in about 18 months on our land 

use plan EIS. 

We're ltjoking forward to hearing what. 

you have to say tonight about the various 

alternatives and actions that we may be taking as 

we consider the input from our public hearings and 

look at our overall plan and responses to that. 

As you've seen in the early information 

session, we have a number of alternatives that have 

been inserted in the Draft EIS. 

We have the Department's Preferred 

Alternative and other alternatives' provided by some 

of the cooperating agencies and the tribal nations 

associated with the planning effort that they have 

joined us with over the last few months. 

I want to encourage you, as you look at 

this, if you have a Preferred Alternative, please 

let us know. If you have alternatives that are 

parts and pieces of one or the other, please let us 

know. And I would also like to encourage you in 

your comments and .in your written responses, if you 
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have your preferred one, whatever variation that 

may be, that's important. I think it will also be 

helpful for us if you would tell us if any of the 

other alternatives are at least acceptable to you, 

because I think that will help us as we evaluate 

the comments for tonight's proceedings. 

Again, thanics. We are looking forward 

to hearing what you have to say. 

Tom Ferns, who is the document manager 

,for the DOE on this E I S ,  is going to give us a few 

more comments. 

MR. F E R N S :  I would just like to 

thank Lloyd for allowing us to do the revised draft 

and bringing all the 'cooperating agencies together, 

and I would also like to thank those here from the 

cooperating agencies for all of the time and effort 

they have put into this document. 

We have Dan Landeen back .here, he is 

with the Nez Perce. Hi, Dan. 

We have Jay McKonahay here, who is 

really not a cooperating agency, put a lot of time 

on this E I S ,  Fish and Wildlife with the state. 
I 

We have Darren Arrasmith. Where is 

Darren? There he is. He's from Benton County. 
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We have Dave Geoke from the U. S. Fish 

3nd Wildlife Service over there. 

Next to him is Jim Blanchard from 

Bureau of Reclamation. 

A lot of people putting in a lot of 

time, and we're glad you're here. Also Matt was 

here from Grant County. Well, he was here. 

Anyway, take a look at the E I S ,  take a 

look at the alternatives. Also look at Chapter 6, 

which are our implementation plans, because that's 

very important as to how this will actually be 

realized, one of these maps, whatever map we 

finally choose. 

1'11 start with that, and we'll open it 

for comments. This is Dale Jackson, our moderator. 

MR. JACKSON: I would like to join 

in welcoming you all this evening. 

My job here tonight is to make sure 

that each of you, as members of the public who have 

comments that want to be made, have an opportunity 

to do that. 

The public agencies that are here 

tonight take very seriously their roles as public 

servants. We value the comments that members of 

the public make, the viewpoints and ideas that you 
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share with us in this process. 

To make sure that each of you have an 

adequate opportunity to make comments tonight, I 

uant to play by a few simple ground rules. 

First of all, I have a list of persons 

that have expressed interest in making comment, and 

I'm going to call on those persons in tirn. But I 

would like you to limit your time here to about 10 

minutes tonight on -the comments that you make. 

Be comfortable. Feel free to speak 

your mind. And I'll give you a'little bit of 

warning, at about eight minutes, so you know you 

are about to exhaust your time. But we do want to 

try to stick to that ground rule so that everyone 

has a chance to speak. Currently we'have 12 

people, and if everyone takes their ten minutes' 

time, that means a couple hours for everyone to 

make their presenta,tions. 

I would also like you to be a little 

bit conscious about limiting your comments to the 

particular issue that we're addressing here 

tonight. Again, in order to be fair to everyone, 

we want to limit the comments to the land use EIS 

that we're addressing. 

I want to assure' you that all comments 
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that we receive, whether they be oral or written, 

are going to receive adequate consideration. 

If you don't want to make an oral 

comment here tonight, there are forms at the back 

of the room that you can pick up at the desk, you 

can make a written comment and mail it back to us 

and we'll take your comment that way. 

The comment period that we're engaged 

in right now runs from April 23rd to June 7th, 

1999. We have two more meetings after tonight. 

One in Mattawa at the Wahluke High School on June 

2nd, and another one in Spokane at the Ridpath 

Hotel on June 3rd. 

And the public hearings on both those 

will begin at 7 p.m. There will be information 

sessions in Mattawa and in Spokane. And those I 

believe, Tom, are from 6 to 7 p.m. in each case? 

MR. FERNS: Yes. , a  

MR. JACKSON: Okay. Having said 

ali of that, I think the first person that I have 

is Gene Weisskoph. Mr. Weisskoph? 

MR. WEISSKOPH: ' Yes. 

MR. JACKSON: We have two 

microphones, and we would like all of you to either 

use the microphone back here in the audience or you 
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can come up front.if you like and use this one. 

MR. WEISSKOPH: I thank you for 

letting me open, be the first one. I hope you feel 

the same way afterwards. 

I'm with the B Reactor Museum 

Association. My name is Gene Weisskoph. I moved 

here in 1995, expecting to find all sorts of 

Hanford atomic history. You know, the place where 

it all started. And instead I found virtually 

nothing. 

And I joined the B-Reactor Museum 

Association soon after moving here, and because I 

did that I've gotten inside the reactor a couple 

times, I went through C-Reactor, I've talked to 

people who wor,ked there when it opened, and it's an 

amazingly significant place, if I could be so 

unpoetic as to say that. 

And I've always been surprised that 

Richland can be the atomic city that isn't 

somehow. It ,seems to have faded into the past. 

And as Hanford gets cleaned up and 

taken care of, there's not going to be much left. 

And our group is concerned with making sure that 

B-Reactor, which is the world's first nuclear 

reactor,' and the very first one that started up at 
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Ianford, is preserved and some day made into a 

nuseum that's open to the public. 

And our interests in the land use is 

somewhat limited in scope tonight. 

I don't want to talk about all the 

Dther things that might interest us. I'm trying to 

Limit it to the B-Reactor, which on several of the 

naps shows up as a nice little orange dot up by the 

river of high intensity recreation, and it shows it 

2 s  being a, quote, museum. And we're glad to see 

that. We think that's great. We like the sound of 

it. It's perfect. That's just what we're looking 

for. 

We tend right now to be more or less in 

favor of the DOE preferred plan. Again, we're not 

saying everything about it is good for everybody or 

even for us. But we like the way they're treating 

many aspects and those around' the B-Reactor. 

In terms of the plan, in what we might 

want to see, the word museum can mean an awful 

lot. It can mean a sign on the side of the road 

that points over to the B-Reactor and says, that's 

the world's first reactor, or it might mean a 

reactor that's open all year around with visitor 

facilities and all kinds of buildings around it to 
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serve as a real museum. 

What we would like to do, if it's 

appropriate, in our written comments, is to perhaps 

expand on the scope of what that museum might be 

like, and maybe it could be put into the document, 

not as hard facts, but as one of those shaded boxes 

that kind of says, this is what it might mean. 

Because just saying it's a museum, 

we're glad to hear it, but it doesn't quite tell 

the whole story. And we don't want it being sort 

of looked over because it's not explained well 

enough to people, because most people in the world 

don't know where the world's first nuclear reactor 

was. They don't know there was a B-Reactor and 

they don't know where it is. All they know is that 

Hanford is an environmental cleanup site, and 

that's the reputation it now has. 

And we would like to see its history 

during the Manhattan Project and the cold war made 

available to the public so you're seeing maybe 

school buses coming over from the west side and 

finding out what went on over here all those years, 

and as well, seeing the beautiful countryside, the 

desert, the river, the geology, and there's lots of 

stuff here. 

9 

71 1 



1 

2 

3 

a 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

We just want to make sure that the 

B-Reactor is preserved as part of the whole Hanford 

saga of the atomic era. 

We have a table set up back here if 

anybody would like more information. 

Richland. And we will be presenting written 

comments. And I thank you. 

We're here in 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Weisskoph. 

Our second commenter tonight is Lupito 

Flores. 

Flores. I am with Save the Reach. It is a 

committee of the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon 

Society. And we have about 1800 members 

nationwide. 

And we would like to thank the 

Department for havins this comment period. We're 

really encouraged by this EIS and the plans to . 

designate a lot of the public lands as a national 

wildlife refuge. 

For years, at least the last 10 or 20, 

the majority of the public, the Tribes and the 

scientific community, time after time have said 

that they want the Hanford Reach protected for fish 
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3nd wildlife. That message will never change- So 

let's do it now. 

We urge DOE to designate the following 

3reas as a national wildlife refuge. The entire 

iJahluke Slope, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 

islands, the Riverlands area, the McGee Ranch, and 

agriculture should not be allowed on the Wahluke . 

Slope or any of the public lands in the Hanford 

ecosystem. The fragile white Bluffs of the slope 

contain fossils of bison, camel and mastodon and 

critical nesting habitat for birds. Irrigation 

farming above the bluffs would cause them to 

collapse and smother the last healthy spawning 

habitat of wild salmon in the entire Columbia 

Basin. 

The Hanford ecosystem contains more 

than 80 newly discovered rare plants and important 

shrub-steppe habitat for hundreds of wildlife 

species. These unique lands should not be grazed 

or commercially mined either. 

We have written comments that we will 

be submitting in more detail. But we would' just 

like to thank the Department for going this far, 

and we would like to see a lot of it protected. 

Thank you. 
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MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

?lares. 

Next we have Barry Jacobson. 

g r g  003 MR. JACOBSON: Barry Jacobson, 

anvironment information network. 

My comment is very brief. I don't 

think that we as a nati.Dn, th6.t we need any more 

farm land. We have farms going broke in various 

parts of the country. And I don't think we need 

any more grazing land either, especially in very 

dry areas. I think there isn't that much of the 

natural desert land in Washington left. Most of 

it's all in agriculture now. Thanks. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Jacobson. 

Next we have Scott Woodward. 
. .  

R 7 R 0 0 4  MR. WOODWARD: Once again, thank 

you for allowing .us an opportunity for public 

input. It's always encouraging when we get to have 

a voice. 

I would like to exemplify what my 

colleagues have already said about our group, the 

Reach, and how we feel about agricultural 

developing of the surrounding area. 

My comment is also very short. I am a 
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Lifetime resident, and I have watched a prime 

zxample go down the tubes. 

is a prime example of the influence, uncontrolled 

2nd unmonitored, of over-grazing and agricultural 

runoff. We've watched this river change. We're 

trying to make it come back. What we have here is 

3 prime opportunity to prevent that. 

The Yakima River itself 

And I would just like to remind 

everybody of your own back yard and what has 

happened in the Yakima. And if we allow this 

development, an agricultural development up here on 

the slopes progress, and agricultural development 

on the Reservation itself to progress, we're going 

to have Phase 11, and we're going to watch another 

resource go down the tubes. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Next we 

have Nat Ballou. 

(&-f@@ MR. BALLOU: Thank you. We 

appreciate this opportunity to provide our own 

input to this important question. I have some 

comments to make, and my wife and I will elaborate 

on these in a written letter recommending our own 

recommendations. 

I would like to point out that the 

natural and sensitive public lands in the Hanford 
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Nuclear Reservation are precious resources that 

must be preserved for all persons in this region 

and in the rest of the country. 

We now have the opportunity of doing 

that, and must not let the opportunity escape us. 

We therefore strongly support the Department of 

Energy's Preferred Alternative in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and land use plan 

for the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

In addition, we urge that all public 

lands on the Wahluke Slope, the islands in the 

Hanford Reach, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands 

Ecology Reserve be included in the national 

wildlife refuge. We a l s o  believe that there should 

be no grazing or mining operations except those 

essential to cleanup and remediation activities 

permitted on the Hanford Reservation. 

Protection of the Columbia River and 

all of its resources are essential for the economic 

and recreational well-being of the region. Such 

protection requires establishment of the above 

described national wildlife refuge. 

The Department of Energy should 

immediately issue a separate Record of Decision in 

order to establish the national wildlife refuge. 
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rhis will permit timely protection of prime fish 

2nd wildlife habitat uncontaminated by Hanford 

3perations without having to wait until complex 

fiecisions on cleanup in the central Hanford Area 

sre made. 

We look forward with appreciation to 

strong and meaningful protection of the unique and 

valuable natural and sensitive lands in the Hanford 

Reservation. 

Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Next is 

Bob Wilson. 

@-qO@ MR. WILSON: You are doing a great 

job here tonight, Dale. 

My name is Bob Wilson. I'm with the 

Columbia River Conservation League. 

I want to thank t.he Department of 

Energy for providing these opportunities for public 

input on their Comprehensive Land Use Plan and 

Remedial Action EIS. I have oral comments tonight, 

and will be followed by written comments before the 

comment period closes. 

And in general, the Columbia River 

Conservation League is pleased with the Preferred 

Alternative as far as the desire to protect the 
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Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach. The Hanford 

Reach is a wild and scenic river and the Wahluke 

Slope is a natural wildlife area. We concur with 

that. 

However, there's more to be done. We 

support the Preferred Alternative, with the 

following amendments to it. We see that all the 

lands within Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 

Wahluke Slope, Riverlands area, McGee Ranch, what 

we call the big C, should be designated wildlife 

refuge, and that designation should occur a s  soon 

as possible. 

The Record of Decision will be issued 

separately from dealing with central Hanford. 

The Hanford Reach again should be 

designated as a recreational wild and scenic river 

within the wild and scenic river system. 

We suggest that the industrial use 

areas be reconfigured to represent those in 

Alternative One and Alternative Two, rather than 

that in the Preferred Alternative, and the 

exclusive industrial use area, the 200 Areas, 

represent the areas represented in Alternative One 

and Alternative Two also. That being the small 

western extension of the 200 Areas brought back 
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Recreational use. We recommend one 

iigh intensity recreation area be the B-Reactor as 

I museum. But we don't see the need for that 

recreation - - -  that high intensity recreation area 

:o extend to the river area, to the river line 

2rea. The intact riparian area is invaluable. 

We also, as far as recreation goes, we 

see only the need for one low intensity recreation 

srea, that being an improved boat ramp in 

conjunction with the existing Vernita rest stop 

facilities on that south side of the river. 

Again, we minimize damage to valuable 

riparian areas and archeological sites, while at 

the same time providing upgraded facilities for 

boaters and recreational use. 

Other areas we see as conservation and 

mining areas,. but with no grazing. *Grazing serves 

to expand the spread of noxious weeds, 

place, things like cheatgrass which actually 

increases wild fire danger, not reduce it. 

and in their 

And mining we say should be restricted 

to just those materials that are needed for Hanford 

cleanup operations. That is all. 

Oh. One last thing I would like to 
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say, about the Wahluke Slope. Apparently a l o t  of 

pecple don't know this. But back in 1953 and 1958, 

and John Stank could probably help you out with 

this, because it was reported in your predecessor, 

The Villager, 192,000 acres that were restricted 

from use by the establishment of the Hanford Site 

were released in 1953 and '58. Those are in 

agricultural production. What's left is 90,000 

acres. 

We think that the last third of all 

that land should be preserved. 

Thanks a lot. Appreciate the time. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Bob. You 

actually finished a little earlier. After that 

gracious comment, I was going to give you 15 

minutes. 

Next up here is Jim Timmons. 

fiRoo7 MR. TIMMONS: Thanks for the 

opportunity. I don't have a lot of comments to 

make, other than that I support the Audubon Save 

the Reach alternative. That is actually a modified 

version of the Preferred Alternative that you have 

come up with. 

I know that a lot of work's gone into 

this. The one thing that I think's difficult to 
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swallow on it is the amount of grazing that might 

possibly be allowed in the future. 

I farmed near here, just off the 

Hanford Area, past N Reactor for a few miles. And 

used to see this all the time. 

Grazing would typically result in 

several years o €  wild fires after that. Grazing is 

a very difficult thing. It is something that's 

been done for very many years. I know there are 

ways of doing it and ways of not doing it. But 

historically it has not been done very well and it 

has caused a lot of problems. And it is truly at 

odds with any sort of preservation things that we 

want to do. 

So., good work, but let's keep grazing 

down. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Timmons. 

Next commenter, Victor Moore. @rR 008 MR. MOORE: I 'm Victor Moore, 

speaking for myself and my wife Roberta. Deer Mr. 

Ferns. Can you all hear me? 

Dear Mr. Ferns. We feel very strongly 

about the importance of protecting the Hanford 

Reach. Energy Secretary Richardson's recent 

19 

721' 



7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

.2 0 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

proposal to protect the entire Wahluke Slope as a 

national wildlife refuge under the management of 

the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service is a welcomed 

plan. 

We come here tonight to give our 

approval of DOE'S Preferred Alternative, which 

designates the vast majority of the Wahluke Slope 

for preservation. 

We would like to see amendments to the 

revised draft of the Hanford Remedial Action 

Environmental Impact Statement as follows. 

One. Designate all public lands on the 

Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 

McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a 

national refuse, 176,000 acres, total acres. 

Two. Oppose grazing on the Hanford 

Nuclear Reservation. 

Three. , Support restricting all mining 

operations to those essential to completing cleanup 

and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 

F o u r .  Issue a separate Record of 

Decision, ROD, for all areas mentioned above. 

These are prime fish and wildlife habitat. 

Uncontaminated by Hanford Operations and should not 

have to wait for protection until the complex 
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decisions involving cleanup in the central Hanford 

Area are made. 

Thank you for having this hearing 

tonight. Respectfully, Victor and Roberta Moore. 

I will give a copy to you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Moore. 

Next commenter is Bill Kuhn. 

( ? ~ ~ o o ~  MR. KUHN: I'm Bill Kuhn. I have 

Lived in Richland for about 25 years. I anticipate 

that as you take testimony across the state, you 

2re going to have a lot of people talking to you 

nbout local control as a matter of principle. And 

so I wanted to speak briefly about local control. 

In our nation local control over our 

affairs is a cherished concept, especially in 

largely rural areas such as Eastern Washington. 

Proposing local control will win at least some 

support to almost any political cause. That 

clearly is not always for the best. 

For example, if we had never invoked 

zoning laws in our communities, arguing instead 

that the decision should be left to property owners 

so we could exercise local control, then no parks 

and not any geography making the community a 
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desirable place to live, would have swung magically 

from the ensuing free for all. 

But at the national level, the same 

philosophy would have resulted in no national 

parks, wilderness areas, forests, seashores, 

prairies, monuments or wildlife refuges. 

They can only result fr0m.a decision by 

the society as a whole that some self-control is 

needed for the good of us all. But society is not 

a thing. It's a myriad of individuals. With 

self-control at that level inevitably means some 

individuals do not get what they want. Such denial 

is not an act of malice or insensitivity. It's 

doing what's best for all of us based, in this 

case, on where undeveloped land remains. 

A space shuttle's view of Eastern 

Washington is instructive. The Hanford Site stands 

out as almost the nonnountainous, non-scabland 

terrain not already transformed by agriculture. 

You can see part of that in the poster 

over there. If you saw all of that for all of 

Eastern Washington, it would be quite striking. So 

we need to preserve what little remains. 

If the current wildlife refuge is 

released effectively to control at the county 
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level, it would be like holding a fragile antique 

in front of us and releasing it to the local 

control of gravity. The outcome is inevitable. So 

it is the release itself that destroys this 

antique . 
If our wildlife refuge is released to 

local control, we may not know the exact course o f  

events, but we do know the ultimate result, it will 

be farmed. 

I would like to thank, publicly thank 

our farmers for feeding me. I don't get a chance 

-: I don't know if we have farmers here tonight or 

not, but I know where my food comes from, and I 

thank the farmers. 

But as has been pointed out already 

tonight, we already have farmland.' So please do 

not release this refuse for our native plants and 

animals. Thank' you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you very much. 

Jerry Turnbaugh. 

RrKolo MR. TURNBAUGH: I am Jerry 

Turnbaugh. I live in Pasco. And I support the 

Save the Reach efforts and the Department of Energy 

Preferred Alternative on their land use plan. And 

I thank Tom Ferns and others who have worked very 
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hard on this. We have watched it develop over a 

long period of time. 

There are a couple of flaws with it and 

I will speak to those. But first I would like to 

put a bit of a human face on the Hanford Area out 

there. There are probably some of you who have not 

had the oppprtunity to get out on the Area and 

spend any time out there. 

Fortunately or not, I work out there, 

so I have plenty of opportunity to be on the Area. 

I work at the far end of the Hanford Area in the 

100 K Area, if you know where that is, up on the 

north part of the river there, and since I live in 

Pasco, I have to get myself from Pasco up there. 

That involves a long drive. I'm part of the mega 

van, and so I get to sit in the seat and look out 

the window. And every morning as the sun comes up, 

I can study the Hanford Reservation. And every 

evening as the sun goes down, I can study the 

Hanford Reservation. 

There are a couple things about that 

Reservation that are truly awesome. The first 

thing is its size and its emptiness. That is an 

unusual situation in today's world, to find size 

and emptiness, except in the oceans. 
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And I’m also a sailboater, and the 

ocean is probably the last place, wild place left 

on earth. 

The Hanford Reach and the Hanford 

Reservation come close to that for our local area, 

and that’s ,what makes the thing unique. You can 

see the scars of our activity out there, starting 

from’the 300 Area, you see the results of that 

disastrous burn, you see the massive amount of 

cheatgrass infestation, and then as you go farther 

north, the countryside changes. You begin to see 

the big sagebrush and you begin to see the wild 

flowers and you see the ground with a natural 

protective covering that is undisturbed, and it 

takes a long time to develop this natural 

covering. It keeps out weeds and it also promotes 

soil moisture, that sort of thing. Also you see 

the native bunch grass out there. 

Those things, and grazing do not go 

together. Turning livestock loose into those areas 

that are free from~ cheatgrass and still have their 

protective covering and the big sagebrush I think 

would be a travesty. And the value is nothing. 

The value of a few cows and the poor grazing out 

there, frankly, is not worth it. 
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And so when I look at the Preferred 

,lternative, I see that cloud hanging over the 

iiddle of, the green patch. I like the green 

)atch. I don't like that cloud. And I cannot see 

iny reason, any scientific reason why there should 

)e grazing of all things allowed out there in this 

)reservation area. 

The other thing that bothers me is that 

vhite patch in the middle. We have industrial 

?arks here that aren't full. They're having 

;rouble. They need to be given preference. We 

3on't need an industrial park sitting in the middle 

3f this large open space, which is one of its 

values. And I just don't see - -  

The principle of growth management is 

to fill in high density, high usage areas, in high 

density, high usage appropriate areas. It is not 

appropriate to fragment and put a barrier out there 

in the middle of this large area in the name of 

industrial development. 

Otherwise, I support the Preferred 

Alternative. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

The next commenter, Ray Rose. 

@-E()// MR. ROSE: I am Ray Rose. Have 
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Ieen a resident of this community for about 5 0  e - -  

ibout 45 years now. And I have a pretty good 

lackground on it. 

I would like to thank the Department of 

3nergy for listening to us. I think that's 

refreshing. 

I very much feel like Jerry Turnbaugh. 

3e'hit it right on the head about grazing, the 

Dpenness and all of that. But I also feel that 

that Preferred Alternative, it looks good, but with 

the reservations that Jerry brought up. I think we 

do need to consolidate our industrial areas, and I 

think they don't need to be out in the middle of 

nowhere. 

But one point I do want to make, I 

don't think it's been emphasized too much so far, 

and that's the Conservation Reserve Program that we 

have in this country, where the farmers are paid 

money to hold back and put their land back into a 

natural state. 

Well, here we have a conservation, a 
I 

CRP, that wouldn't cost anything. It's already 

there. And we don't have to pay anybody for not 

growing any crops. 

does need to be emphasized, because this is for 

I think that's one thing that 

2 7  
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iothing. We don't pay a nickel. 

And one other thing I think was brought 

ip, it was about the local control. I think I have 

ny doubts. The idea of local control sounds great 

10 me: But I think we have a classic example of 

Local control right up in the Yakima River, and we 

m o w  what the Ya'sima River is like on the lower 

third: It's a mess. And we've had local control 

up and down that Yakima River. 

So there you are. So that's about all 

I have to say. I think everything else has been 

said. But thank you very much for listening. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Mike 

Lilga. - 

@rRo/2 MR. LILGA: Thanks. Hi. I am Mike 

Lilga. I just wanted to start off by thanking DOE 

and all the people that helped prepare this E I S .  

It was a tremendous amount of work. It took years 

to accomplish, I know. But I think you've done a 

great job in terms of putting together lots of 

things for us to talk about tonight, some good 

alternatives. 

I'm speaking for myself tonight. And 

when I look at the alternatives, I guess my 

Preferred Alternative is somewhere between 

2 8  
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Alternative One and Alternative Two. 

My values say that we should be 

preserving as much of the Hanford Site as possible 

for the reasons that have been very eloquently 

stated by other speakers. But this is the last of 

the big areas of shrub-steppe habitat left in 

Washington State. We need to do what we can to 

preserve what we have by not developing it, but 

also by maintaining the attacked nature. Let's not 

fragment it further, again, which has been spoken 

about early, by developments such as the May 

junction, which is a big block right in the middle 

of beautiful, expanse of shrub-steppe habitat. 

In terms of some of the other 

industrial areas, again, I tend to favor a 

combination of Alternative One and Alternative Two, 

which takes into account the needs stated by the 

city of Richland in their urban growth areas that 

they have put forward. There's plenty of land 

there for economic development. 

I tend to think that'300 Area should be 

used for research and development rather than the 

Preferred Alternative, which sets aside a humongous 

area for undesignated future speculative use. 

I think this land use plan needs to be 

29 
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a little more definitive in terms of designating 

expected land use rather than just saying, hey, we 

need a third, you know, or a quarter of the Hanford 

Site for some possible unforeseen future use. 

I do support the preferred alternative 

in that the Wahluke Slope, the entire Wahluke Slope 

should be a national wildlife .refuge. I do agree 

with some of the previous speakers that would also 

include in that designation Arid Lands Ecology 

Reserve, the Columbia River islands, the Riverlands 

area, the McGee Ranch. 

And I also agree that the Record of 

Decision should be - -  a separate Record of Decision 
should be written for those areas so we can get on 

with protection without getting caught up in issues 

associated with land use on the rest of the site. 

Definitely we need to take grazing out 

of the picture on the Hanford Site. 

.If you go with the Preferred 

Alternative, the conservation mining and grazing 

areas should be converted to conservation, mining 

only. But in terms of mining, my Preferred 

Alternative would limit mining only to those areas 

that are actually necessary.to provide the minerals 

that are needed to support Hanford cleanup. 

3 0  
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I'm not an expert on those needs, but 

my Preferred Alternative would not include mining 

on ALE as shown in the Preferred Alternative, if 

possible. For one thing, that area's right along 

the highway. 

drive up highway 240, you look off towards ALE, 

there is this incredible, beautiful expanse of open 

space. 

One of the beauties of ALE is as you 

The Preferred Alternative proposes to 

put in a mine right in the middle of that beautiful 

scenic vista. I would encourage you not to do 

that. Look for alternate spots. 

I know that's a sticky point. But I 

think we need to look at other locations. 

I think we need to eliminate any 

possibility of agriculture at all ahywhere on 

Hanford. And my reason doesn't have anything to do 

with how much agricultural la'nd is available, it's 

the impact, the negative publicity I think of doing 

any kind of agriculture on Hanford. I really think 

that would be extremely detrimental to agriculture 

in Washington State to do that. 

In any case, you will have more 

comments from me in writing. I've got lots more 

detailed comments, and I appreciate the effort 

3 1  

733 



1 

2 

3 

a 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

:hat's been put into this and the opportunity to 

speak. Thanks. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Dave Terentieff. 

iolding this hearing tonight. I appreciate the 

IOE's effort in this regard. 

I want to comment that I was just 

thrilled with the proposal by Secretary Richardson 

here a couple months ago to preserve the Wahluke 

Slope, and where I'm coming from, I'm just speaking 

as  an individual, I came to the Tri-Cities in 1955 

with my family, like many people did, came to work 

on the Hanford Projec't, and when I was growing up 

and going to school here, well, our pastimes were 

hunting and fishing around the project out in the 

Area. 

And as years went by, I-discovered more 

and more that the lands that were so nice to walk 

across up here across the river were slowly being 

posted. Frequently some of the most favorable - -  

you know, farmers, they are a pretty smart bunch of 

people, and when they see a gold mine, they know 

how to exploit that. 

And farmers that have thousands of 

3 2  
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ducks and geese landing on their land every year, 

they went and found organizations to lease the 

land, and you could hunt there if you joined an 

organization and paid to hunt on the leased land., 

and for the average soul who would just like to get 

in the car and drive out and l o o k  for a place to 

hunt and fish, well, those places were starting to 

disappear. I 

My bottom line, I would like to see the 

Wahluke Slope and the Columbia Reach remain in the 

public domain. 

And as many of you know, the Columbia 

River in this area has always been wildlife refuge, 

or waterfowl refuse, and with the exception of a 

few public hunting areas, the ducks and geese are 

not molested out on the Columbia here. And I would 

like to see that continue. 

It's wonderful that they have the 

sanctuary that they have, and I would like to see 

it continue in perpetuity. And if by coming here 

tonight and participating in this hearing, that can 

be made possible, well, I will be most happy. 

Thank you for the forum. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Madeleine 

Brown. 
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RT@ O/L!/- MS. BROWN: My husband says to give 

them hell, but I really want to give the Department 

of Energy congratulations. 

I'm going to start with Tom Ferns. You 

have been with us for seven years, or is it eight 

now, and I wonder if this feels like you're 

presenting your baby or if you are still in 

birthing pains. Because it's been a long road. 

I want to say, it's good to take 

remedial action out of this and call it a land use 

plan. 

I'm wearing my support for the Hanford 

Reach, more or less over my heart. I can support 

the Department of Energy's Preferred Alternative, 

and I think you did a good job. I do support the 

Audubon Society's amendments. You've got to keep 

grazing off the Reservation altogether. 

Let's make that Wahluke Slope a 

national wildlife refuge. I want to applaud the 

Department of Energy and the leadership of 

Secretary Richardson in making this a Preferred 

Alternative. A few years ago you didn't even have 

a Preferred Alternative. Well, you've got a good 

one now because you're preserving the Reach and 

you're preserving the Wahluke Slope, which in fact 
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loes preserve the Reach, and this is very good. 

The alternatives I can support are the 

’referred Alternative and Alternatives One and Two, 

ind what’s good about them is their emphasis on 

)reservation and that magic orange dot for the 

3-Reactor. That is important. 

I’m going to take a historical 

Iigression. 

:he Department of Energy for having this hearing. 

It’s a legal requirement of the National 

Environmental Policy Act. And that’s because of 

Kanford, the legend, is that the great Scoop 

Jackson, the Senator from Boeing, he put that law 

in place because of the N-Reactor. 

aware of the impact of a l l  those single pass 

reactors putting radiation into the river. 

the temperatures, 

on the Oregon coast. And what would be the 

environmental impact of putting one more reactor on 

line? And saying, wait, federal government, you 

must consider the environmental impacts of your 

actions. 

I have heard a number of people thank 

Because he was 

Raising 

zinc showing up in the shell fish 
,. 

And now we have had N-Reactor not be a 

single pass reactor. And in fact, permit the 

generation of electricity that lighted a number of 

3 5  
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homes and warmed a lot of babies' bedrooms, and we 

have public hearings like this. 

Well, that's a piece of Hanford's 

history that we are on the verge of losing. We 

must not lose Hanford's history. 

Thanks, Gene Weiskoph, for expressing 

it so eloqiiently, that we must remember the good, 

the incredibly significant world changing role 

Hanford had in making the planet what it is today. 

And as we clean it'up and as we turn 

these areas green, well, actually they'll be brown 

because it is a desert, but as we preserve it and 

preserve these huge hunks of habitat, which you are 

trying to do, we need to remember Hanford's 

history, and that it all began, the nuclear age 

began right here. 

I want to state quite unequivocally, I 

find the local alternative unacceptable. The 

locals do not represent me, and I live in Richland, 

Washington. They represent agriculture, and I do 

not want to see Hanford farmed. I do not want to 

see the salmon spawning lands covered up by silt 

from the continuing sliding and sloughing of those 

white bluffs. .And nor do our neighbors to the 

north. 
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We do have treaty obligations to 

restore our salmon runs, and protecting that 

Qahluke Slope is an important part of that. 

1 know you're going to go up to Mattawa 

2nd you're going to hear totally different things. 

Znd 1.would like the Department of Energy to 

remember the simple analogy of the goose that laid 

the golden egg. The environment is the goose. The 

locals want to kill it and get all the eggs out at 

3nce. That's enough. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Lyle 

Wilhelm. 

QrQo/5 MR. WILHELM: I came to Richland in 
\ -  

1974, expecting to find statutes of Enrico Freamine 

and Albert Einstein in the park. Instead of that, 

I saw people who were kind of proud of what they - -  
the contribution they had made individually to the 

war effort, and the development of nuclear energy. 

But as a group, they would just rather not talk 

about it. I think that's a mistake. 

I'm President of B-Reactor Museum- 

Association. For several years we have been trying 

to convince the Department of Energy that we ought 

to have some monument of some kind that would 

preserve the historic - -  the history of the area. 
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If you've not been to B-Reactor, I hope 

you will be able to visit there some day. It's a 

step back to 1 9 4 3 .  It's the only place I know of 

that you can go back and wham, youlre back there. 

Other than maybe visiting a tomb in Egypt. It's a 

rare, rare place. 

Weli, welze happy to see all the 

alternatives that include B-Reactor as a museum, 

and we support those. 

Of the alternatives that look good to 

us, the Department of Energy Alternative One seems 

to be the most satisfactory. 

Weld like to see some changes in it. 

It's kind of like the man said about his wife. I 

love her dearly and I wouldn't part with her for 

anything in the world, but I wish there were some 

things she'd change. 

And that's the way the Alternative One 

is. 

We'd like to see a dedicated corridor 

from the rest stop at Vernita bridge into B-Reactor 

so we can get people in there, and therels already 

a road in there. We'd like to see that improved. 

And I'd also love to see B-Reactor 

become a museum in my lifetime. Just setting it 
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2side and saying, hey, this is it. We'll keep it 

Erom deteriorating isn't enough. for me. 

I have canoed down the Reach several 

times, and'there's something almost eerie about a 

canoe trip down the Reach. You can play Lewis & 

Clark, play Indian, anything you want, because 

there are very few structures :ou can see on that 

upper end of the Reach, other than kind of the 

ghost like remnants of the reactors. 

And there's something pretty precious 

about that. And I'd like to see it preserved for 

the future, for my children and their children and 

future generations, because in my lifetime the 

population of the United States has doubled, more 

than doubled. What's it going to be like when it 

doubles again? There are not going to be very many 

places set aside where you can stand in the middle 

of it and not hear the rumble of cars. 

You know, when the population doubles 

again, it's going to be Southern California 

everywhere. 

So I think something like this is very 

precious to set it aside as a block for ecological 

reasons and for just plain old recreational 

reasons. 
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MR. JACKSON: Thank you. I 

?articularly like that part about the man talking 

3bout his wife, it struck home, because my wife 

said the same thing to me the other day, but there 

are some things I had better change. 

Jack Young. 

Qrg0 /4  MR. YOUNG: My name is ;ack Young. 

I am'the statewide member at large of the 

Washington Environmental Council. I testify 

tonight on behalf of Washington Environmental 

Council which is the state's largest single 

environmental organization. It represents more 

than nearly 2 0 0  environmental organizations 

separately. 

The Council wishes to commend Secretary 

Richardson, the Department of Energy and the 

Clinton Administration for the plan to protect the 

Wahluke Slope and as part of the national wildlife 

refuge. That single step would preserve much, if 

not all, of the shrub-steppe ecosystem through 

which the Hanford Reach flows to provide a unique 

spawning and rearing habitat for wild Chinook, 

summer steelhead, and critical migratory and 

resting habitat for other salmonids. 

The Council thus supports the Preferred 
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Alternative of the Hanford Remedial Action 

Envikonmental Impact Statement, but with some 

modifications and additions. 

We urge that all of the following 

Department of Energy lands be included as part of 

the national wildlife refuge, the Wahluke Slope of 

course, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the MzGee 

Ranch, the Riverlands area, and the Columbia River 

islands. We ask also for a ban on the entire 

Hanford Site of all agricultural uses, of 

commercial mining, of cattle and other grazing, 

because each of these activities for private gain 

will destroy native plants, animals, and disrupt 

the general natural e'cosystem, to the detriment of 

the American public as a whole. 

And because the Hanford Reach will 

become part of the U.S. wild and scenic river 

system, 

all commercial developments in the lands now under 

the Department of Energy control within a half mile 

of the river's edge, within the proposed wild and 

scenic Hanford Reach corridor. Thank you. 

I .trust in my lifetime, we ask for a ban on 

MR. JACKSON: Rick Leaumont. Rick 

Leaumont . 
We will move on to the next speaker and 
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Ierhaps come back. There were several people that 

lave indicated that they might like to speak but 

seren't sure. And I have held those to last. 

Is Mildred Walton present? 

MS. WALTON: I am here but I 

iidn't indicate that I wanted to speak. Oh. I 

night, yeah. But I won't. 

MR. JACKSON: Would you like to say 

mything tonight? 

Q r R O / y  MS. WALTON: I think in the 

interest of posterity, we owe it to ourselves and 

the future to save what we can. 

I will go back to my childhood and my 

early memories were of camping in California state 

parks, and I have found out since then that there 

were visionary people who went to bat to save 

places like Big Basin and some of the wonderful 

places that are protected. 

They could have all been logged off and 

we would have forgotten all about them by now. 

But we have to do the same thing .for 

our future right. Right now we have that 

opportunity. 

And so that's what I think. I don't 

have specific ideas. But just for our soul's sake. 
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MR. JACKSON: Well,. with perhaps 

the exception of one which I had individual hope 

which what lot will arrive a little later, those 

are the names of the folks that expressed an 

interest in speaking beforehand. 

We've heard I think some very 

interesting and somewhat differing viewpoints. 

' . After having a chance to listen to the 

other folks making presentations, I'd like to open 

it up now, if you haven't previously expressed an 

interest to speak, we certainly still would like to 

hear from any other members of the audience who 

would like to step up to the microphone and give us 

their ideas. 

There is a small penalty to pay, 

because you didn't register, you have to spell your 

name for me if you do that, so the court reporter 

can get it down. . 

Is there anyone else? Certainly, sir. 

I I Come on up. 
I R ~ R  015 MR. HAGEMAN: Yes. My name is A1 ' 

Hageman. And I have been in Pasco since 1960. I 
MR. JACKSON: Could you spell your I 

name for us. 
I 

MR. HAGEMAN: H-a-g-e-m-a-n. I 
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came up here from the Willamette Valley in Oregon, 

and I like the drier climate, and seeing this area 

change dramatically in the 40 years I have been 

here. 

I would like to echo Dr. Rose's 

comments, and also Mr. Turnbaugh from Pasco. I 

thiEk they said everything that I would like to 

say. 

However, I might expound a little bit 

on what Dr. Rose said in regards to the CRP, which 

is the Conservation Reserve Program. And that's 

the fact that I think the state of Washington has 

about 750,000 acres where people have signed up for 

that program. That is to set'it aside from 

production and make it more enhanced for wildlife, 

upland game and so forth. 

Well, I think that's a program that's 

being paid for, and as Dr. Rose says; we have one 

out here that's working just fine, let's continue 

on with it. 

The salmon spawning naturally is . 

something that I don't think man can recreate 

nearly as successful as Mother Nature has done up 

there. So let's leave that alone. 

' I  
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Uternative Number One, and I think that it is 

?urely selfish reasoning on my part, but let's 

leave it like it was when it was under the control 

D f  the gov'ernment for so many years. 

That's what I feel like I would like to 

see kept as status quo. 

The man mentioned B-Reactor corridor, 

nuseum corridor from Vernita. 

I feel like when you open up more area 

for the public to travel on, henceforth you're 

going to have the'garbage, 

true on many an area, and the Niobrara River in 

Nebraska, for example. It was clean and peaceful. 

and that's been proven 

You let too many people in, make it too 

accessible, and then you are going to suffer the 

consequences with trash and litter and so forth. 

But anyway, I would like to close by 

saying that I echo Mr. Turnbaugh and Mr. Rose's 

comments, if you recall those. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Sir, come on up. 

@--- 014 MR. LANDEEN: My name is Dan 

Landeen. I work for t.he Nez Perce Tribe. 

L-a-n-d-e-e-n. I'm here speaking for myself this 

evening, even though I do represent the tribe. 

It's interesting, a lot of you don't 
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realize, a lot of people have been saying they like 

the Preferred Alternative Number One, with a few 

iinor modifications. If you do those minor 

nodifications, you have Alternative Number Two, 

lrhich is ours. So we're glad to see' that. 

I'm one of the few people that have 

?robably had the.oppf>rtunity to either walk or 

hive most'of Hanford. I worked at Hanford in my 

?revious life for 16 years as a biologist out 

there, know the area quite well. I would echo a 

lot of the same comments that were made here this 

evening. 

It is a spectacular area, especially 

this time of year. 

I used to do ecological surveys for the 

Site when there was going to be reconstruction 

activities, and I always got a kick out of the 

engineers that would call up. and say, you're not 

going to have to worry about this site because itls 

only sagebrush. 

And I would start to laugh and say, 

little do you know. 

But it's an area that should be 

preserved. 

just might mention that the tribe has 
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the policy that they  support the wild and scenic 

designation. under federal control. The tribe also 

supports the proposal by Secretary Richardson to 

have the Wahlnhe Slope and the surrounding areas, 

McGee Ranch, Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as under 

federal control also as a natural wildlife refuge. 

But it's an area that needs to '3e saved. 

T h s e  of you that have had the 

opportunity t o  f l y  over Eastern Washington, 

have commented, i t ' s  really interesting to see all 

the agricultural land, and a l l  of a sudden, boom, 

you have this undisturbed area. 

as some 

Even though we always say it's 

undisturbed, Ehere's still a lot of things that are 

happening at-ford, like fire, and the invasion 

of noxious we& that  still threaten that site. So 

there are stiB some big battles that a-re fought 

there. We lo= a lot of acres due to that. 

Andsame of these other alternatives 

that would o p t h a t  up to more high recreational 

use and graz- and mining, me personally, I could 

never support,ana I guess I could speak f o r  the 

Tribe, they uonldn't support that either. 

f a n  glad for the opportunity to be 

here tonight. T h i s  was a long, arduous process, to 
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get these various alternatives out there, and I 

appreciate the opportunity to be here. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: D o  we have anyone 

else that would like to speak this evening? Come 

on up, sir. ~~~~z~ MR. LINK: Steven Link, L-i-n-k. 

I’m the head of the native plants sc.c.iety here 

locally, and also head of the Noxious Weed Control 

Board in Benton County. 

I am representing myself here. And I 

am in favor of saving the Reach, as has been 

discussed. 

I would also like to make a statement 

about how it might be possible to help agriculture 

feel good about this, whether agriculture is here 

to listen about it or not I’m not sure. But I 

would like to say that there is value in the 

resource which is going to be saved in this plan, 

and this value can be recognized, and it can be 

imparted to agriculture. 

The primary value is in the natur-a1 

resources of the site, particularly the native 

plants. It is possible to collect seed and 

reproduce our local vegetation, our native local 

vegetation, for its value in restoring areas which 
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are disturbed currently in the surrounding areas. 

There's value in attempting to grow these plants 

for restoration purposes. There is a very strong 

market for this right now in the state of 

Wash.ington. One example is the CRP program. 

Well, the primary statement I want to 

make is that we should recognize that there is . 

economic value in our natural resources, and how 

they are managed is an open question, but there are 

plenty of people that are doing this kind of stuff 

now, and it is something for agriculture to 

consider. There is lots of money in it. Thank 

you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else who would like to speak 

tonight? We have plenty of time. Anyone else? 

Ma'am, come on up. Again, would you 

state your name and spell it. 

Winters, W-i-n-t-e-r-s, and I live in Kennewick. I 

am shaking. That's why I'm last,'I guess. 

I thought maybe you needed a farmer to 

speak. I'm a farmer who supports the Department of 

Energy's proposal. 

I spent all my life on dairy farms, 
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except for the past few years, and I'm still 

involved in owning and managing a couple of pieces 

of farm land in the state, some in the Yakima 

Valley. No, our farm didn't contribute to any of 

the problems in the Yakima. Dairy farms of course 

are notorious for being major polluters, and we're 

working on that. 

I'm also a member of the Benton 

Conservation District Board. And we have a lot of 

programs trying to help farmers convert their 

irrigation systems in the Prosser area, Whitstran, 

to more efficient systems that use less water and 

keep soil sediments and pollutants on the farms so 

they don't get into the river. 

I grew up in Vancouver on a good sized 

dairy farm where we used to graze our cattle in a 

wetland pond. We stopped doing that years ago. My 

farther is now gone. 

My mother is 88, and she's turned into 

a birder. She always loved the birds and nature 

and wild flowers. But she didn't really prob-ably 

appreciate the birds until the huge migrations of 

geese that used to eat up all my father's winter 

green plantings headed north, and now that we don't 

have cattle in those wetland ponds anymore, and by 
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the way she's 88 and still lives on that farm, she 

has been enjoying a Herron rookery that has sprung 

up on the old dairy there surrounding the wetland, 

and we all have become major birders in the lower 

River Road just west of Vancouver where my mom's 

place is. 

Currently I'm a city girl. But I 

: 
really do enjoy the wide open desert expanse, as 

some of the speakers said tonight, floating the 

Reach in canoes and kayaks. I've enjoyed that 

privilege. Being able to walk across the ALE 

lands, I've really enjoyed that. 

I'm not a scientist, and I'm not, I 

don't consider myself a major birder, but I do 

enjoy being an amateur at it. And I would hate to 

see all of the beautiful land in the ALE area 

farmed. 

I don't agree with the comment that was 

made that we have enough farms, we have enough land 

that is used in agriculture. With the exponential 

growth in population, we are going to always need 

more farm land. But we have to be very careful 

about where we put it and how we open up new land 

and how we irrigate. 

The science is out there. The science 
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is known. There is money available to encourage 

opening land and matching funds for farms to 

convert to more efficient and conservation minded 

systems, 

Benton County, even though a lot of people don't 

and that is what is happening here in 

know that. 

There are groups of people that are 

work'ing very hard to conserve and to do a better 

job than we have done in the past. I thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else that would like to speak 

1 this evening? Come on up. 

6;1-IR 922 MR. FALETTI : My name is Duane 

Faletti. My mother never did get it right. It's 

F-a-1-e-t-t-i. 

I basically favor the position that's 

been given before. here, which is to preserve as 

It much of the area as possible. There's no - -  

makes no sense to have any mining beyond that 

needed for Hanford cleanup. Certainly no grazing. 

I've seen the area go from having quite a bit of 

sagebrush to basically none. 

I left Illinois because it was 95 

percent plowed to come to a countryside that is, 

except for the Hanford area, is pretty well that 
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way, it is either plowed or burnt over. And 

Hanford is about all that is left. 

So I go for as much preservation as is 

practical. 

I don't have much more to say, except 

that the Columbia River is the only part thatls 

free-flowing, the part on the Reach, and to sit in 

the boat and have that boat coming downstream 

faster than a man can walk or even run, when you're 

in 2 0  feet of water, is something that an Illinois 

boy has a hard time grasping. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Come up, sir. 

@r&)o23 MR. DILLMAN: My name is Jim 

Dillman, D-i-1-1-m-a-n. I didn't come here 

intending to speak this evening. But my heart is 

throbbing, and I have to say something, and I don't 

know how to say it. I don't know how to tell you. 

Maybe I should take of-f-my human form 

and put on my butterfly form, and become a paries 

backari, the sagebrush white, and tell you that 

Mr. Dillman is a surveyor that worked with the 

nature conservancy on the Hanford Reservation, 

worked on the Yakima firing center, and now is 

working on Beasley Hills north of Quincy, surveying 

the insects, in particular the butterflies. 

53 



1 

2 

3 

a 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 3  

14 

15 

16 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

.2 1 

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

And one of the surveys I did last year 

was in property we call MEEC, Mid-Columbia 

Ecological Education Center, which is in the 

Burbank slough area south of Pasco. 

And what Mr. Dillman found was that 

when he was on the Hanford Reservation, there are 

lots of paries backari, lots of desert butterflies, 

and other desert butterflies, because it's big, 

because you say it's big, but we say it's tiny, 

it's the last little bit we have left, because when 

Mr. Dillman went down to the Burbank slough, which 

is maybe half a mile wide, maybe a quarter of a 

mile wide, and maybe three or four, five miles 

long, he found very few desert white butterflies, 

very few. .It's just not big enough. 

The Hanford Reservation is a place we 

can be. The Yakima firing center is a place we can 

be. And if you take away those habitats that are 

large enough for us, we're gone, along with a 

couple other butterflies that are white also. I 

can't think of their names right now. 

But what I am trying to tell you, we 

need that big place. You people have the power to 

save that big place for us. The little people out 

here that are talking to you individually, they're 
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trying to save us. They're trying to save the 

Mormon cricket that everybody wants to tromp every 

year. They're trying to save them in a place in 

this desert land that has been theirs, because God 

gave it to them. 

You have an obligation to the insects 

and to the little voles and to the little mice and 

all of the'creatures, that when the ground is 

plowed, they are suffocated to death. When the 

plants are taken out, they starve to death. When 

the plants are taken away, they have no food, they 

have no wives or children. 

They need this space, and you have got 

to save it for them. 

Humans, you don't have to develop 

everything in the world in your life span. Leave 

some of it for future generations. Leave some of 

it for us. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else that would like to speak 

tonight? By chance, is Rick Leaumont present yet? 

Rick 'Leaumont ? 

Once again, anyone else that would like 

to come? Come up, sir. 

g r - o z 4 M R .  KREID: Maybe I can hold the 
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stage until Rick gets here. I'm Dennis Kreid from 

Richland, K-r-e-i-d. 

I want to say a couple things. First I 

would like to support the alternative that the 

Department of Energy has put forward, modified in 

the ways that we have been hearing tonight, to 

prcvide additional protections. Elitrinate 

agriculture, essentially. 

I would also like to.comment on local 

control. That's something we have heard a lot from 

our local politicians and from a lot of the local 

people that would like to develop the river. 

Because that's what local control is all about. 

If you want local control, look at the 

Yakima, look at the Umatilla, John Day, the 

Palouse, and you look at the sediment load, they go 

dry in the summertime, they are full of sewage and 
agricultural waste. , .  

So, if you want local control, then 

vote for the local alternative. If you want a 

river, let's go for the one that DOE and the Tribes 

have been promoting. That's all. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Anyone 

else that would like to speak? 

KrKo25 MS. CLARK: I am Paula Clark. 
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C-1-a-r-k. No IIeI'. 

And itfs awfully hard to stand up here 

and follow Mr. Dillman, I believe is his name, and 

some of the other speakers. 

And I don't have what I would like to 

have with me right now, which is a poem that 

resides on the wall in my office. I .work out in 

the middle of the Hanford Site. I travel there day 

by.day, just as Mr. Turnbaugh said, watching things 

change daily. Just discovered some hot sage the 

other day when I didn't know where any was. I 

could see it from the car. 

And I had the privilege of working on 

the Hanford Site, and in particular with the Arid 

Lands Ecology'Reserve at the beginning of my career 

here. And in conjunction with that, Dr. Bill 

Ricard came into my office one day and brought me a 

poem from a summer's intent - -  summer student 
rather, here on the Hanford Site. And that is the 

piece that I wish that I had. And so I may include 

it in my written comments, because it was very 

instructive to me. 

The girl's name was Sandra Shaad. She 

came from Bellevue. From all that greenery over 

there. And the poem that she wrote is a result of 
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her summer study here, was really quite 

remarkable. 

And brings to mind that when we think 

about MEEC and with the size of it, it's wonderful, 

but we have a resource here that's much bigger that 

we also need to preserve, and to be able to open on 

occasion for children to come and see. 

If we aren't able to show them what 

this is, they will not have the love for the 

country that people have now. There won't be 

people left to work for nature. And so I would 

urge you to preserve it. 

I haven't studied all the alternatives 

in detail yet, but I will be providing written 

comments. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Sir? 

Qrg026 MR. WATTS: My name is Dick Watts, 

W-a-t-t-s. 

I would just like to speak as an 

individual and say that I also support DOE'S 

Preferred Alternative, with the amendments that 

have been brought forward for additional 

preservation of the Hanford Site. 

I did have the opportunity to work with 

the Park Service, representing the federation of 
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fly fishers, and participated in the survey of the 

resources for the Reach. And having lived here for 

quite a while and having had the opportunity to 

spend a fair amount of time on the Reach itself, I 

have a bad habit of fly fishing, and also spending 

a fair amount of time flying over the reach, I've 

had the opportunity to over a period of time really 

appreciate the values that are there. 

And I had a friend recently who retired 

from Hanford and he was discussing the future of 

the Reach, and the comment that he made to me is 

that he said, you know, while the people here are 

really fairly focused on the preservation of the 

Reach, and that's very good, but there is also a 

strong constituency that focuses on local control. 

And the question that he brought to me 

was that if you are able to say, what would you 

like the Reach to look like in 75 years, when 

you're not here, the question that you ask yourself 

is, would you like local control and the quality 

that we're experiencing in the Yakima River system 

right now, lower Yakima River system, or would you 

like to see the Reach at least in the state that it 

2 4  

2 5  

is in today. 

And for me that kind of focused the 
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issue kind of clearly, and not only selfishly am I 

interested in preserving the Reach right now for 

what I do, I think we all have a tremendous 

obligation to those that will come after us to be 

able to appreciate the things we have now. Thank 

you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. I also 

will put a reply on that, unfortunately I think 

that is not what I think my wife said, perchance. 

Rick Leaumont? 

Rrg 027 MR. LEAUMONT : Thank you very 

much. It's a pleasure to be here. I had a couple 

of planes canceled on me and just barely got in the 

door. 

B u t  I would like to say first of all 

that I want to thank Secretary Richardson for 

coming out here and touring the river and giving 

his. support to protecting the Wahluke Slope and 

Hanford Reach and the ALE for wildlife habitat and 

preservation- 

The Lower Columbia Basin Audubon. 

Society supports the Preferred Alternative. Again, 

we congratulate DOE for designating in the 

Preferred Alternative as preservation the Wahluke 

Slope, the McGee Ranch, the ALE, Gable Mountain and 

60 

762 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

, 9  

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  

23 

2 4  

25 

che sand dunes. 

We feel this area should be expanded to 

include the Riverlands, the islands, and the level 

2 and 4 habitat that are designated on page 4-80 in 

the'EIS, and the Washington Department of Fish and 

Vildlife priority habitat which is designated on 

page 4-53, and when we submit our written comment.s, 

we will have a map showing that. 

We would like the Final Report to 

eliminate all grazing on conservation areas within 

Hanf ord . 
In the report it was said that grazing 

is to be used to control noxious weeds. We don't 

feel like grazing controls noxious weeds. We feel 

like it destroys habitat and spreads these weeds. 

We also - -  
It was also stated in the report that 

grazing would control fire hazards. And we think 

that the Department of Energy should reintroduce 

fire, controlled fire, managed fire, as a way of 

protecting the habitat against disruptive wild 

fires. 

Also we think it is very poor for 

agriculture to- introduce'grazing on the Hanford 

Reservation. We think there could be a consumer. 
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rejection of Washington beef and lamb products if 

the public realizes that these products are being 

grown on a SuperFund site. 

We think mining and conservation mining 

areas should be narrowly restricted to only that 

which is essential to complete cleanup and 

remediation. And the -research and development 

areas should be confined to the Ligo V area on the 

map and the FFTF. 

We would also like to see the 

industrial areas in the Preferred Alternative to be 

reduced to those that were in Alternative One and 

Two. 

We would like to see recreational 

facilities kept at low intensity, except at the 

B-Reactor, which would be the museum. The way high 

intensity recreation is defined in the EIS would 

include destination resorts - -  could include 

destination resorts, golf courses, and these kind 

of developments that are not really appropriate f o r  

the Hanford Reach. 

The issues that are dealt with in the 

Environmental Impact Statement, particularly in the 

central part of the Hanford Reservation, are 

extremely complex, and it could take many months 

6 2  
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and perhaps years to complete that. 

On the other hand, the issues on the 

Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, on the islands in 

the Columbia River, the McGee Ranch, the 

Riverlands, and ALE, are very simple and very 

basic. These areas are not contaminated. And a 

decision should be rendered on tl-ose very 'quickly. 

So we are asking that the Secretary of 

Energy issue a separate Record of Decision for the 

Wahluke Slope, Hanford Reach and islands, McGee 

Ranch, Riverlands and ALE. 

In Chapter 6 the EIS talks about the 

Site Planning Board. We would like to see this 

expanded to include the Washington Department of 

Ecology, the Washington-Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service. Adams County is listed on this board, and 

we think they should be eliminated, because Adams 

County, only about 600 acres of t h e  Hanford 

Reservation are in Adams County. We would not have 

any objections to Adams County participating when 

decisions were made on those 600 acres. 

In paragraph 6.3.1 it talks about 

overall policies of the land use planning. We 

would like to see inserted as one of those policy 
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statements protection, preservation and enhancement 

of the fish, wildlife and native plant resources 

and their habitat. 

The EIS also talks about a trail system 

being constructed along the river. We are in favor 

of a trail system, but we believe that it should be 

very carefully sited so it avoids sensitive 

wildlife habitat and native plants. 

And, finally, in the Preferred 

Alternative, there's an area set aside along the 

highway on the ALE for mining. And we understand 

that the type of gravel at that spot are very 

necessary for constructing caps in cleanup. We 

also understand there's another location near Horn 

Rapids. 

And we would ask that the ALE location 

be used as a last resort, that if the materials in 

Horn'Rapids is suitable, they of course be used 

first, and in all mining operations essential for 

cleanup and remediation, that as these mining 

operations are completed, that the land be 

restored. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. JACKSON: Thanks. Anyone else 

that would like to speak tonight? Anyone else? 
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Well, thank you all. I've got to say 

that I have found the comments tonight from the 

audience informative in all cases. I thought 

moving in other cases. It's been a real 

interesting process to listen to what you have to 

offer. 

It strikes me, I just want to share one 

thing with you that my daughter occasionally asks 

me, why do I do something, and I think if she would 

have been here tonight and hear the kind of input 

that you folks made, it would have been a real easy 

answer. 

. We sincerely appreciate what you have 

to tell us. Thank you very much. 

We will remain here for a short period 

of time. You should be aware that we can take 

written comments. Once again I will remind you 

that there are forms at the back table. So if you 

found it just a little too uncomfortable but you 

did want to say something tonight, give us your 

comments in writing. Also contact Mr. Ferns. His 

address, do you want the Post Office Box or - -  
MR. FERNS: Something. 

MR. JACKSON: His office is Post 

Office Box 5 5 0 ,  mail stop HO-12, Richland, 
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Q a s h i n g t o n ,  9 9 3 5 2 ,  and t h a t ' s  Tom F e r n s .  Thank you 

3ga in .  W e  a p p r e c i a t e  i t .  

( 8 : 3 0  p.rn.1 

* * * 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 1 

Zounty of Benton 1 
) s s .  

I, William J. Bridges, do hereby 

zertify that at the time and place heretofore 

nentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter, I 

uas a Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary 

Public for Washington; that at said time and place 

I reported in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter; that 

thereafter my notes were reduced to typewriting and 

that the foregoing transcript consisting of 64 

typewritten pages is a true and correct transcript 

of all such testimony adduced and proceedings had 

and of the whole thereof. 

s my hand at Kennewick, Washington, 
on this __ of June, 1999. 

Notary Public for Washington 
‘ My commission expires: 11-1-99 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

REVISED DRAFT HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN 

PUBLIC HEARING 

June 2, 1999 

7: O O  p.m. 

Wahluke High School 

Mattawa, Washington 

BRIDGES & ASSOCIATES 
Certified Shorthand Reporters 

P. 0. Box 5999 
Kennewick, Washington 99336 

(509) 735-2400 - (800) 358-2345 
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MR. FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns 

and I am with the Department of Energy. I'm the 

National Environmental Policy Act Manager for the 

Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 

Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan that you 

see before you. 

We were invited here by Grant County 

early on in the process, and we committed to do 

that. And as such I would like to introduce our 

host and your host, Matt Morton from Grant County 

Planning. 

MR. MORTON: Thank you, Tom. Thank 

you for coming this evening. 

On behalf of Grant County I would like 

to welcome you to this evening's public testimony 

hearing. 

This evening we do have Lloyd Piper 

from the Department of Energy. He is the Deputy 

Manager. And Barbara Williams over here to the 

left will be the moderator for this public 

hearing. At this point Lloyd has a couple wo.rds. 

MR. PIPER: Thank you. Thanks, 

Matt. As Matt said, I'm the Deputy Manager for 

DOE, Richland. So I've had the opportunity to be 

involved with this process as it's gone forward 

2 
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over the last several years, it seems like. I 

guess it is years, as we have gone forward. 

I appreciate everybody coming out 

tonight to give us the benefit of your thoughts and 

input' on the Draft EIS and some of the Preferred 

Alternatives and the other alternatives we are 

going to be evaluating. 

I do want to say I appreciate that we 

had all three of the local counties involved as 

cooperating agencies in the EIS, including Grant 

County, as well as the City of Richland and other 

people. So we've had a very cooperative process as 

we've developed these alternatives and developed 

the basic data and information for the material you 

see before you in the Revised EIS. 

Without further ado, I would like to 

call on Tom Ferns again, the document manager, to 

come up.and make a few comments about where we are 

and what we are doing. 

MR. FERNS: What we have done, we 

originally had a Draft EIS, we came to you about 

two years ago. And one of the biggest complaints 

that we left with was it was just DOE staffers like 

mys.elf and there was no one from DOE management 

like Lloyd for you to talk to. 
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So this time we brought back somebody 

who is important. This is Lloyd, and he will be 

here to listen to everything you say. He does 

actually talk to the Secretary, instead of me. 

We developed the Draft E I S  and we sent 

it out and we got a lot of public comment on it. 

And at the time we were essentially told, it's a . 

good idea to go back and do it again, bring in all 

the cooperating agencies, and come up with some 

land use alternatives. We don't really care so 

much about your environmental restoration materials 

that were in there, because that will be taken care 

of by CERCLA or the comprehensive environmental 

spots, liability act, which is the CERCLA process, 

which is what we are doing for t h e  cleanup on the 

site. 

They wanted that out of the EIS. They 

really wanted to just talk about land use 

planning. 

So Lloyd agreed to do that. With the 

courtesy of Lloyd, we are coming back here with the 

cooperating agencies. 

And the maps you see behind you are a 

result of that process. The first one is No 

Action. That's essentially how we are managing 
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things today and how we will manage it in the 

future if we don't have this EIS in the Record of 

Decision process. 

The next one is the Preferred 

Alternative, and that is how DOE prefers to manage 

it in the future. We thought we would let you know 

what our alternative is. 

The next one over is a natural trustee, 

Alternative One, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, they have' 

seemed to have taken ownership of the wil'dlife 

refuge, which includes Big Crescent, which is all 

of the Wahluke Slope, McGee Ranch, the Riverlands 

area and the ALE Reserve. 

Alternative Two was put together by the 

Nez Perce Indian Nation. 

And Alternative Three was the local 

governments, which Grant County was a part of 

developing Alternative Three, as was Franklin and 

Benton and City of Richland. 

And Alternative Four was given to us by 

the Confederated Tri.bes of the Umatilla Indian 

Nation. That's another alternative presented by 

them. 

What we have done is we have brought 

these out, revised draft out, and you have until 
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June 7, which is next Monday, to give us your 

comments officially. We are accepting comments 

after that, but we don't have to accept them after 

June 7. But we will try to accept as much as we 

can, as we write this. 

We are on a very tight schedule to try 

to get this decision done by the early part of 

November of this year. So we would like to get the 

comments in as soon as possible so we can get them 

to a l l  the decision makers. That's why we're 

here. 

You know what our Preferred Alternative 

was. Secretary Richardson announced it when he was 

here a couple months ago, especially for the 

Wahluke Slope portion. 

If you will l o o k  at the Grant County 

portion, that's really modeled after the Wahluke 

2 0 0 0  Plan that we were given to put in as input. 

There's also a portion of Adams County, 

and that's included in that. 

We're here to listen to what you -have 

to say tonight. We'll take these back to the 

decision makers, compile all of the comments that 

we get. 

We have another hearing tomorrow in 
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Spokane. 

Right now I can tell you what I've . 

heard, is I have about 150 letters supporting the 

Alternative One, the wildlife refuge, from all over 

the state of Washington, from Oregon, too, and I 

have one letter supporting Alternative Number 

Three. So we hope to get some different opinions 

here tonight. 

Thank you all for coming. The first 

speaker will be as they have written down on the 

sign-up sheet. So Matt will start off. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Let me give the 

guidelines. 

MR. FERNS: Okay. 

MS. WILLIAMS: We are going to try 

to keep things moving here, give everybody an 

opportunity to speak who wants to speak. So we 

figured about ten minutes a person.. -If there's 

time left over and you have more to say and haven't 

been able to say it, we'll try to get you up so you 

can. 

If you're sitting in the audience and 

somebody hasn't said something that you think is 

very important, at the end if you don't want to 

register right now, at the end of the meeting we'll 
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try to get you in. 

I will hold up a little sign if folks 

look like they're going longer than that, just as a 

courtesy, to make sure everybody gets on. 

I've got a list here that's three pages 

long right now. We're hoping to hear some varying 

opir-ions. 

Matt Morton is our first speaker, and 

he will be telling us what he thinks. 

&Tfdlool MR. MORTON: Again, on behalf of 

Grant County I would like to welcome everybody to 

the meefing. My name is Grant Morton. I am with 

the Grant County Planning Department. 

I am here in support for the county 

constituents of Preferred Alternative Three which 

is the plan that was developed through the 

cooperation with the three counties and the City of 

Richland, and I believe envisions what at least 

from the information we received, the citizens of 

Grant County would like to see for the future 

management of the Reach. 

I guess I would like to open up my 

statement tonight with a quote. "We want to come 

to terms with our past. We created a mess there. 

We're cleaning it up. We want to pay back 
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dashington State and the local communities." 

That was said by Bill Richardson, U.S. 

3nergy Secretary, just back in April. 

I think the mission originally of this 

Land use plan, CLUP, was to present each plan with 

2 little bit of equal merit, take public testimony 

It this point, and at the end base their decision 

Dn the future management in somewhat part on these 

3ifferent alternatives developed. 

Unfortunately I think it was a little 

sgregious for Bill Richardson to come out shortly 

2fter this was released and give such public 

support to this plan, pretty much discounting all 

the other plans right off the bat. I don't think 

that showed great intention of the federal 

leadership through the DOE that Congress charged 

them with leading. 

Part of the reason we are going through 

this is under the DOE Order 430.1 the DOE is 

required to dispose of excess lands. 

A lot of these buffer lands that. 

surround the Hanford Site are going to be declared 

excess; and, again, fall under one of these seven 

management plans. 

I do believe that the Grant County land 
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use plan is very practical, makes a lot of sense. 

There has been a study done by Washington State 

University on the amount of agriculture production 

that would be generated if the Wahluke Slope is 

returned to agriculture. And at 1993 prices we are 

looking at $93 per annum for generation from 

agriculture from jobs from industry created. 

I don't think that the Department of 

Energy's alternative of putting up a fence, 

allowing limited or no access and calling it a 

management, wildlife management or wildlife 

preserve really fits the mission of land use. I 

don't think it is a management plan in that 

respect. 

While I do respect the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, they are an underfunded agency in 

my opinion and in charge of too many lands as it 

is. I don't feel returning it to the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service again could be a feasible 

management plan by simply fencing those lands off. 

Grant County, the county's plan d-oes 

address environmental concerns, and I feel it does 

have environmental stewardship, particularly for 

the Reach and the areas on the Wahluke Slope which 

I guess is a big concern at this point. 
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Again, the DOE has been charged with 

returning these excess lands, making the best use 

out of them. 

At this point, from Grant County's 

standpoint, that would be returning it to some of 

the original, I guess you wouldn't return it to the 

original owners, but returning it to 'the original 

ownership, the constituents of Grant County. These 

lands were taken from the people for the Manhattan 

Pro j ect . 
I 

In short, we've seen what the 

Department of Energy leadership role has been out 

there for the past several years. We have a site 

that at one point in time produced 25 percent of 

the worldls weapons grade plutonium. We have a 

site by Bill Richardson's explanati-on, of his 

words, one of the worst cleanup areas in the United 

States, probably the worst in the nation for 

environmental mismanagement, as far as reactors 

go 
Again, if you have any other questions 

on Grant County's position, feel free to contact me 

at the Grant County Planning Department. And I 

would encourage you, if you are in support of that 

Preferred Alternative, if you would like to see the 
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nanagement of these next 50 years of these lands 

returned to you and more importantly to your 

:hil&ren down the road, this is our chance to have 

some local input on how these lands are going to be 

nanaged for future use. 

Thank you. 

M S .  WILLIAMS: Thank you, Matt. 

Deborah Moore. 

R ~ ~ \ \ o ~ ~  MS. MOORE: Hi. My name is Deborah 

Moore, and I am a Grant County Commissioner. And 

this is my district that I represent here in this 

Wahluke Slope area. 

I'm here to support Alternative Number 

Three, and there are a number of reasons that I 

would like to share with you tonight. 

I think any time you're looking at 

land, land use issues, it's always good to have a 

history of where you've been to help you make the 

decision about where you want to go in the future. 

When I think about the history of this 

area, I think before the Department of Energy.took 

over this land, a lot of this land was in 

agricultural production. There were families 

living here, families making a living on the land. 

When the Department of Energy came in, 

' 1 2  
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you can describe it-using a lot of flowery language 

m d  a lot of words, but basically the land was 

Zonf iscated. 

Now, a lot of property owners were paid 

P portion for their land. But they had to go to 

Zourt to get money for that land. 

I think it's important that this land 

be returned back to agriculture, to its original 

use. This area is rural, it's economically 

depressed. 

In fact our Governor was here yesterday 

to help dedicate a low income housing project, 

because he realizes that we don't have a lot of 

money here. And we don't have a lot of educational 

opportunities for our kids because we don't have 

the funds to do things that other school districts 

can do because we don't have that land back in the 

private sector generating revenues. 

I support Alternative Number Three 

because it provides money not only for the county, 

which I think is important, but especially for the 

school districts.' 

When I .hear that the Department of 

Energy basically wants to take the land and tie it 

up and put it into wildlife habitat and basically 

13 
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:reate a habitat for the fish and the little 

:reatures out here, to me that's very sad. Because 

:o me that says that wildlife and habitat are more 

Lmportant than our children. And to me that's a 

rery sad commentary on our society, when we feel 

:hat habitat and wildlife and little creatures are 

nore important than our children and educational 

2pportunities for our children. 

I would urge you to support Alternative 

gumber Three, and that is to return the land back 

to private landowners, allow it to be put into 

production, 

support the county, to help support our schools, to 

help support the education of our children, to me, 

which is a greater priority than wildlife or 

wildlife habitat. 

and allow tax to be generated to help 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you. 

Tim Snead. 

RrMoo3 MR. SNEAD: Well, I had one speech 

made out and I've changed it now, so I am going to 

ad lib. 

It was brought up that you've got 150 

letters in favor of the Preferred Alternative and 

one letter favoring Alternative Three. 
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As a Commissioner, I'm elected by the 

Zrant County citizens. I represent 70,000 people 

in this county. And we have debated this issue, 

both politically from the Democrats and the 

Republicans in Grant County. Being a Democrat, at 

our convention, everybody was in favor of local 

control at that convention, and it was voted on thc. 

Democrat and the Republican side. 

So I feel that one letter, but from me, 

and representing Grant County, we have far more a 

majority in favor of local control rather than 

federal control and a wildlife refuge. 

Also I wanted to mention that we've 

debated this also in our Comprehensive Plan, we've 

held public hearings on the Wahluke 2000 Plan. It 

is by far totally accepted and supported by the 

constituents in Grant County. And we prefer the 

Alternative Three. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Richard Leitz. 

Rffl@#MR. LEITZ: I'm also an elected 

official of the local people. I'm a Port 

Commissioner, Port of Mattawa. We represent all of 

the area north of the river essentially that you 

people have got marked out there, plus the tribal 
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grounds currently in production at this point in 

time . 
I guess I can state that I've a l s o  been 

elected, based on my views, and we're not for 

federal control. In the past our history has been 

you are poor neighbors. Welve got the Army on one 

side, we have of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service on the other side, and we have DOE south of 

the river. We get no benefits out of any of that. 

I am in favor of Alternative Number 

Three for the simple reason it puts part of our tax 

base back into our hands, it takes it out of DOE. 

It is no tax base as far as they are concerned. 

70 percent of the area of my taxing 

district is owned by state and federal ground. It 

generates nothing. Up until the past few years 

we've got small PILT monies, but we don't like to 

rely on those monies. That is just a form of 

Welfare. 

Give us the ground back, we will put it 

into production and we will take care of it . 

ourselves. We really don't need federal help if 

you will just leave us alone. 

Grant County and the Wahluke Slope have 

not benefited economically from the Hanford 
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'roject. However, this same area has been unduly 

)urdened, related to loss of income and tax base 

)ecause of federal ownership. 

If this area has been used and managed 

for the benefit of the nation as a whole, the 

>urden should also be assumed by the nation as a 

vhole. 

And we talk about PILT monies. We 

vould just as soon, 

?riceless, 

it as if it was in production for what we have got 

zurrently now, 

if you people view that land as 

we can put a value on it. You pay for 

and it's called lost opportunity. 

It's an opportunity that was there in 

1940 and it has been taken away from us. 

to give it back. The alternative of putting U. S. 

It's time 

Fish and Wildlife Service as the managing entity 

that have property is just totally unacceptable to 

the local people. 

Last year we tried to get some fourth 

grade classes in there for Memorial Day Weekend. 

We got ahold of Mr. 

trying to go through the proper channels. 

Goeke and asked permission, 

Denied. 

It literally took an act of Congress. 

We had to get ahold Senator Murray's office, 

Senator Gordon's office and Congressman Hastings' 

17 
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office to get an act of Congress to force Mr. Goeke 

to give us the key to the gate to get in. 

Basically I think one of his comments 

was, what do you think, you own that ground? 

That kind of attitude shouldn't be 

tolerated in the U . S .  

They sent us a key to get in the gate.. 

It was the wrong key. Guess what? We had to cut 

the gate with a torch to get through. But we can 

go on and on. 

Basically as far as a local elected 

official, once again, federal control, we're not 

for it. If you're going to excess the ground, give 

it back to the Bureau of Reclamation, let us 

develop it, let us pay our own way. We are not 

here for a handout. 

I know there are a lot of people that 

believe in that, but we don't. If you give us the 

oppcrtunity, we'll take care of it ourselves. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Richard. 

Mike Conley. 

&Moo5 MR. CONLEY: It is kind of unique, 

I get to follow Richard. My name is Mike Conley. 

I work for the Grant County Port District Number 3 ,  

18 
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Wahluke Slope is all in the boundaries of Port 

District Number 3. 

Department of Energy and its 

predecessors have controlled that area, over 66,000 

acres, since the early  OS, and we really haven't 

received any economic benefit from the Manhattan 

Project or the Hanford Reservation. Tri-Cities 

have received it all. 

And it looks to me that with Secretary 

Richardsonls announcement, that it's going to be 

more of the same, that we're going to get nothing, 

and this is going to be a playground for the 

Tri-Cities. 

We disagreed fully that U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife should manage this. We don't think they 

listen to local input at all. And based on what 

Richard said, they have been very uncooperative 

with our needs. . .  * 

The Governor of the state of Washington 

is concerned about economic development in the 

rural part of the state. 

For us, farming a portion of the 

Wahluke Slope is our future. And if you look at 

this area, youlll see what kind of agricultural 

economy we have. It is beautiful. We have lots of 
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orchards, lots of vineyards, lots of high intensity 

crops. This ground is not any different than 

what's out there. 

We fully support the Wahluke 2000 Plan, 

which is essentially Alternative Three. And it 

calls for highest and best use for the slope. 

Some of it should be wildlife habitat. 

We don't argue that one bit. But to lock it all up 

into a refuse is non-acceptable. We support Doc 

Hastings' Bill Number 1031. It calls for the 

National Academy of Science to study the area, an 

impartial body that will be able to determine what 

is this land best suited for. 

We understand that PILT payments are 

discretionary, and we do appreciate that we finally 

did get some in 1996 after 50 years. 

But we still really believe that the 

development of the farmable land is the best 

alternative on this slope. We want this property 

to come back on the tax rolls to assist our local 

economy. 

But if things are cast in stone, and we 

move forward on Secretary Richardson's 

announcement, we need to readdress what the PILT 

payments are based on. It's not near adequately 
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enough. 

Currently the county has that property 

assessed at about 50 million, but the developed 

land in this area is currently assessed at a little 

over 3,000 an acre, and if we only took half of 

that 66,000 acres and assessed it at that $3,000, 

it comes to double the 50 million tliat it's 

currently, the PILT payment being based on. We 

need to address that if that's going to stay in 

place. 

Grant County citizens have been on the 

short end of the Hanford economic benefits for a 

long time, and it's got to change. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mike. 

William Miller. 

RTfloo6 MR. MILLER: Hi. I am Bill 

Miller. I'm the Superintendent of the Wahluke 

School District. I represent 1300 children, their 

parents and the taxpayers of this region. 

In 1943 the children, the parents and 

teachers of our district were given 30 to 90 days 

to leave their homes and their property. They left 

their friends, families, school and livelihoods 

behind. The 66,650 odd acres of land remained. 

21 

790 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

11 

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

- 
The school was reorganized in 1 9 5 2 .  In 

the western most part of Wahluke School District. 

The reestablishment of the school district has cost 

the taxpayers a tremendous amount, a huge tax 

burden to restart a school system. 

We support the PILT payments. We think 

they are valid and important to the success of 

providing an equal educational opportunity for the 

children of this region. 

I would also like to ask on behalf of 

the district that you guys review the Columbia 

River treaty and what implications it has on this 

land use policy. We have not had a good experience 

with Fish and Wildlife. A general 

disingenuousness. 

By the way, we didn’t cut the lock with 

a torch. We were with a DOE official there, and we 

cut it with a bolt cutter, with his’permission. 

And we just completed another extremely 

successful reunion to our old school site, where we 

have done a memorial service for all the people in 

the county, all the soldiers who have passed away, 

fighting for their country, and for the local 

people who made the sacrifice for their country and 

left their home land. 

2 2  
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Now I’m going to put on a different 

hat. I served for two years as a member of the 

Tri-County Committke on the Hanford Reach. And so 

I’m speaking from that position, not as the 

Superintendent. 

We worked very hard to put together a 

plan that was just as wild and more s’cenic than th2 

federal government’s proposal. And I believe we 

accomplished it. 

As a member of that committee, I’m not 

speaking as a representative of that group, but we 

think a lot of good common sense goes with local 

involvement, local control. Then my last comments 

are from myself as a citizen of this region. I 

believe quite strongly in a solid buffer zone 

protecting the river corridor. 

I believe also that a fair market price 

should be established on the land and the original 

owners be contacted and be given an opportunity to 

purchase that land if they can be found and if they 

are interested. 

If not, I believe the land should be 

put up for public auction and that private industry 

and whomever else might be interested can bid on 

the land. 
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the Sierra Club or all groups interested to 

purchase the land in a fair way, and then they 

could continue to pay the taxes, because this 

community is burdened by the use of that property. 
. .  

And I thank you very much for listening 

to these remarks. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thanks, Bill. 

Jim Curdy. 

Rf$)007 MR. CURDY: When I first started 

out on this, I understood I was going to have just 

three or four minutes to talk. So I have a 

prepared statement which I am going to go through 

to begin with, and then we will cover some of the 

other items to fill out the time. 

The 66,500 acres in Grant County, and 

15,500 acres in Franklin and approximately 6,600 

acres in Adams County are committed to the Columbia 

Basin Reclamation Project and are currently 

assessed at 138.60 per acre. This might change in 

time. But this is for the 5 0  years to cover . 

construction costs of the Columbia Basin irrigation 

project. 

The operation costs are in addition, 

and this is at $24 per acre per year for the water 

2 4  
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to water the lands with, and it must be paid in 

advance of getting the water. So each farmer has 

to come up with that much money at the beginning of 

the year to buy his water allotment. This isn't a 

freebee . 
And, you know, the County Commissioners 

were elected as the controlling body not only in 

Washington, but County Commissioners in every 

county in the United States. This authority 

extends in our area to the midpoint of the Columbia 

River at low watermark, when the river is narrow, 

that's where that line is at. And Grant County has 

one of the largest shorelines in the whole state. 

And it's the biggest one in this particular area 

that we're talking about. 

And then, you know, our elected County 

Commissioners, through public utility districts, 

through Congressional action, have control of the 

river. They have control of the storage of the 

water in Canada, through contractual agreements, 

treaty rights, that all have been reaffirmed-by the 

Congress of the United States and the government of 

Canada. 

A few years back, 1994, I believe, was 

the last reaffirmation of the treaty. All of the 

2 5  
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igencies have been cooperating together in flood 

:ontrol and the river levels, and each one has been 

rorking for the good of all of us. 

Since the water is going to run down to 

:he ocean regardless of what any one of us wants to 

10 or say or change, it's going to happen and end 

ip in the ocean. A good example of Yhis is at the 

Last high water, with the flooding at Portland, 

zhrough the storage facilities in Canada, two and a 

ialf feet of flood water was held back. It saved 

:he people in Portland, Oregon, millions of 

fiollars, had the water risen that additional two 

nnd a half feet. 

And this treaty that we are talking 

about, it guaranties us all the water that we need 

for the irrigation or mining or anything else. It 

says in the treaty we can have all the water that 

we need in its full drainage area for consumptive 

purposes. And if you look at consumptive purposes, 

I just related a couple of the items to you. 

Municipal water supplies, all of the things t-hat 

you use water for. 

The water when it's used, it runs back 

into the river so it doesn't affect the amount of 

money that Canada receives on this. 
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Now, since the Wildlife Service is 

using this land out on the Wahluke Slope here in 

this Hanford Area that we are talking about, it's 

on a.30 day cancelable project, contract. 

And, you know, they haven't done a 

thing since they've had that contract, which 

started in roughly I think it was ' 5 2  or some such 

date in there. 

They failed to fight the fires. The 

Fire Department has had to go out and put out those 

fires before it destroyed the farms in that area. 

It burned off everything. 

I can show you pictures of it. In fact 

that satellite picture right there shows you one of 

the fires on the south side of the river. 

So you have to remember, when they say 

the special growth out there, ladies and gentlemen, 

it's a pile of weeds. That's all it is, is weeds. 

There is hardly any wildlife out there. You know, 

the plans for this area were a schooled development 

in the area that where they took the land from the 

school district, these maps of the town of Wahluke 

lay out the whole school that was there. 

when they gave 30 days' notice, get out of here, we 

need it for the defense of our country. Which was 

That's 
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2 very legitimate reason. 

And the farmers and the people were 

nore than - -  well, begrudgingly, let it go. But as 

we have sat back and watched it, it was a very 

necessary thing. 

But now these reactors and this project 

is kind of calming down and the reactors are being 

torn down and dismantled, and the Department of 

Energy has said we no longer need it. 

Now, we have a written contract that 

says when they no longer need it, that they will 

return it to us for farms, for farming. 

And in our Wahluke 2000 Plan, we've 

said there's got to be some room there for some of 

the Indian things, there's got to be room there for 

the environmentalists, there's got to be room for 

the kids to come over and twiddle their toes in the 

mud on the riverbanks. All of these things are 

important for us as individuals. 

But you've got to remember, nothing 

comes free. Somebody's got to pay the bill. 

NOW, if we aren't going to let the 

productive areas in this area be put under 

production, who's goir?_g to foot the bill? Do you 

know who it is? You, each one of you will reach in 

2 8  
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your pocket and shell out the money. 

Another question that makes you think, 

what makes the Department of Fisheries, or Wildlife 

or whoever this group is, think that they can 

override the Congress, our county governments, 

plainly, as employees you've got to have 

direction. Somebody's got ':o be directing them, do 

these things, do these things. I don't think that 

they do it on their own. Most of these guys are 

nice people. But as Dr. Miller mentioned, they 

weren't going to even let us go down and take the 

children down to look at the river, look at the old 

school site, just view it, in a bus, a school bus, 

in areas where there were roads. 

This land is part of the paying program 

and the water use. We have this treaty with Canada 

that controls the amount of water that is coming 

down the river. If it wasn't that PUD 

Commissioners could see ahead of time, that there 

wasn't enough water in the river for power 

generation, for fish, for the things that we need, 

and they said, we've got to do something about it, 

so they went up into Canada, they did some surveys 

up'there, an.d they found out that the Columbia ice 

fields are sitting up there and they melt, and this 
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is the source of the Columbia. 

And these Commissioners got together 

and they said, we'll negotiate a contract, a treaty 

with Canada, and so they built three big dams up 

there. They'let out bonds. They raised I believe 

the figure was 314 million dollars worth of money 

to build these three dams. And these dams were . 

built so they can catch that Columbia glacier water 

and hold it until the right moment and then let it 

come down the river. 

If it wasn't f o r  that water, the fish 

population would be zilch. Because the water runs 

off fast in the spring of the year, we're coming 

into that season, and then in the summer the rivers 

are very small, and then in the fall they widen up 

again. 

We need this land under production. 

The population is growing. The need for food is 

see it, they're calling us, 

to do it. We're going to 

the land. 

these people persist in 

the process of taking the land out of the Columbia 

River reclamation project, they'll very badly 

all over the world, you 

asking us for food. 

We're going 

supply it. But we need 

Certainly i 
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damage the financial system. 

I feel that if they do this, that the 

bonding funds will dry up. Every two weeks we get 

these issues of the magazine that shows which 

bonding company is supplying money to ports, school 

districts, counties, hospital districts and 

everything else. And if they can't rely on the 

commitment of our governments and our groups on 

making the repayment. For I example, the Columbia 

River project on the 314 million dollars, 205 

million are due in the year 2000 and at 3.8 percent 

interest. It's an enormous amount of money. And 

if the people who issue those bonds, there were 

about 12 major bonding companies, and there were. 

464 underwriters that each bought a package of 

those bonds. If they can't be assured they're 

going to have a return on their money - -  by the 
way, that money is from the state treasurer, the 

county treasurer, from your bank's savings 

accounts, every one of them have an interest in 

that money and the repayment. 

The conclusions are going to be that 

you are going to have to come up with the money. 

Unless you're willing to help things go, help the 

wheels keep turning in the way they've been. And 
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ladies and gentlemen, it's up to you and me. We're 

the ones that can make the difference. And if you 

aren't willing to go out and make a difference, be 

counted, stand up for the things that are right, 

the things that we know are good. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Carl Van Hoff. 

RJMOOB M R .  VAN HOFF: I am Carl Van Hoff. 

I am representing the Washington'Public Power 

Supply System, which today became known as Energy 

Northwest. And unlike the speakers who have been 

before me, I'm going to shift the emphasis to the 

south side of the Reservation, not this northern 

portion. 

The Supply System leases about 2,000 

acres of land on the Hanford Reservation on a 99 

year lease. I'm going to point that area out on 

the map here. It's this little white parcel on 

this green map. That parcel was to house three 

power reactors. 

I want to describe what we have there 

and our interests and cover our concerns and then 

offer a few general observations. 

In the leasehold we have WNP-2, which 
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is an operating nuclear power plant, commercial 

power plant. It's about 1200 megawatts. It's 

sbout 5 percent of the energy consumed in the 

Northwest, about 10 percent what the Bonneville 

Power Administration sells to Public Utility 

Districts and other concerns in the Northwest. 

This is regulated. It's licensed by 

the state and federal agencies that are chartered 

to look after the health and safety of the public. 

We are regulated with regulators on the premises 

every day. 

Your book talked about, the EIS, talked 

about the environmental impacts of many things that 

went on in the Hanford Reservation. 

I think the record is a little 

inadequate and incomplete. 

I'd like to spend a minute talking 

about some of the environmental benefits of WNP-2. 

The Nuclear Energy Institute a couple weeks ago 

released this document, which I will be including 

with our comment letter. It talks about meeting 

the electrical needs of energy - -  .or of the country 
without producing greenhouse gases. And that's one 

of the things that nuclear power is very good at. 

It goes through and shows state by state the 
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reactors that are there, but more explicitly for 

this effort it details the number of tons of 

greenhouse gases that are not produced while we are 

producing electricity. As a benefit for very much 

the local area but the state as well. It comes 

from this activity continuing there. 

Our concern and our request is that 

when you make land use decisions for the next 5 0  

years, that those decisions continue to allow us to 

enjoy the rights of our lease and to continue to 

use WNP-2 for.power production. 

The other part of that leasehold was 

for two other projects, projects 1 and 4. Those 

projects have each been terminated. And they are 

in various stages of being disassembled. 

What makes those projects valuable is 

the infrastructure that is there. There are office 

buildings, there are high bay buildings with high 

ceilings like warehouses that can be used for 

commercial production. And those buildings tend to 

be in pretty short supply in the Tri-City area. 

And the term that we talk about is economic reuse. 

These jobs - -  or these facilities are important 
because companies want to come into the area, want 

to locate here, and they are jobs which generally 
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. ... 

have nothing to do with the cleanup of the Hanford 

Reservation. These are jobs that are needed to 

take the place of the cleanup jobs that will 

eventually go away, and will help the transition to 

an economy that looks more like the economy in most 

of the rest of the parts of the state. 

Our concern here is that whatever 

option you pick, that it allow for the economic 

reuse of those facilities at WNP-1 and 4, and in 

the area south of there, down towards the 300 

Area. 

Future observations now. I think the 

Preferred Alternative is the one that is presented 

with the most balance, and the fewest extremes. I 

was impressed'with the amount of balance that was 

in it. I think'it can accomplish a number of 

purposes and a number of .competing interests, 

without the exclusion of other critical 

activities. 

We are comfortable with several of the 

other alternatives. I have concerns about a couple 

of them. I think they lack some of the balance 

that the Preferred Alternative has. 

I also want to thank Tom for the 

treatment of the Supply System's facilities and our 
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activities in the EIS. I thought it was pretty 

even handed and pretty accurate, and felt like we 

got a pretty fair shake on that. 

I look forward to working with you as 

you work through the rest of the process. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Carl. 

. Lauri Dayton. 

Krr/looq MR. DAYTON: Thank you. I don't 

really have any pre-prepared notes, but I am the 

vice-chair of the Wahluke School District. And as 

such, we are an affected party by whatever the 

deliberations turn out to be here. 

Our position, of course, is that we 

would like to see the area in question returned per 

Alternative Three, or something close thereby, to 

the tax base. As has been previously noted by 

other speakers here, we have. an adverse economic 

impact because a substantial portion of our school 

district is not presently in the tax base. 

The other comment about the PILT,. is 

that it is discretionary, from what I understand. 

It is renewable. It is not something that we can 

count on program funds for to set up programs. It 

is an iffy thing year by year, if we get it, and we 
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have so far. Then we get it I believe in October, 

or November, and we can't count from year to year 

on setting up programs, which of course continuity 

is .very important to the school district to develop 

its programs. 

The second part of this I want to speak 

as just a local citizen, looking at the maps, and 

having read a summary some time ago of the 

alternatives. 

One of the things that strikes me, 

having dealt with the Army about ten years ago on 

the west side of the river, wanting to come on the 

east side of the river, is there's a lot of 

decisions make from afar. A lot of distant 

interests, who from our perspective feels like 

th.ose decisions are made, if not in a vacuum, then 

a sterile atmosphere, as many of us who do write 

reports. from time to time know how that goes. 

And I want to comment that some of us 

local people are very directly affected, not just 

by the financial implications of what you do,-but 

by the 'lifestyle and environment that we live in. 

For example, since I live here, I can 

point out many eagle nesting areas, I can show you 

12 or 14 different types of birds that exist on my 
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)rchard, and there seems to be an assumption, with 

i l l  these maps here that are mostly green, that 

:here's a disposition towards incompatibility with 

rildlife and environment having to do with the 

.eve1 of development that's contemplated within the 

iext 5 0  years here on the slope. 

And I would like to chall'enge that 

issumption. Because it seems to be a basic operari 

2ondition of five or six of these versions here. 

The last thing I would like to point 

3ut is that if you look at these maps, and, can 

mybody in the back see anything but green of one 

shade or another? 

What I am trying to point out here is 

there's an orangish brown sort of area called 

recreation that shows up in Alternative Three, and 

a little bit I believe in the Preferred 

A1 ternat ive. 

50 years is a long time for 

development. We've seen a lot of recreational 

development from one end of this river to the. 

other, from one end of this state to the other. I 

think we're closing in on that is probably not a 

very good idea. The time frame is too long. We 

have fishermen using that river for recreation. We 
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have people just existing and enjoying it for 

recreation now. In the next 50 years I believe 

that to become a truly public asset, the public has 

to have access to it. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lauri. 

Lois Thiede. grm 010 MS. THIEDE: Good evening. My name 

is Lois Thiede. I'm a local resident. 

It's interesting to be speaking on this 

side because for many years, as some of you knew, I 

helped arrange these kind of meetings. 

Because of that, I'm a very strong 

advocate of public involvement. I think public 

involvement means that you seek to ferret out and 

bring together diverse, and sometimes opposing views 

about a decision, and find a way, find a way to 

make a solution that some way incorporates all of 

those views, all of those interests. 

Especially as a government agency, DOE 

needs to find solutions that really incorporate all 

interests, not just a few. 

So it's distressing for me to see that 

in the Preferred Alternative you have not done 

that. You have not considered the needs of this 
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community. It is the people of Mattawa and the 

surrounding area that is most affected by the north 

section of Hanford, the Wahluke Slope. It's not 

the people in Seattle. It's not the people from 

Portland; Washington, D.C.; the Tri-Cities; or 

anywhere else where those 150 letters come from 

that are most affected by that. 

And I think in public involvement you 

need to speak and you need to incorporate the 

interests of the most affected people. 

We want multiple uses for the Wahluke 

Slope. That's what we've said before. We'll say 

it again. You're hearing it again. 

So, do we like your alternative? Of 

course not. You haven't listened. You haven't 

really incorporated those comments. In my opinion, 

you haven't accomplished true public involvement. 

We don't want all the Wahluke Slope to be a 

wildlife refuge. The area is not a pristine 

habitat. Much of it was formerly used for farming 

and grazing, and we want some of it available-for 

similar purposes. 

Every year the people who are 

descendents of people who were forced out of the 

Hanford White Bluffs area return for a reunion. 
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They have many sympathizers, because they were 

quickly and uncaringly forced off of their farms 

and homes. 

I was amazed to read that Secretary 

Richa'rdson felt that designating the Wahluke Slope 

as a wildlife refuge was some kind of compensation 

for the people who had lost so much in those days. 

It's not compensation at all. It's 

just taking the land away from the local people 

again and giving it again to a government agency. 

DOE has the opportunity to right some 

o'f those wrongs that were done in the '40s. But 

the Preferred Alternative does not do that. 

A just and fair compensation would be 

to restore some opportunity to use the land in a 

practical, productive, beneficial manner. 

As others have said, Mattawa has been 

in the news lately a lot, in the last couple of 

years. It's not because we're a rich, effluent 

community that needs a large playground in our back 

yard. We have been in the news because we ar-e a 

very poor and distressed area. 

of our population is Hispanic, including a large 

influx of seasonal and migrant workers. I don't 

think any of them have shown up tonight. They 

A high proportion 
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simply want to earn a living, have a decent place 

for their families to live, a good education for 

their children, and in some cases, opportunities to 

start and own their own businesses. 

There's a policy of the U.S. Government 

called environmental justice, where decisions 

cannot be made unfairly, dealing with the 

economically depressed. I think our community fits 

that description, where you have to look at 

environmental justice. 

Unfortunately the Preferred Alternative 

does nothing to help this area. Making the Wahluke 

Slope a wildlife refuge totally negates the 

practical and economic opportunities for this 

area. That's sad. Because DOE could really help 

this area by giving it the same opportuni%ies for 

economic development that go to Benton and Franklin 

Counties. 

There's a lot of space in the Wahluke 

Slope. This isn't an all or nothing proposition. 

We are not asking that only our interests be. 

considered and some groups don't. We are not  

asking that the entire Hanford Site be turned over 

for agriculture or economic development. 

But on the other hand, we're never 
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going to be happy, having our interests totally 

ignored. I think that you've made some good first 

steps in acknowledging that we are an affected 

public with a legitimate right to our interests. 

You've also begun to look at our interests with 

Alternative Three. But there's still a long ways 

t.0 go. We still need to make our interests part of 

the Preferred Alternative. Only then can you claim 

a true public involvement success. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lois. 

Mike Thiede. 

RrflolI MR. THIEDE: It is hard to follow 

something my wife put together, which I think was 

real responsible. 

I just wanted to add a few more things 

to one item. There's a dozen items I could talk 

about. One in particular I would lik,e to address. 

I'm not for the Preferred Alternative which leaves 

the Wahluke under federal control. The interests 

of Grant County, and particularly Mattawa, are not 

considered under this alternative. 

And to give a little background. I 

worked at Hanford in the Environmental Science 

Department at Battelle for,some 18 years before 

becoming a full-time orchardist, and my expertise 
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was in risk assessment, and I have a degree in 

wildlife biology and biological sciences. I grew 

up in Richland, and I moved to Mattawa about 20 

years ago. 

Having permanently left Hanford a few 

years ago, I am continuing use of my technical 

expertise to look for potential new economic 

developments for this area which would add to the 

diversity of our orchard operation. 

I know what resources are available to 

new start-up businesses in Benton County, and there 

is also perceived perception by most officials that 

I have spoken to that Hanford benefits to new 

business are only for Benton County and Franklin 

Counties. 

Well, Grant County is mostly ignored. 

The transfer of buildings and property to north 

Richland, to businesses and university personnel is 

evidence of this. The ignorance of the federal 

government in the land use proposals f o r  the 

Wahluke further show no quality of treatment by the 

government of poor and economically distressed 

counties such as Grant County and the residents of 

Mattawa. 

I strongly urge you to change your 
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Preferred Alternative to include economic 

opportunities for Grant County. Number three 

)robably is closest to that, but I don't like any 

I f  them. It needs some revisions. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mike. 

Jack Yorgesen. 

RTr/lo/z MR. YORGESEN: I appreciate the 

I know lepartment of Energy coming to Mattawa. 

;hey wouldn't particularly look forward to it 

Decause they know what's out here, that we are 

zitizens that put in our input, and it's like 

kangaroo court. 

Richardson already came out and said what they want 

and what they're going to get. 

It's already been decided. 

And I feel this isn't a public comment 

for that reason. The alternative has already been 

decided. We are commenting on alternatives which 

it has  already been decided is n0t.a public comment 

type idea. 
... 

The other thing I would like to talk 

about is talk about the land being pristine in the 

area here, this area right there. 

In 1967 I cleared some sagebrush. I 

doubt you'could tell it was cleared today. 

was daylight farming supposed to come into that 

There 
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trea. We cleared the sagebrush in anticipation of 

:hat. The Bureau of Reclamation decided to declare 

.t a red zone and traded us for land out here in 

4attawa. Caused us to move out here. Everybody 

;aid, well, it's been totally disturbed. 

. I doubt if you could find that area I 

:leared in 1967, 30 ytars ago. It wasn't 1940 when 

it was taken away, or '43. 

Approximately three and a half million 

dollars every day is spent on Hanford cleanup. How 

nuch is spent in Grant County? Any? How much - -  

There's an economic letter put out by Department of 

Energy of how the economic development, how they're 

helping the Tri-Cities. How much has been spent 

north of the river, being helped north of the river 

where a quarter of the land is? I asked one person 

on the Hanford Advisory Board. He said none. It's 

a known fact. Not spending any north of the 

river. 

I don't feel it's been done very fairly 

or even looked at. It burns off periodically. We 

go by there and there's fires there and the Federal 

Fire Department don't seem to be able to put them 

out. It's the local Fire Departments that put them 

out. 
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I would speak in preference of 

Alternative Number Three, even though Secretary 

Richardson has already recommended the Preferred 

Alternative. And I think I would support a bill to 

study it, to have an unbiased study to see what it 

really should be used for. 

I do appreciate DOE getting out here to 

listen to Mattawa, where it's closest to the 

people. We live closer than any of you guys. I 

drive to the Tri-Cities most every day, drive 

across the Hanford Reach, but I've been down on the 

river, too, on this side. We have irrigation 

facilities go through there. We seldom talk about 

them. The lake is down there, a manmade lake f o r  

irrigation. Great habitat for fish and wildlife. 

But it's not mentioned too much. 

I appreciate your coming here. Thanks. 

MS.. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jack. 

James Harmon. 

RTflO/3 MR. HARMON: Yeah. I'm a local 

resident here, and every day we lose, I don't- 

remember the exact amount, but it's thousands of 

acres of land that's put into like five acre tracts 

for housing, and the rich people from the cities, 

they move out into the rural areas because the 
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land's cheap and they can build a $250,000 house 

and come, commute for the weekends, and maybe when 

they retire, live there, like around Ellensburg. 

Well, if that land around here, we 

can't count on a bunch of Seattlelites coming over 

and buying five acre pieces and building $250,000 

houses on it. 

Likewise if we had a whole bunch of 

them, we could be yard boys and our wives could get 

jobs as maids and stuff like that for them, and it 

would be helpful to the economy. 

But they have a big decision, our local 

economy. It would be far better to take some of 

that land that's being lost every day and take some 

of the land back that was promised that we would 

get back and put back into production. 

They say we're only a few months away 

from starvation in the world. Wel-re going to have, 

what is it, six billion people here in the world 

before very long. 

It takes years to get farms back into 

good production. So why not start now and get this 

land, you know, working for the people, for the 

world. 

And that's about all I have to say. 
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Production of the land I think is where you've got 

to go. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, James. 

Mark Ulrich. 

@-Mo/+ MR. ULRICH: I'm just one of the 

1ocals.around here that farms. I've lived here for 

18 years. I used to live right next to the ::ed 

zone on a farm. 

As-I look at the six proposals that are 

here, the only one that I see that's in all of the 

interests of all of the groups that I have heard 

speak,. whether it be at this meeting or the 

meetings they had in the intermediate school two 

summers ago, is Alternative Three. It gives 

everybody a chance to be happy. Maybe not 

completely happy. But what agreement is ever going 

to make everybody completely happy?. That's the 

only one that takes into account everybody's 

interest. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thanks, Mark. 

Glenn Leeland. 

K-f f l  0 15 MR. LEELAND: I 'm Glenn Leeland 

with the Port of Mattawa, farmer in the area since 

graduating from college in '74. 
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A neighbor of mine helped draw up the 

dahluke 2 0 0 0  Plan, and it's, you know, a lot that's 

in Number Three. It addresses a number of issues. 

I don't know, I would.have put the river boundary 

back a mile instead of a quarter mile. 

One thing I think that needs to be 

addressed is the White Bluffs, and D o c  Hastings' 

plan addresses that. A study to see what we can 

do. Nobody wants to see White Bluffs end up in the 

middle of the Columbia River. And I think that's 

one thing that wasn't addressed very much, is what, 

you know, the farmers, the Columbia River is their 

lifeblood, and when they take the Governor down the 

river and say, this needs to be a wild and scenic 

river, or whatever title you are going to hang on 

it, but, you know, they don't take people around to 

the area where there might be a mouse for a mile or 

two. That's the only wildlife there is out there, 

except for a few beetles. 

I don't know what kind of wildlife you 

are looking for. If you put it in the preferred 

plan or whatever plan it goes in, it's going to 

lock that up forever, and we need the land for food 

production. I think it's going to be a pretty sad 

state of affairs to try to get it out. 
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I support doing nothing, No Action 
~ 

Plan, if they don't go through with Plan Three, 

because I think that would be a better alternative, 

because no other plan is going to pay the taxes. 

Thos'e taxes our community needs real bad. We have 

80 percent Hispanic children. Nobody's addressed 

that in here. 80 percent of the'kids in the school 

are Hispanic. And the people are paying the taxes 

for those schools, part of it's the PILT, but 

before PILT was here, they were still going to 

school, and they were having a hell of a time. 

They were the lowest of the grade scale on how 

those kids were doing. It's always, you know, - -  
it's a tough road to hoe and they need some help, 

and they need some tax dollars. And if this land 

was back on the tax roll, maybe it isn't all for 

farming, but there is a large chunk of it that 

should be, and what shouldn't be, should be 

studied, not just throwing it, oh, to wildlife 

refuge for mice and beetles. I don't think that's 

right. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Glenn. 

LeRoy Allison. 

25 MR. ALLISON: All right. I will Rl-VI 16 
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give two viewpoints here, one as an elected 

official, I think Commissioner Snead mentioned, 

touched on it really well, and that is when elected 

officials.stand here, they don't just represent one 

voice, they represent a lot of voices. 

And the comparison to 150 letters 

versus 3ne letter doesn't hold water, when you look 

at people that have run for election and got 50 

percent plus one vote, so there's at least in the 

70,000 vote count, that's 3 5 , 0 0 0  votes standing 

before you, at least. 

And as Commissioner Snead mentioned, 

the debates, I think the Republican Party it was 

unanimous, the Democratic Party had one or two 

people that were iffy in terms of local control. 

I'd like to say thank you, Lloyd, first 

of all, for being here. I'm really appreciative 

that you're here. I know you're listening. I hope 

you're hearing. 

One of the other things that I wanted 

to touch on that was mentioned already by Mr.. 

Leitz, and that was the people here don't want 

entitlements. PILT can come or go. In fact we had 

to go back to D.C. this year, there's legislation 

that sets up PILT, but it has to be funded on a 
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biannual basis, and somehow this next biennium, '99 

through 2001, it was left out of the budgeting 

process, the dollars sfor your schools, for your 

fire districts, for your port districts for Grant 

County and Grant County roads was left out of 

the '99 to 2001, and we had to go back and argue 

for that again. We hope it did some good. 

But as Mr. Leitz said, we don't want 

entitlements. We want opportunity. That's what 

the people of the Columbia Basin came here for. 

Many of them, military people that came back, some 

of them military people that had families like Walt 

Grishop that was moved out during the time, 

the '40s, when he came back, he had no farm, no 

family residence to come back to. His family had 

been moved off. 

Ultimately, as a County Commissioner, I 

had better say this up-front, Alternative Three is 

our Preferred Alternative. However, there's one 

thing that I would like to point out from a County 

Commissioner standpoint, and that is the subliminal 

message, and I will walk over to this map, and I 

don't know if I should take this with me or not, 

but I will try, the subliminal message here, if we 

were going to be truthful, in these maps, that 
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Mould be the only real green spot on these maps 

(indicating). 

That brown area. What we would see 

sight to ten months of the year in these areas are 

yellow and burnt brown, with a few black spots 

where those fires occur, like in 1993 when we had, 

what, 13,.000 acres br.rn before we could put it . 

Dut. And then we had to fight for two years to get 

funding to help pay for local people who footed the 

bill to put that out. 

While I'm over here, the local people, 

the people of this state and the people of this 

nation, know and understand diversity. Like 

nowhere else in the world, as far as I'm concerned, 

from my personal viewpoint. If you look at these 

maps, there are six alternatives. Which one says 

diversity? Which one offers the most diversity, 

the most opportunity? It's the one with the most 

colors on it. 

A couple points that I did want to 

point out that are buried in some of the documents, 

and I say buried, because I still haven't found one 

of them. In 1957, Jim Curdy mentioned that there 

was an agreement between the Atomic Energy 

Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation that those 

5 4  
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properties north of the river, especially t3e ones 

that were identified as irrigable lands, part of 

the Columbia Basin Project, would come back. He 

mentioned it before the meeting, Jim Curdy did, as 

a promise from the At'omic Energy Commission. It 

was a promise, that was going to come back. 

Now we've had a difeerence of opinion 

in terms of the administration. In 1994 the River 

Corridor EIS had a Congressional mandate to study 

one-quarter mile on either side of the river, up 

and down that corridor. Lo and behold that year 

and a half, two year process turned into a 

recommendation that not only included that 

corridor, but said, oh, by the way, let's take the 

rest of the 90,000 acres on the north side of the 

river. 

There's a legality question there, 

because the mandate from and direction from 

Congress said a quarter mile was the study area. 

What came back included 90,000 acres on the north 

side of the river, illegally. 

Stepping away from the Commissioner's 

position, to a citizen of this nation position, a 

Hanford downwinder, a kid who was born, a hospital 

wasn't good enough in Moses Lake, I was born in 
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Ritzville, but I have lived since 1952 in Warden, 

east of Moses Lake. In the early to mid '50s I 

remember playing, too young to work, had to be five 

or seven or whatever, my brothers and sisters were 

to do the farm work, so as a kid, we would play. 

Our folks didn't have babysitters. We would play 

in those fields when the rest of the family was 

working. Late  OS, probably about ' 5 7  to '61, 

sometime in there, that time frame. I remember 

helicopters flying over. 

Years later, after going through mid 

school, at that time it was seventh and eighth 

grade, and having a thyroid problem and having to 

take 'pills, years after that, I found out what 

those helicopters were doing. I found out when my 

uncle in the Tri-Cities ended up with cancer. I 

found out when my mom ended up with gallbladder 

cancer. 

I fully understand the impact of the 

Hanford Site. And on behalf of myself and all of 

those people like Walt Grishop, we would like to 

come home. Please look and include Alternative 

Number Three, portions of Alternative Number Three 

back into the Preferred Alternative. 

Thank you. 
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* 
MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, LeRoy. 

We have had an add-on. Terry Brewer. 

grv\ 0 17 MR. BREWER: When I signed up, she 

said I was 13th, I think. I think that meant I was 

on'the 13th page. So it's tough to speak something 

new and relevant after all of these fine folks have 

made so many eloquent and meaningful comments about 

their beliefs, their opinions, their studies, their 

cares and desires for our future. 

-I'm proud to be a citizen of the United 

States. I'm proud to be a citizen of the state of 

Washington and Grant County. I'm mostly proud 

because of our heritage. We're governed by the 

people, for the peopie. I think that has a lot to 

say about us as people, what we're about. We 

understand that sometimes we need to elect 

officials and they go to the government office and 

make decisions on our behalf. And-we have the 

right to re-elect or to put someone else in their 

place as citizens, if we see things going the wrong 

direction. 

What we don't always have the right to 

do is name the department heads, the staff, the 

people that are out there in the trenches making 

the decisions and doing the work, setting policies 

5 7  
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that sometiges do govern our lives. 

But in a forum like tonight we have a 

chance to speak our piece, and I am pleased 'that 

you are here tonight. I trust that somebody in 

your department has read what I've said before, 

because I've appeared before the microphone here 

and sent in written commentary before. 

I will announce to you that I am Terry 

Brewer. I am a representative of Grant County 

Economic Development Council, and that is not a 

government organization. We are a private not for 

profit organization. I'm pleased that we're funded 

in part by government. Over 150 members support 

this organization so that we can do the work we do 

to enhance the economic development opportunities 

throughout Grant County. Primarily our interests 

are industry. 

Well, farming's an industry. It is for 

sure the biggest industry in the south end of Grant 

County, and will be forever in my opinion. It's a 

darn important industry. We all are old enough to 

recognize the changes in land use in our country in 

our lifetime. Viable land is taken out of 

production in the,United States every year, far too 

much. We can't really do anything about it. Our 
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population continues to grow. Society changes and 

land is taken out of production. 

We're fortunate to be educated and well 

advanced scientifically enough to enhance the 

production on the remaining acres to continue to 

feed ourselves and much of the underprivileged part 

of the world. 

The point, I guess, to cut things short 

here, we don't very often see the opportunity to 

put more land into ag production. It just does not 

exist. Once in a while someone might be able to 

reclaim some brown field, but usually we are all 

too afraid to grow food on it. So it might just be 

grassland. 

But we have opportunity to put some 

land back into production that was taken. It was 

once productive land, owned by private citizens. 

It was taken. We have the opportunity for our 

government to listen to the desires of the people 

in this area who wish to see it put back to what I 

prefer, my organization would prefer Alternative 

Plan Three, a multi-use plan. Some of that land 

going back into real production. We get it off the 

federal dole on those few years when we are lucky 

enough, I hate acronyms, I usually don't know what 
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they mean, payment in lieu of taxes. We don't want 

to be on the dole, and we sure can't count on that, 

as we've heard from elected officials here. 

The school district, they've got to 

parantee bond payments for 20 years. 

io that when you're having payments in lieu of 

:axes for two years at a time. 

It's hard to 

But on the other hand, if the land is 

?ut back into private ownership, productive uses, 

:he property taxes will go a long ways to support 

:he school district, the local fire district, local 

jurisdictions that count on the tax revenue to make 

chings better for all the citizens. 

In my case, it's all about j o b s .  

Economic development in Grant County is for'the 

purpose of enhancing economic opportunities here so 

that local citizens can have opportunities for 

jobs. 
, .  

Those of us who live here today that 

are of working age and choose to work, and our 

families in the future, those young generations 

coming up so they don't have to go off to Seattle 

or some other urban area to find a job, we hope 

that we can have enough productive activities going 

on in our communities so that they can have jobs 
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here, and we have darn well been shorted by the 

federal programs that are putting money into the 

zleanup and the rehabilitation of the Hanford 

site. 

I don't wish to take anything away from 

my friends in the Tri-Cities who are doing economic 

development work, but with the little'pot of money 

that's in the millions, and I do nothing, to do the 

work that we do.here, where there's pretty good, 

large percentage of federal owned land here, and it 

was taken, it's an opportunity lost, I couldn't 

begin to compound the numbers on the opportunity 

that's been lost in the past 50 some years, but I 

can pray and trust that you will make the right 

decision to put some of this back into production 

for our future. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: That concludes our 

registered commenters. 

I want to point out that we have these 

forms. I know you've heard about them before, if 

you've gone by the registration table. 

If there's somebody who's not here 

tonight that you know has a feeling on this issue 

and would like to write on the forms, feel free to 
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take them home. Comments close on June 7th. If 

there's no one who wants to speak now who is not 

registered or someone who wants to continue 

speaking from before, please step up and just state 

your name for our reporter who is writing down our 

comments tonight. 

Thank you. 

R f f l ( ) / B  MR. TETRO: My name is Dick Tetro. 

I live at Desert Aire. I have been a property 

owner of Desert Aire for 2 5  years. And for 5 0  

years I've been familiar with this area. I lived 

in the Tri-Cities for 2 5  years. 

And I really feel that we need to kind 

of revisit this whole process perhaps, retake a 

look at the whole situation, because I'm just kind 

of an observer, I'm a layman, I'm not a 

professional in any respect, but it appears to me 

that we have a number of diverse interests here and 

a number of diverse areas in this Wahluke area that 

should be looked at from a l l  perspectives. And I 

think that you need to maybe go back to ground zero 

and start over. 

I realize you've got a time frame 

that's probably not going to permit that. It 

appears like this Preferred Alternative may be cut 

6 2  
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in stone. I hope not. .I think that we need a 

compromise here that addresses all of the areas, 

which would include the scenic river area, the 

wildlife, the Indians, the various Tribes, as well 

as the economic interests as far as the farming and 

Wahluke Slope. 

I just feel that it really needs to 

kind of stop and you need to go back and revisit 

some of this, spend a little time at it, try to get 

our new secretary of DOE to slow down a bit and 

take another look at it, if that's possible. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Anybody else? All 

right. Jim. 

R'frm 0.19 MR. CURDY: 'I would like to be 

registered for being in favor of Number Three. I 

believe that in my talk that I didn't say that. My 

name is Jim Curdy. I've been in the area for many 

years. And spoke on different subjects here in 

reference to this land development. 

And when I came here about 40 some 

years ago, there wasn't anything here. I came 

because of the dams, the building of the dams. Ani 

if you will notice as you go up the river, there 

was no trees in this part of the river, because the 
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river was fast flowing.. And they never developed 

along the river edge until after the dams were in 

and the water was slowed down. And then the trees 

have gradually been growing along there. 

But this is truly a desert area that we 

live in here, and it's fantastic. If you live in 

the area, I'm telling you, you just watch the way 

things grow and the flowers and everything in the 

springtime. It just makes you proud of the fact 

that you live in an area like this, and you work 

hard, and when you see what our schools have done. 

You see, we started out here, we had 173 people in 

this town. And now you look at it, there's an 

enormous amount. There's a great Spanish 

population, and we brought them in here because we 

need them to harvest the crops. We-need people. 

And the country needs food. And the things that 

you have been talking about here. If we don't get 

some land that's back into agriculture, so much of 

it's going out, come on, guys, be for Number Three, 

let's give everybody a good opportunity. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Sure. Come on up. 

LEITZ: MY name is Liz Leitz. 
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Thanks very much for this opportunity to speak 

night. I'm here on behalf of myself and my family 

that lives here in the Mattawa community. I didn't 

speak as a r.egistered speaker because I, like 

Mr. Yorgesen, feel that the decision has been 

made. But like Mr. Curdy says, you know, if you're 

not willing to do anything about it, don't 

complain. And I believe in that strongly. 

I have several things to say. 1'11 

start off with a few comments first. I am not 

pleased and I am not happy in how the decision in 

this process is being made. I'm an advocate of 

public involvement and public interest being heard, 

and I think that that has not taken place in this 

process. 

I just was reading an article recently 

in the newspaper, and it was quoting Congressman 

Inslee who by no accident does no longer represent 

us here, and he says that he feels that it is the 

role of the federal government to decide the fate 

of the Wahluke Slope. 

And our current sitting Congressman 

replied, to suggest that only people outside the 

area can make this decision on the future of the 

land use of the Wahluke Slope is very 
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short-sighted. 

And I think people understand that the 

people in Mattawa do not appreciate short- 

sightedness. 

I want to address the lack of letters 

in support that you say that you have received on 

behalf of Alternative Three. Again, back to the 

public involvement and public support. The people 

feel that the decision has been made without their 

involvement. The perception of the public is that 

you are ineffective and that the decision has 

already been made. Therefore, why say anything? 

Which is exactly why I am saying something. 

The Wahluke 2000 Plan is very 

practical. That ground out there is not pristine 

as people have mentioned. Read an article that 

stated that really only 15 percent of the ground 

out there can be considered pristine. I think it's 

also very sad that some of our community members 

that spent hours and hours of their own personal 

time developing and assisting in the Wahluke 2000 

Plan, many of which are not here this evening, I 

think that's sad. 

Those people have been beaten down. 

They have not been listened to. Therefore, why 

6 6  
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come and face it again? 

I appreciate the effort that a.11 those 

individuals put in, their time and their knowledge, 

on my behalf, on my children's behalf. 

I would like the opportunity to take my 

kids down there. You know, everybody in Seattle 

and Tri-Cities and Yakima wants che opportunity to 

take their kids down there. Why can't I have that 

same opportunity? 

Coming home the other day, there was so 

many people from the west side taking advantage of 

all the opportunities here, they were stuck, 

stopped dead on 1-90 from Easton.to Ellensburg. 

You know, everybody loves for-them, for 

everybody to publicly own this ground out here so 

they can come and use it and play on it. 

have to leave because it's so accessible to them, 

yet not us. 

But we 

I don't think that's fair. I don't 

think' that's right, as Mr. Curdy mentioned. 

Pursuant to Section 168 of'the Atomic Energy Act an 

agreement was reached between affected counties and 

the Department of Energy in December of '96. 

That agreement provides for the payment 

in lieu of taxes, the PILT funds. The contractual 
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agreement states that the Department, 

quote, 

necessary to assure the appropriations of such 

funds by the Congress, 

offic'ials, giving the funds to the department, to 

be used as in lieu of tax dollars. 

and I will 

use its best efforts and take all actions 

these are our elected 

The DOE budget, as it was mentioned by 

Mr. Allison, did not include those PILT funds this 

year. Through correspondence, they are 

re-evaluating their budget, and we ask, I ask, the 

benefit of a11 the taxing districts in our 

community here, that service not only the residents 

here but the ground that is held by nonresidents, I 

would 'ask that that be re-evaluated, that those 

program dollars be considered as landlord costs, 

not independent of the funding level of the 

programs Hanford currently receives. 

I want to stress again that this is 

considered a playground for others, it's a 

wonderful playground, but we all have to pick it up 

when we leave. The attitude, I'm afraid again, the 

public involvement sector, is clearly represented 

in the short two or three page summary that I was 

provided on this meeting tonight, 

description of the Alternative Three plan, 

and the 

it 
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states that that plan was developed by individual 

government groups. 

I think that's terrible. These people 

work together, not to be considered individual 

public groups. This was a consortium that the . 

government is so hot on talking about, consortiums 

now between public and private entities. This was 

a true grassroots consortium of public and private 

entities that put together this plan. It was not 

an individual group come together and just saying, 

no, we this and we that and we this. They came 

together, they compromised, they came up a plan 

that addressed everybody's interests. 

That attitude is also reflected in the 

fact that Mattawa had to, or thank you to the Grant 

County Commissioners for requesting that you 

actually come to the Wahluke Slope to have a 

hearing about the Wahluke Slope. Tha'nk you, 

Commissioners, for requesting that. Again, I do 

appreciate you coming here now. I hope it's not 

too late. Alternative Three addresses our concerns 

best on the Wahluke Slope. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Do we have anybody 

else? 
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(rflo21 MR. MARTINEZ : Mike Martinez is my 

name. I would like to just tell a story about my 

family. My father was an immigrant from Spain. He 

landed at White' Bluffs. And along come the war in 

1941 and they started the Manhattan Project, and 

they said, well, we need this ground, why don't you 

guys move away. 

Which is all fine. My father did the 

right thing. Gave the property away. He moved to 

Sunnyside. And I was just a glean in daddy's eyes 

that day. So we lived over there for quite a 

while. 

And then he decided to move back, buy 

some range land in Moxee. In 1954 the United 

States Government comes along and says, 

Mr. Martinez, we would like to have part of your 

range for the firing center. 

Well, dad did the right thing again. 

He gave up the ground. 

Then here recently, in the last few 

years, we defeated the Army in their acquisition of 

our river right-of-way. We didn't win. They 

lost. It c o s t  us a whole bunch of money. 

But I would like to say, in closing, 

that I would like to see us use Alternative Number 
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Three. Let the government do the right thing. Let 

the people have the ground back. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Anybody else? It 

looks like we have hit the end of the line here. 

Comments are due June 7th. All of them will be 

considered, whether oral or written. And we thank 

you f o r  your attendance. We have had some very 

emotional comments and some well put comments, 

things that we haye heard before and are hearing 

now again for a second time. 

* * 

Thank you. 

(8:45 p.m.1 

* 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 

County of Benton 1 
) s s .  

I, William J. Bridges, do hereby 

certify that at the time and place heretofore 

mentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter, I 

was a Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary 

Public for Washington; that at said time and place 

I reported in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter; that 

thereafter my notes were reduced to typewriting and 

that the foregoing transcript consisting of 71 

typewritten pages is a true and correct transcript 

of all such testimony adduced and proceedings had 

and of the whole thereof. 

my hand at Kennewick, Washington, 

on this of June, 1999. 
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MR. FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns, 

and I am with the Department of Energy, and I'm the 

National Environmental Policy Act document manager 

for this Environmental Impact Statement. And we 

have several of our cooperating agencies' 

representatives here today. I will point them 

out. 

We have Cliff Ligons here from BLM. We 

have Darren Arrasmith from Benton County Planning 

Department. We have Dave. Where did Dave go? 

Oh. Dave Goekey from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. We have Jeff Haas from the U. S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. And we have Jay Jakabowsky from 

the BLM. 

A lot of these people worked on this 

EIS. I'm glad to see they are all here, too. We 

have Matt Morton from Grant County back over 

there. We are glad to see that the cooperating 

agencies have showed up, and I hope everybody had a 

chance to talk and get most of your questions 

answered. 

The public comment period for this EIS 

does end on the 7th, which is Monday, and we'd like 

to get as much comment as we could. 

What we're going to do, we're going to 
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10 directly into the public comment period of this 

iearing, and Liz Williams, she has been keeping a 

record of who wants to speak, correct, Liz? And 

;he will give it to Barbara Williamson, who is also' 

Erom DOE. And I am glad you came here tonight. 

Barbara, do you want to start this off? 

MS. WILLIAMS: Uh-huh. We have a 

?retty good list here of people who want to speak, 

2nd for that reason we're going to ask that you 

nold your comments to ten minutes. 1'11 be 

Matching the time clock and give you a high sign if 

it looks like it's getting close and we need to you 

zonclude. That way everybody will have a chance to 

to say what they need to say. 

At the end if there's time left over, 

we'll let people who feel that they must say 

something after hearing the comments, to make those 

comments at that time. 

Again, we will ask you to hold it for 

five minutes for the later comment time. 

As you know, and I think as has been 

told to many folks here, the comment period has run 

from April 23rd  to June 7th. 

June 7th is right around the corner. 

If you have something written and you would like to 
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hand it in, use the little hand in mail folders, or 

your own letter. All comments, whether oral or 

written, will be considered in making a final 

determination and a Record of Decision on this EIS, 
I 

1 or Environmental Impact Statement. 
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c 

The study of this problem that's 

proposed in Congressman Hastings' legislation 

should provide any needed practices and 

procedures. 

And secondly, my reason for favoring 

Number Three, and I preface that by saying I am a 

retired federal employee, I have a lot of good 

feelings toward the federal folks, and I even know 

som,e of them that are in this room, and we know 

that those who are here on the local level have a 

lot of good expertise, and we appreciate their 

input that they've had, particularly in working 

with the salmon and the salmon habitat down below 

Priest Rapids Dam on the Hanford Reach. 

But I particularly don't favor the 

federal control of the Hanford Reach, particularly 

through the wild and scenic rivers designation. 

This act provides too much opportunity for 

increaseD restrictive fe'deral control. 

Local government can and should and 

will protect the Reach because the vast majority of 

us want it protected. But we've had too much 

experience with well intended decisions made from 

the federal'level that lacked the re-a1 knowledge of 

what works in the particular situation. 
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The Hanford Reach is being protected at 

the present time, and with the cooperation of 

local, state and federal agencies. 

Now, our Growth Management Act in this 

state requires protection of sensitive areas such 

as - -  that are important to wildlife and habitat, 

steep slopes and wetlands. This would i-iclude the 

Reach. 

I've indicated that I oppose this wild 

and scenic river designation for the Reach because 

the laws that designate, the designation gives no 

assurance that the designated area will be managed 

to meet the existing and future local needs. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act 

give the federal Government broad authority for 

local, state and federal lands and water management 

decisions, that the Reach were designated wild and 

scenic river, the federal downstream, federal 

waters protected upstream, downstream and on 

tributaries. 

Whoops. I skipped something. Sorry. 

If the Reach is designated as wild and 

scenic, the federal government would have the final 

say over water rights, federal water projects 

6 

847 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ipstream and downstream and on tributaries, 

recreational use and economic activity, even miles 

3way from the river. This could even affect folks 

right here in Spokane. 

I believe that Alternative Three i s ,  

Detter because the authority for the Reach is 

shared between local, state and federal agenciefj 

with'responsibility for the river. I believe that 

this sharing of authority will lead to better 

cooperation among managing agencies, recreational 

use, more reflective of what local citizens desire, 

and ensure that the Reach is managed to meet local 

and federal needs. 

Under Alternative Three local 

government and citizens will have more say in the 

management and the protection of the Reach. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has a 

single narrow focus and under wild and scenic 

rivers, they would be the ones that would be in 

charge. This could be very dangerous to the 

regional and local economies. 

This would not be in the interest of 

the people of the Northwest or the nation. The 

Columbia Gorge Scenic Area Act and the Hells Canyon 

are good examples of what can happen with federal 
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Zontrol. 

?isk. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you. Charles 

~ ~ ~ ~ 0 2  MR. FISK: Good evening. I'm 

speaking on my own behalf as a private citizen 

zonight. But I'm also the conservation chair of 

zhe Spokane Canoe and Kayak Club, which is an 

3rganization of some 240 members. 

I'm not authorized to speak for the 

slub at this time, but-.pending its board meeting 

will submit our recommendations before the 

deadline. 

As a personal matter, then, my concerns 

are primarily of the recreational use of the 

Hanford Reach by canoe and perhaps also by hiking 

trails. 

Both individually and as a club, we're 

coricerned with the access to the river, the 

possibility of low intensity campsites, and also 

primarily the preservation of the native flora and 

fauna that make paddling such a real pleasure. . 

The proposed Alternative Two comes 

closest I guess to the ideal of our concerns in 

terms of maximum preservation of the values. But 

it can be improved, I believe. 
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And speaking from some of the material 

that I've gathered, I'd like to advocate that the 

designation.of all of the lands within the Arid 

Lands Ecology Reserve, the Wahluke Slope, the McGee 

Ranch, the national refuse overlane by the Hanford 

Reach recreational'wild and s'cenic rivers all be 

con+:ained into one functioning unit, managed 

probably best by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. Some 176,000 total acreage. 

I would like to see the separate Record 

of Decision without delay in the areas that are 

listed above. 

And for us, grazing and mining are 

incompatible with both the scenic and the land 

integrity. We're particularly concerned with 

residential development, or development near the 

Vernita Bridge. WeI've already seen degradation of 

the skyline and the areas around our own treasured 

little Spokane River. 

So essentially we would seek the 

integrity of particularly the White Bluffs area. 

I had the very good fortune of going 

down with a scout troop back last year, and we used 

Kennewick as our base. So I'm sure that all of the 

cities in the vicinity, Pasco and Richland, even 
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Odessa, will benefit from recreational uses of the 

river. 

So we need no grazing or mining or 

incompatible activities that would work towards 

degradation of the area. Essentially we wouldn’t 

see - -  or we would see grazing and such, if it were 

permitted development as being detrimental to the 

natural wildlife, flora and fauna. 

So, speaking from that aspect, I 

appreciate the chance to register my comments. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Charles. 

Harold Heacock. 

e73003 MR. HEACOCK: Thank you. I am 

Harold Heacock, from the Tri-City area, and 

speaking as one of the citizens that would be most 

affected by future land use decisions in the 

Hanford Site. 

First, I think in terms of the Hanford 

Reach, which is not really a subject of this EIS, 

and land use plan was unanimous, almost nearly 

unanimous between all parties, factions, the Reach 

must be protected and preserved. 

Secondly, then, the issue is what’s the 

best use for the remainder of the site. This leads 
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you to a couple conclusions. 

First is that the county proposal for 

farming on the Wahluke Slope area is simply 

unacceptable for potential for damaging the Reach 

in the White Bluffs area. That is a treasure that 

must be maintained and protected. And it's already 

showing some degradation from farming of adjacent 

areas. 

Secondly, then you look at the 

remainder of the site. 

Well, let me say one other thing, since 

it has been mentioned by other speakers. 

My personal preference would be Fish 

and Wildlife Service management, in preference to 

the National Park Service, in that the Fish and 

Wildlife Service' does provide for the utilization 

of the site under reasonable controls. 

Now, looking at the balance of the 

site, the Preferred Alternative which provides 

protection for both the north slope, the ALE and 

most of the site is from the local community point 

of-,view by far the Preferred Alternative. It 

provides adequate land on the site for industrial 

development, it provides for protection of those 

areas that need to be protected, it provides for 

11 

852 



-. . .  

1 

2 

3 

a 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

2 2  

23 

2 4  

2 5  

land utilization for cleanup of the site, and the 

resources necessary for that. 

Therefore, I'm strongly in support of 

the Preferred Alternative. 

Likewise, I cannot support the tribal 

proposals which in effect would tie up essentially 

all land on the site and prevent any utilization of 

what is a national resource that is vital to the 

vitality of the Tri-City area economy. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Okay. We have 

chairs up front if folks want to sit down. Lots of 

room over here on the side, over on the left. We 

will take a little brake here. 

(Pause in the proceedings). 

MS. WILLIAMS: Gerry Pollet, you 

are next. 

RT~DOL~- MR. POLLET: I am going to pass out 

some of these guides. I don't know if I have 

enough left. It may help people follow along with 

our comments. And I need to use the overhead- 

here. 

I'm Gerry Pollet and I am representing 

Heart of America Northwest, and as many of you 

know, we're a citizens group that focuses on 
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:leanup of Hanford, and we endorse the alternative 

?reposed by the Nez Perce Nation because we believe 

rery strongly that any other alternative at this 

time proposes to open up the Hanford Site to uses 

that will expose the public to significant 

ixposures and destroy important tribal protected 

treaty rights and cultural resources. 

We need to put this in a little bit of 

perspective to start with, and not view this EIS in 

isolation from other Department 'of Energy 

activities. 

This 4 s  a map of the Hanford Site from 

the preliminary draft of this Envir.onmenta1 Impact 

Statement. And it shows incremental lifetime 

cancer risks in the year 2 0 2 9  from usage along the 

Columbia River at eight hours a day, seven days a 

year of exposure. Get that? Eight hours a day, 

seven days a year, 56 hours a year. 

And what it shows here is that the very 

darkest areas have an incremental cancer risk, 

people exposed at that level 56 hours a year-of 

greater than one in a hundred. 

And this -is very important to bear in 

mind when we start talking about the Department of 

Energy's Preferred Alternative and how it would 

1 3  
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open up the site for expanded public exposure prior 

to remediation; and the Department's plan to have a 

Land Use'Board essentially that excludes the 

cleanup regulators whose job it is to protect the 

public from the residual contamination at Hanford, 

and just leave that job of deciding on land uses to 

the Department of Energy and the, I would say, 

self-interested local governments who have an 

interest in economic development as espoused in 

Alternative Three. 

So, you look at the base line risks. 

Another perspective on the risk here that people 

need to take into account is this is just one area 

along the Columbia River, this happens to be a 

chromium plume map, y o ~ ' r e  talking about discharges 

into the Columbia River from groundwater along the 

river shorelines that are hundreds of times the 

drinking water standard for 'certain radionuclides 

and chemicals. Chromium levels, about 25 times 

here what is known to harm the development of 

juvenile salmon. 

Harold Heacock made a statement which 

was everyone wants to preserve the Reach. And I 

think rhetorically, everyone wants to preserve the 

Reach. 
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1'm.not sulje that the current steward 

had any intention of preserving.the Reach, 

given that the Department of Energy's record is 

that they have contaminated the Reach. 

however, 

This is another map. This is the one 

where I like to take to folks who are canoeing, 

kayaking, fishing or boating, rafting down the 

Reach. Don't stop for long anywhere near the 100 N 

Area. That's the N-Reactor area. These are gamma 

radiation levels in the vicinity of the N-Reactor. 

This is an older map, but you still 

have very significant levels that stretch all the 

way across the river. 

Now,' the Department of Energy says 

these things aren't important in terms of this EIS 

because we don't allow people to go where no man 

should go. 

tonight know, people do access the islands, the 

But in fact as many people who are here 

shorelines, and have exposure throughout the year, 

and especially during fishing season in the 

summer. 

The Department of Energy in their 

preliminary draft of this EIS had a Preferred 

Alternative for restricted future land use. Now, 

they've withdrawn this. 

15 

856 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

11 

1 2  

1 3  

14 

15 

16 

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

2 2  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

I just want to be very clear. But this 

tas their original Preferred Alternative. That 

restricted future use of the Hanford Reach to 5 6  

lours a year and said that's all we have to 

cemediate to. We don't have to clean up to any 

iigher degree than just to allow you access 56 

lours a year. 

Now, for all of you, that's maybe a 

rather frightening thought, but I don't see anyone 

here from the three affected Indian nations 

tonight. To them it is a slap in the face in terms 

Df the right, security of Treaties of 1855 to live 

along and fish at usual and accustomed fishing 

grounds. 

That right does not have a little 

asterisk next to it that says, subject to the 

Department of Energy or local government saying 

that you will only be there 5 6  hours a year. 

I am going to skip ahead a little bit. 

Now, at 56 hours a year, as I said earlier, you had 

an estimation of cancer risk of greater than-one in 

a hundred. 

Now, the Department of Energy is 

subject to regulation by EPA and Ecology for 

cleaning up along the Columbia River. The 
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Department of Energy in its wisdom in the budget it 

just sent for fiscal year 2001 to its headquarters 

inewashington, D.C., is proposing to eliminate all 

cleanup activity along the Columbia River in the 

year.2001, in violation of the Hanford cleanup 

agreement. 

NOW, it is very important that when you 

l o o k  at the Department of Energy's land use map and 

its Preferred Alternative, and I'm just going to 

use this map as a point of comparison, you l o o k  at 

their map and you see that they are proposing 

opening up a huge swath of land to development and 

public access. 

What are we talking about in terms of 

human exposure? The Department of Energy says we 

will rely on institutional controls to keep people 

out of unremediated areas. 

But the Department of Energy has 

already proven that their institutional controls 

failed to keep people out today of areas of high 

risk. 

So long as the Department of Energy 

proposes to open up land for development prior to 

fu-11 remediation, we are going to have people 

exposed to extremely high risks. 
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Now, in the 300 Area the Department, 

which is down here, which is highly contaminated, 

has some of the most dangerous industrial 

facilities in this country in terms of potential 

release of chemicals or radiation, including a 

building that still has two million curies of 

dispersible plutonium in radiation whose walls will 

not withstand the design basis earthquake, right in 

here, and their proposal in the land use plan is to 

say we're going to open this area up for economic 

development and reuse immediately, essentially. 

Without regard to the fact that the 

institutional controls do not exist to prevent 

those members of the public, that's the workers who 

go in there, from being exposed to levels that are 

not acceptable in terms of carcinogen and toxic 

exposure risks under federal and state laws. 

The Department of Energy's plan says, 

well, we'll make these decisions in consultation 

with our Land Use Board, but the regulators who are 

the only ones .who have an interest in making sure 

that there is not an inadvertent exposure to the 

unremediated groundwater soil sites air exposure, 

other facilities, they won't be on that board. 

We think that is a horrible mistake. 
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That ultimately we have to recognize that EPA and 

Ecology need to have control over who accesses 

anything in here. There are unremediated, 

uninvestigated waste sites, including some serious 

burial grounds in here that aren't even mentioned 

in this product. 

The Department of Energy proposes to of 

course use in their vision, they will open up the 

FFTF Reactor as part of the new mission of Hanford 

to have e'conomic development which is something 

this region overwhelmingly opposes and needs to be 

removed from this plan. Any reopening of the FFTF 

Reactor will harm Hanford cleanup by producing more 

wastes: It has already divert.ed a hundred million 

dollars in your cleanup funds and it needs to be 

pulled from their plac. 

What is bothersome is that the entire 

EIS is based upon the assumption that a mission of 

Hanford today in violation of the federal 

authorization for the funds being used, that the 

mission of Hanford is economic development and not 

cleanup. Cleanup needs to be the pFimary mission 

of Hanford. 

Economic development is a spin-off, if 

it is done right, and it is a diversion and harmful 
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to cleanup when it is done in the manner proposed. 

And it is harmful to human health when it is done 

in the manner proposed, opening up areas like the 

300 Area to members of the public to be places 

where they would go unbadged and be exposed to 

significant sources of contamination and 

significant hazards. 

Finally, this EIS really, truly fails 

to address the treaty rights throughout the site. 

All these lands are ceded lands with reserved 

rights of the three affected Indian nations. And 

saying that we will use this area for economic 

development, this area for research and 

development, which is just another nickname in the 

proposal for industrial development, and mining 

throughout the site, is nothing more than saying we 

intend to abrogate the treaty rights that are 

preserved under the treaties of 1855. 

Those treaty rights and Constitutional 

law and federal statutes require that the first 

priority for any transfer of lands goes to be. 

offeredLo the Bureau of Indian Affairs if it is 

not to remain withdrawn from public use as wildlife 

refuge or national park or under the War Act under 

which Hanford was originally or the Atomic Energy 
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Act created. 

So, in conclusion, we want people to 

take a look, as you look at this, this is, the 

Department of Energy in a separate document putting 

out their human exposure model for future 

residential use along the Reach. 

And we say, people, look at this and 

say,. what is the matter with their planning? What 

is fundamentally wrong here? Okay. Who's in the 

basement in their model? Is it your child's 

bedroom? They are the most susceptible 

population. 

What happens to the area here if you 

haven't dug it up, what is the exposure? How come 

these people have no exposure to the groundwater 

seeping into the Columbia River? How come these 

people are assumed to eat 1/60th the amount of fish 

that we estimate - -  well, we require under state 
law for any other cleanup to assume a person eats. 

Under the Department of Energy's plan, 

these people have the amount of exposure to the 

soil that we presume for a commercial gas statqon 

cleanup site where they've had a leaking 

underground storage tank in Washington State under 

our state SuperFund law. 
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This is the type of model and planning 

:hat the Department of Energy says is going to be 

idequate to protect people under their Preferred 

ilternative, that the two go hand in hand with this 

31.3, ‘and that this is their model for how they will 

?rotect the public from exposure. 

And as you can see, in fac: in their 

node’l they do not even take into account any 

zxposure to the groundwater seeping into the 

Zolumbia River. 

Why would someone live along the 

3anford Reach? Probably because they’re attracted 

to live there because of the Columbia River. But 

they take no, give no exposure credit to exposure 

to the fish and the groundwater. 

For those reasons, we just want to 

conclude by saying, we believe it is vital that in 

recognition of Native American treaty rights, that 

we support and we encourage the Department of 

Energy to adopt the proposal put forth by the Nez 

Perce Nation, and to not open the site up to-what 

they call industrial uses prior to complete 

remediation to unrestricted use. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Gerald.. 

Donald Newhall. 
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MR. NEWHALL: I wasn't listed to 

speak. I'm sorry. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Oh. Okay. That's 

fine. We can go on to Bill Jones. Or Johns. 

f75005 MR. JOHNS: I am basically for 

Alternative Three because it provides for economic 

development and still protects the Columbia River. 

I think that locally is the best way to handle that 

site. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Bill. 

Nathaniel Hammon. 

R75006 MR. HAMMON: Thank you for allowing 

me the opportunity to speak tonight. 

I'm not going to stand up here and try 

to read a prepared statement verbatim while 

confusing both you and myself. 

I have found it quite interesting that 

the gentleman from the Department of'Energy is 

proposing to manage the land, to manage the 

environment, and that's not his j o b .  

I feel that the Department of Fish and 

Wildlife Service is better qualified to handle this 

role than anyone else, with the exception of 

possibly the Bureau of Land Management. We can use 

the land more efficiently while providing for 
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economic development. 

Cleanup is economic development. And 

it's for the long-term. We can use that for the 

rest of our lives, for the rest of time. If we 

destroy that area, or leave it alone to be 

destroyed now by the waste that has been deposited 

there, how is that going to support our existence 

on this planet? 

We need to remediate the area and clean 

it up. We have not mentioned a whole lot, I 

haven't heard a whole lot, with the exception of 

the gentleman who spoke before me, who did a very 

thorough job, and I was impressed. 

I mean, this is all moot. We are a 

bunch of white people here discussing how we are 

going to use this land that is by treaty. I mean, 

it is documented, it is, Native Americans have 

rights to this land, and we are sitting here, a 

bunch of white people discussing what we are going 

to do with it. 

That doesn't seem right to me. Thank 

you again for the opportunity to speak. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you somebody. 

Steve Bradburn. 

Rr5007 MR. Bradburn: I am Steve 

2 4  
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3radburn. I'd like to thank the Department of 

3nergy for the opportunity to be here tonight and 

:o speak. 

I think it's important to remember 

uhere the Columbia River starts. It'doesn't start 

in Washington State. It starts up in the center 

?z.rt of British Columbia, flows through Washington 

and down into Oregon. It isn't a regional or even, 

a state of Washington issue. It's much bigger than 

that. 

This run of salmon that's left in the 

Kanford Reach belongs to every one of us on this 

planet. It's the last viable run of salmon on the 

Columbia River, which at one time had many such 

runs of salmon. We must do everything in our power 

to protect and preserve these fish. 

In this regard we must protect all of 

the Wahluke Slope,. no farming or irrigation, 

pe'riod. We can't afford any more sloughing of soil 

into the river as this damages the reeds that the 

fish spawn in. 

We may have to remove some of the 

development that already has occurred in the 

vicinity of the Reach. And in that case those 

people should be paid back for what they. have 

25 
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else but not here. 

The taxpayers of the United States have 

subsidized the Columbia Basin Project for years. 

Enough is enough. No more agriculture subsidized, 

nor should there be any allowed, to damage the 

Wahluke Slope. 

Set aside the entire 90,000 acres in a 

national wildlife refuge. Also include in this 

refuse the islands of the entire 51 mile Hanford 

Reach which should be set aside as wild and scenic 

lriver, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology 

1 Reserve, making a total of 176,000 acres set aside, 
no agriculture. 

Our first priority must be to save the 

Hanford Reach and the fish that live there. No 

compromises. 

2 6  

867 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

2 3  

2 4  

25 

Bart Haggin. 

RT5 008 MR. HAGGIN : Yes. I would just 

like to say that I support Alternative TWO, with 

some modifications, and wild and scenic rivers 

designation. And I think that it's important to 

think about this area as not an area that belongs 

to the Tri-Cities co.nmunity. This is an area that 

belongs to everybody. People on the West Coast and 

on the East Coast. 

I think it's time that we start 

thinking about the common good of everyone and not 

just the economic interests of a few. SO, I think 

that the important thing to think about here is 

preservation of as much land as possible, 

support for that and the saving of the salmon as 

part of the equation. Thank you. 

and 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Bart. 

Harvey Morrison. 

gT5oo7 MR. MORRISON: My name is Harvey 

Morrison. I live in Spokane. And I thank the 

Department of Energy for giving us the opportynity 

to speak here tonight. 

I first visited the Hanford Reach as a 

geology college student back in the early 1960s. 

And I was amazed at that time about the vastness 
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ind unique beauty of the place that I really didn't 

;now exisbed. I also didn't know about the 

iangers. But that was a long time ago. 

At that time I wasn't largely impressed 

z~y flowing, big flowing rivers, because we had, I 

nean, I knew the Hanford Reach, I was very familiar 

uith the Snake River in che state of Washington at 

that time. 

Big flowing rivers were just taken for 

granted. It was just a short dozen years later 

that the wild Snake River was no more. 

It wasn't until the 1980s that I 

returned to the Hanford Reach and I wasn't there 

looking for prehistoric bones, but I was looking 

for Chinook and steelhead. 

I've learned to treasure this area, not 

for just the fish but for the natural beauty and 

other wildlife that can be found there. In spite 

of the eye sore relics of the nuclear reservation, 

this is a truly remarkable area that must be 

protected for its ecological, historical, and 

cultural value. 

Like other wilderness areas, the Reach 

deserves protection so future generations can 

experience the small part of the region that 
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remains as it was when it was explored by Lewis & 

Clark. 

I support the DOE'S Alternative Two 

with certain changes. And urge the strongest and 

best possible protection - -  I will put my glasses 

on. I ' m  sorry - -  of all the natural and sensitive 

lands weren't the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

I urge DOE to include within the 

national wildlife refuge all of the public lands of 

the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, especially 

the islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands 

Ecology Reserve. 

Furthermore, and I can't stress this 

more than the gentleman who spoke a few speakers 

ago, I urge DOE to apply all known and available 

technology to expedite the cleanup of the Hanford 

Reservation, with particular attention to the 

threat of the contaminated surface and 

groundwater. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak 

on behalf of the fish and the future generations. 

The fish have proven to be very self-reliant. If 

we allow them access to productive habitat, they 

don't need much else there us. The Hanford Reach 

has good productive habitat and it must be 
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?reserved. 

I recently had the opportunity to 

Iiscuss the Hanford Reach with Senator Larry Craig 

Erom Idaho. Although we differed on how the Reach 

should be protected, he summarized the basic need 

very well when he said we need to protect the 

gravel. 

The only sure way to protect the gravel 

is to preserve the 90,000 adjacent acres as 

undisturbed wildlife habitat. 

Furthermore, in response to the issue 

of local control, the Hanford Reach salmon are a 

national resource. They are critical to fishermen, 

both native, commercial and sports, from both the 

United States and Canada, and the fish are a key to 

meeting many of our treaty and legal obligations of 

the United States Government. 

I simply have no confidence in the 

local control in can manage and protect this fish. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Harvey. 

John Bentley. 

R7-5o/o MR. BENTLEY: My name is John 

Bentley. I reside just on the other side of the 

Stateline in Post Falls. 
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I notice that the plea for local 

control has a nice ring to it. I would like to 

remind those who advocate local control what it's 

bought us. 

To give you an example of two river 

systems over in Idaho that I'm very, very familiar 

with, one is the upper St. Joe, as compared to ':he 

Coeur dIAlene river system. As many of you know, 

the St. Joe has the protection of the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act. It is considered very much an 

unentered system. Otherwise, geologically and 

watershed-wise, it's not too dissimilar to the 

Coeur d'Alene system. 

But the Coeur d'Alene system does not 

enjoy the same protection. It is too close to the 

market. It was too convenient to the mills. And 

it was too tempting to go in there and exploit it. 

It has never, never had one ounce of protection. 

To give you an example, in one 

environmental assessment, they surveyed, fisheries 

biologists, eight miles of a couple of little-side 

tributary streams, Cascade and the Ornie Rubble 

Cabin. In that eight miles they found two fish. 

That's all the better they could do. 

The Coeur dIAlene system today is 
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probably one of the most abused tragic messes for 

watershed that you've ever seen. Primarily because 

we yielded to local control. 

The federal protection, and I realize 

very often it is a pain in the neck, and we do have 

some problems with federal bureaucracy, none the 

less it has afforded the upper St. Joe immensely . 

greater protection, far better fishery, far better 

habitat . 
To give you another example, the local 

control has bought us a Lower Snake River that is 

absolutely a mess. We have taken by implementing a 

navigation system and an economic system that 

benefits a very narrow part of the demography, 

completely destroyed or almost destroyed all of the 

wild stocks of salmon that's in the process, and we 

know the big fight there. So I take a dim view of 

the local control. I think it's very dangerous. 

. I would support the Preferred 

Alternative for the Hanford Reach. I would 

advocate that we do not open up the 90,000 acres 

north of the river to agriculture. We already have 

learned our lesson. We should know better. I 

would not advocate opening up the Reach or the 

Hanford Area to grazing. 
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We have enough grazing administration 

>roblems right now with public lands. I see 

iothing to benefit the public at large by opening 

:hat area to grazing, nor do we need it. 

And lastly I would not open it up to 

nining. Again, I think that is equally absurd. 

So, with a couple of modifications to 

:he Preferred Alternative, I would say give it all 

,he protection you can possibly get. 

€or the opportunity to address you. 

And thank you 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, John. 

Buell Hollister. 

@@5o/l MR. HOLLISTER: Well, I repeat the 

thanks for the opportunity to speak today. 

I just want to counter a statement that 

was made I think by the first speaker, talking 

about the need for agricultural land. We lose 

about 8 , 0 6 0  acres a day from development of prime 

agricultural land. 

to that point. That's one of our problems, is 

local control allows that through their planning 

and zoning ordinances. 

I don't think there's any merit 

So what we have to do is to prese.rve 

the functioning agricultural land we have instead 

of covering it over with asphalt and houses. 
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I don't have a lot of detailed 

nformation to dispel here. I just have a gut 

nstinct about this issue. 

As it was pointed out, we have a deep 

We haven't done )bligation to the Indian Tribes. 

rery well by them. It was Mark Twain who said the 

)nly thing we ever gave the Indians we didn't take 

)ack'was syphilis. 

So we have an obligation, a treaty 

Ibligation to maintain with the tribe. 

We have seen what opening up land for 

2gricultural use has done to it. 

;hat sprinkling system offered some security. 

It was indicated 

But you always have erosion problems 

&hen you start tilling soil. 

whole 90,000 acres should be exempt or precluded 

from any kind of agricultural activity. In fact I 

don't think anything should be done to develop any 

of this area. It should be preserved. 

So I think that that 

We have very few unspoiled areas in our 

river reaches. We are notorious for spoiling-our 

rivers. We have used them historically as garbage 

dumps, and here we have a river that's, you know, 

jeopardized by radioactive contamination. That's 

bad enough. 
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I think we have an obligation to clean 

up the please that we have created there and safe 

what's left for Mother Nature and for the enjoyment 

of the public. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Buhl. 

Frank Yuse. 

gr5 012 MR. YUSE: Thank you. I 'm Frank 

Yuse. I ' m  President of the Senior Legislative 

Coalition of Eastern Washington, which is a group 

that's very concerned about protection of the 

environment and cleanup of Hanford. But I'm here 

to speak on my own behalf. 

The six alternatives proposed for the 

Hanford Site are interesting. Some recommend 

business development. Some recreation. Still some 

opt for environment, cultural protection. 

I start with the history of this land, 

it's past uses, and I will judge the-options 

accordingly. 

In my judgment in order to evaluate the 

several plans, it is vital to look backwards before 

Hanford became a nuclear complex and to say how 

this area was used by humalys, fish, and wildlife. *z, 
The Columbia River before the many dams 

was a free-flowing stream abounding in salmon. 
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Today the so-call'ed Hanford Reach is the only 50 

mile free-flowing stream of the Columbia River 

where salmon spawn in great numbers. Therefore, 

Senator Murray and Representative Dix's proposal to 

protect the Reach is essential in any overall 

plan. 

The surroun3ing area east of the Reach, 

the Wahluke and White Bluff regions, contains 

significant historical, cultural and religious 

sites for our Native Americans, long before the war 

required this land as a security buffer zone. 

More than 100 archaeological sites, 

including villages, campsites, hunting grounds, and 

cemeteries, have been located there. Petrographs 

and fossils of mastodon, bison, camel, are buried 

in the White Bluffs. 

The Wahluke Slope must be preserved 

therefore, as a national wildlife refuge. The 

whole Hanford Reach must be placed in the hands of 

our federal government, not in the hands of 

farmers, ranchers, miners, developers, even our 

state. 

This,+and belongs to all Americans, s 
natives and immigrants, and so should be returned 

to the pristine state as a legacy to future 
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generations and for esthetic appreciation by us 

today. 

I favor Alternative Four, although 

Alternative Two is fine, sponsored by the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation. I 

would add to it, though, the Murray/Dix proposal 

and a wildlife designation by ,he federal 

Government 'and the Northwest Power Planning 

Council. 

I assume, therefore, that the Tri-Party 

cleanup will be included. Thank you for this 

opportunity to participate in this democratic 

process of peace and the future. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Frank. 

LeRoy Eadie. 
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Rrso/3 MR. EADI'E: Good evening. My name 

is LeRoy Eadie, and I do also, as was mentioned 

before, appreciate-the opportunity to speak. 

To be up front right away, with some 

minor alterations, I definitely prefer Alternative 

Two myself personally. 

I think much has been said tonight 

about the treaty rights, and I will say that right 

up front. We need to honor our treaty rights, and 
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absurd that we are even talking about land uses in 

this site. And I think that's been covered 

earlier. It's just the whole idea is absolutely 

absurd, given the contamination of this whole 

area. 

Yet the contamination has given us an 

opportunity, which I think is interestjng, 

contaminated the site, but it is still in fairly 

pristine condition, and I think we should take 

advantage of that opportunity. 

And in all honesty, local control 

scares the hell out of me, and I think that's been 

said here tonight as well, but all we have to do is 

look around landscape and see where local control 

has got us. It hasn't got us very much. 

We c o u l d  talk about economic 

development, but whose economic development? Is it 

the Tri-Cities economic development-?' Is it the 

people right around this site's development? Or is 

it the Native American's economic development or my 

economic development or my children's children's 

children's economic development? 

Let's be very careful when we talk 

about whose economic development. I think that's 

very important. 
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Grazing. That's absolutely absurd. 

That's already been covered. Why would we have 

anything that anybody was ever going to eat or have 

anything associated with walking around'on this 

land. 

Several of us were hiking around in 

Hells Canyon this week and we saw wha.t grazing has 

done to the land, and even in a low impact, it's 

pretty horrendous. 

Mining. Well, if there's some need for 

using some of the site to deal with some of the 

environmental conditions, then be it. But there's 

no way that anybody could justify the massive 

expansive areas that are on any of these 

alternatives f o r  mining. That is just absolutely 

absurd. 

Ag lands. I just don't know what else 

to say there. That's absolutely absurd. I 

probably could have not even spoke. I could have 

said absurd three or four times. This should be in 

federal control flat out. There should be no local 

control of this at all. 

And I think if you look further down 

the road, we need to be looking a hundred years 

down the road. We may not be able to use this site 
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even if you preserve it for quite some time, as has 

been made clear tonight. But we've got to think 

about seven generations out, that's flat the way it 

is. Thank you. 

MS.,WILLIAMS: Thank you, LeRoy. 

Laura Smith. 

RrSO/lf-MS. SMITH: Hi. My name is Laura 

Smith. I represent the Nature Conservancy of 

Washington. 

The Nature Conservancy is a nonprofit 

member organization, and we have 34,000 household 

members in the state of Washington that support our 

work to identify and protect the best remaining 

habitats for native species that we have. And we 

have done a lot of work, just to give you a little 

bit of background, for our interest in the Hanford 

Site. 

In 1992 we entered into a Memorandum of 

Agreement with the Department of Energy to conduct 

on-the-ground inventories on the Hanford Site, and 

we have done that for four years in the field, on 

the Wahluke-Slope, on the ALE Reserve, and in 

central Hanford. 

We haven't delivered our final report 

yet. It's at the printer right now. 

4 0  
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And so one of the things we'd like to 

ask is that the results of the final report be 

incorporated in&o any land use decisions. 

But what we found out there confirms 

what all of us believe. The Hanford Site is truly 

a remarkable natural legacy. The number of native 

species, plants, animals, native plant communities 

that occur on the Hanford side, the diversity and 

the scale of this functioning ecosystem is 

something that doesn't exist throughout the entire 

Columbia plateau, running through a number of 

Northwest states down through Oregon, Nevada and 

Idaho. 

When you l o o k  at it on that scale, the 

Hanford Site pops out as one of very few completely 

irreplaceable ecological sites that's essential to 

ensuring the survival of the number of quite a few 

shrub-steppe species, as well as the aquatic 

species of the Hanford Reach. 

So, based on that, based on our 

knowledge of the site, and the context, we feel 

that the Hanford Site deserves the best management 

that can be given for the native species and 

ecosystems. And we believe the federal government 

and the Fish and Wildlife Service in particular is 
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the most well equipped to provide that management 

expertise and the resources to get the j o b  done. 

We support Fish and Wildlife refuse 

status for the whole area surrounding this crescent 

around the Hanford Site, including the Wahluke 

Slope, the Riverlands, McGee Ranch, the Columbia 

River islands, the Hanford Reach, and the ALE 

Reserve. 

In addition, we've found a number of 

other important sites in central Hanford which the 

information hasn't been incorporated yet, as I have 

said, But it would show that additional corridors 

through this area in particular should be part of 

any core reserve area. 

On the rest of the Hanford Site there's 

a mosaic of important habitats and species that 

occur all throughout. 

And really no land use decisions should 

be made on a broad scale. I mean, really getting 

the expertise of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the 

Tribes, the Bureau of Land Management, looking 

closely at the landscape, including looking at the 

cultural resources, but all the ecological 

resources as well, for the placement of any 

activity or the removal of any soil that needs to 
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be done during cleanup. 

So, what we would recommend, just I 

guess in summary, is a Record of Decision for the 

land surrounding Hanford and putting them in refuse 

status with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 

then a separate planning process for central 

Hanford, really a 1-ot more study needs to be done 

and a' lot more detailed analysis needs to be done 

before these kinds of broad scale decisions can be 

made. 

So, we have appreciated working with 

the Department of Energy and being able to do the 

inventories out there. It's really yielded some 

remarkable findings for science, quite a few new 

species, including two whole new plant species that 

were never known to science before, a number of 

insect species, and several variety of plant 

insects, to'o, that are new to science. 

So, it's a great place, and I hope we 

can protect it for future generations. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Laura. 

Rae Hafer. 

MS. HAFER: Thank you for holding RTs015 
these public hearings. My name is Rae Hafer, and I 

am from Pullman, Washington. And for the detailed 
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reasons, given by Laura Smith, and for previous 

speakers, I support the Preferred Alternative plan. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Rae. 

Jerry - -  or Jim Berry. 

. Rr50/6 MR. BERRY: Thank you. I am Jim 

Berry, Spokane. For all of the reasons that the 

former speakers have given, we must have 

Alternative Two, and Senator Murray's Bill for the 

wild and scenic river. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Paul Lindholdt. 

R T 5 0 1 7 M R .  LINDHOLDT: For the record, my 

name is Paul Lindholdt. I am speaking on behalf 

of two different organizations in Eastern 

Washington. The organizations are the Upper 

Columbia River Group of the Sierra Club, and 

Eastern Environmental Student Group at Eastern 

Washington University, which I serve as faculty 

advisor. I'm also a professor. 

Both groups I'm speaking on behalf of 

which collectively represent some 1200 people .in 

this several county region agree that the Wahluke 

Slope should be protected to the fullest extent 

possible under the law as wild and scenic, as 

Number Two, Number Four. 
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I want to digress for a second to 

2xpress some scepticism about the range of 

2lternatives here. It's like a potpourri, and 

:hose of us who want it preserved can take our pick 

Erom several of them, and those who want to develop 

it and profit from it materially, have only one. 

And so I'm just a little bit afraid of 

3 possible divide and conquer set of alternatives 

here, where preservation could mean any one of four 

different things according to our menu of choices. 

The worst management plan would involve 

returning those lands to county oversight, we 

believe, to grazing and farming. 

Privatization would heighten the risk 

of eroding the White Bluffs and endangering the 

Chinook salmon and other fish that spawn there. 

The groups that I represent, like my 

family and myself, use the Hanford Reach for 

recreation and value it for wildlife habitat. 

Nowhere else on the mainstem of'the Columbia is the 

ecological fabric so intact in our experience, as 

hikers, paddlers, hunters, fishers. 

For its endangered plants and white 

pelicans, its Native American artifacts and sports 

fishing, its grandeur as a paddle route and its 
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value for protecting endangered salmon, the Hanford 

Reach of the Columbia River needs the Wahluke Slope 

to be protected against development. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment 

on this very important matter. This pivotal moment 

I think in the future of American wild lands and 

rivers. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Paul. 

Laura Ackerman. 

MS. ACKERMAN: MY name is Laura 

Ackerman. I am a resident of Spokane. And I 

support Alternative Two, with the following 

additions, and I'll be brief because several other 

people. have mentioned them. 

And that's to designate all the lands 

within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the Wahluke 

Slope, the Columbia River islands, the Riverlands, 

and McGee Ranch and national wildlife refuge under 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, And to issue a 

separate Record of Decision without delay for all 

those areas listed above. And to designate all 

other conservation mining without grazing and 

limiting mining to those areas necessary for 

mineral materials in support of the Hanford 

cleanup. 

4 6  

' I  

I 

I 

887 



1 

2 

3 

a 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 3  

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Eliminate the possibility of 

agriculture. Including grazing on the Hanford 

lands. 

And also on a personal note, I grew up 

in Grant County, and I have spent a lot of time in 

that area, in the sagebrush step doing field work 

and simply enjoying it, and the Hanford area is a 
J 

biological wonder, and it is a wonder that belongs 

to all of us, near and far, people past, present 

and future, and we have to preserve that area for 

all of us, for the future people. 

And I think that asking to preserve the 

Hallford Reach is not much, considering how much of 

the sagebrush step that we have lost. 

And Harvy Morrison came'up here earlier 

and spoke on behalf of the fish. And I 

wholeheartedly support that, But I want to speak 

on behalf of the rattle snakes and the bull snakes 

and the striped whip snake, and all the reptiles 

and the amphibians. Save the Hanford Reach. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Laura. 

Lisa Ramirez. 

gr5o/q MS. RAMIREZ: Thank you, Laura, for 

speaking for the snakes. I am going to speak for 

the Lands Council. 
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As an organization that seeks to 

?rotect and restore the environment of the inland 

gorthwest, the Lands Council believes the future 

nanagement of the Hanford Reach is a critical part 

2f restoring Shrub-steppe habitat along the 

Zolumbia River. 

In addition the salmon recovery efforts 

in the Columbia River basin in part must rely on 

protection of the Columbia River along the 

free-flowing stretch. 

The Lands Council supports the DOE 

Preferred Alternative but with the following 

modifications. 

All DOE managed lands in and 

surrounding Hanford Reach should be protected as a 

national wildlife refuge. 

The following adjoining DOE lands 

should be managed as a permanent national wildlife 

refuse: The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, McGee 

Ranch, the riverland areas, all DOE land on the 

entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and the 

Columbia River islands. 

This wil.1 provide a much needed large 

continuous crescent of protected lands surrounding 

central Hanford. 
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Expedite protection. v The areas 

mentioned are prime fish and wildlife habitat 

uncontaminated by Hanford Operations and should not 

wait for protection until the complex decisions 

involving cleanup in the central Hanford Area are 

made. 

To expedite the final decision on 

management 'of uncontaminated lands, DOE should 

issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas I 

just mentioned. 

No agriculture, grazing, mining or 

commercial development. To ensure long-term 

protection for key native species and systems 

located across the site including central Hanford 

there should be no agriculture, commercial mining 

or livestock grazing permitted. 

High intensity recreation should also 

be limited to development of'a museum at the 

B-Reactor, development such as destination resorts, 

golf courses and commercial facilities should be 

prohibited. Restrict all mining operations to 

those essential to completing cleanup and 

remediation of the the Hanford Reservation. Mining 

areas should be transferred to the national 

wildlife refuge complex as cleanup is completed and 
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zertified. 

Protect all other important lands at 

Kanford. Because the Hanford is one of the last 

places in Eastern Washington supporting large areas 

of native shrub-step vegetation and related 

wildlife, we strongly urge DOE to permanently 

protect the ecologically significant lands at 

Hanford, including those in central Hanford such as 

Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, Hanford sand dunes, 

and other important habitats. 

And finally, recreation should be 

limited to non-motorized educational trails and 

sites. 

The Lands Council supports the idea of 

a trail but the trail should be located to avoid 

sensitive wildlife habitat and native plant 

communities. So thank you for allowing me to 

speak. . .  

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lisa. 

Bonnie Mager. 

Rr’5 020 MS. MAGER: My name is Bonnie. 

Mager, and I work for the Washington Environmental 

Council, but Jack DeYoung spoke eloquently for the 

council at the Richland hearing, and I’m here to 

speak for myself. 
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I support a stronger version of 

Alternative Two that would include the Wahluke 

slope, the Hanford Reach islands, McGee Ranch, 

Xiverland area and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 

2 s  a national wildlife refuge. 

I believe that a separate Record of 

Decision of all these areas should be.put in place 

now to protect the fish and the other wildlife that 

depend on the limited area that is left. 

For me the irony of Hanford is that it 

gave us this opportunity to protect the Reach. 

feel strongly. it would be all gone by now if it 

weren't for that. 

I 

So I 'think it's just ludicrous to think 

about developing it in any way and creating any 

risk to it. It is the legacy, the healthful, the 

good legacy that we have that resulted from 

something that I think all of us, or most people 

are very ashamed of and wish never had happened. 

So to destroy that legacy, it would be 

just like the last nail in the coffin, 

opinion. 

in my 

So I would like to urge you to again 

support the Number Two strengthened version and to 

protect the remanence and to give us something to 
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e proud of at Hanford. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Bonnie. 

I don't know how she got here. ayle McClure. 

o? Is that a mistake? 

MS. LIZ WILLIAMS: Y e s .  

MS. WILLIAMS: I thought so. Greg 

.upert . 
RT50.2 I MR. RUPERT: I 'm Greg Rupert from 

And I support the restoration of lpokane County. 

)ur salmon runs. I therefore oppose any effort to 

)rivatize any part of the Wahluke Slope or the 

ianford Reservation. 

Salmon are an international resource, 

ind an essential component of our culture in the 

qorthwest. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Greg. 

Jeff Hedge. 

Rr5022 MR.. HEDGE: 'Good evening. I'm Jeff 

Hedge, resident of Spokane. I'm also a physician 

and I'm current Spokane Chapter President of 

Physicians for Social Responsibility. 

I'm supportive of Alternative T w o .  

Some of the data that was presented earlier on 

contamination site, I have not reviewed the data 

recently but I think that certain areas are 
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unacceptable in terms of human exposure to that 

area, and that would certainly prohibit multiple 

use. 

I think the cleanup needs to continue 

in this area by DOE and maybe even private firms. 

Washington Physicians for Social 

Responsibility has been on record as bei..ig against 

reactivating the Fast Flux Reactor at Hanford. 

Two points just about local control. 

Local control is inherently exploitative, 

short-sighted and generally benefits only a few 

economically. 

Long-term recreational value has 

significant economic value that benefits many. 

In spite of the contamination in this 

area, it's an ecosystem that still has a lot of 

integrity to it, which is rare in the Northwest at 

this time. And shrub-steppe community is as well 

preserved there as anywhere. So I would support 

Alternative Two. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jef-f .  At 

this time I have run out of names on the l i s t  for 

people bho have registered. Is there anybody who's 

compelled to speak? Step right up. I 

tr5023, MR. POWERS: I am Julian Powers, 
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anybody that's going to be living here. 

So I think we really need to be worried 

about that. And Jeff Hedge just mentioned that. 

A second item is diversity. A lot of 

scientists say The biggest environmental problem in 

the world is the loss of biodiversity. 

Look what we have on the Reach. That 

has been described eloquently by the people, 

including the nature conservancy lady. We cannot 

get it back once we lose it. 

really important. 

Biodiversity is 

Local control, it sucks, because you 

can buy a local County Commissioner pretty cheap. 

I would like to echo what LeRoy Eadie said, absurd, 

absurd, absurd. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Well, thank you. 

Anybody else here? 

FLORES : Hi. My name is /f T5 029 MR - 

5 4  

Spokane. 

original. It's all been said. I would like to 

just enumerate the things that have stood out for 

It is not possible for me to say anything 

I me 
I think the Heart of America 

description of the contamination, and the 

1 contamination is there for a long time, beyond 
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Lupito Flores. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: You are not 

going to read that, are you? 

MR. FLORES: It is not the Bible. 

I think the Department of Energy is getting the 

picture. I just wanted to show you this. It's 

1,000 individual endorsements in favor of 

designating the Wahluke Slope as a national 

wildlife refuge, and recreational wild and scenic 

river for the Hanford Reach. 

And we are going to be submitting this 

for the record later. Thanks. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lupito. 

Anybody else? We've got an empty mike. 

tT5025 MR. POLLET: I need to add so, for 

Heart of America, I said we support Alternative 

two, and I want to be real clear, we support 

Alternative Two with additions, as noted by 20 

speakers, and don't want it wrong in the record 

that we didn't support t'he inclusion of the 

islands. 

When you talk about local control, 

everyone's followed the issue of local control of 

the islands and development of the islands 

recently. That's what local control means. 
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Ievelopment of the islands. 

Just, you know, can't get it any 

zlearer than that. 

There's one other major issue which, 

the Department of Energy and the county's proposal 

for industrial development really does not do an 

adequate job of considering the impact of 

development and what kind of industrial development 

.re we talking about. 

.eally. 

They don't describe it 

And it could be very high impact, and 

:hey don't describe the impact of it on even their 

)wn Preferred Alternative in terms of the slope and 

:he river and the quarter mile along the river. 

Under our state Growth Management Act, 

something the counties and DOE is well aware, 

is it. 

development proposals come along in terms of those 

impacts if they are, quote, consistent with this 

one. And it makes it all the more imperative to 

make sure that we do not have an EIS and Record of 

Decision right now that supports opening up 

industrial development through this area because it 

has not adequately considered what are the impacts 

on the Columbia River and the Hanford Reach. 

this 

We won't have another EIS when specific 
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MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jerry. 

R ? s o z b M R .  DAVIS: Just for the record, my 

name is Chase Davis. I thank the DOE for keeping 

the process open. Certainly I always appreciate 

the opportunity to speak on important issues. 

And I just, just a quick comment, I . 

have never been to a public hearing where I heard 

so many things that I agreed with. I want to make 

sure that somebody calls me the next time something 

like thi's happens so I can be sure to come back 

out. So I thank everybody here. 

MS. WILLIAMS: It's still open. 

We'll, we've heard from a lot of people 

tonight.. I think this does conclude our meeting, 

unless there's someone else who's willing and 

waiting. And I thank you all for coming. 

(8:30 p.m.1 

* * * 
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1 STATE OF WASHINGTON 

County of Benton 
) s s .  

I, William J. Bridges, 

cert.ify that at the time and place heretofore 

mentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter, I 

was a Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary 

Public for Washington; that at said time and place 

I reported in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter; that 

thereafter my notes were reduced to typewriting and 

that the foregoing transcript consisting of 57 

typewritten pages is a true and correct transcript 

of all such testimony adduced and proceedings had 

and of the whole thereof. 

do hereby 

my hand at Kennewick, Washington, 

day of June, 1999. 
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	schools and the rural area in Grant County
	33
	Policy Several letters were received addressing payment in lieu of taxes PILT), expressing
	support for DOE to give Grant County PILT; others would like the PILT based on lost
	opportunity instead of current land use Commenters also reiterated the need for continuation
	the cleanup mission the need to consider human health and safety and the need to better
	address environmental justice by expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke Slope
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	keeping an open process lack of impacts from industrial development the recommendation
	that planning should be seven generations out and concerns regarding the sensitivity of LIGO
	noise and vibration
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	Slope have been managed in part by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
	the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area and in part by the USFWS as the Saddle
	Mountain National Wildlife Refuge In April 1999 the WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE
	agreement leaving only a small portion (about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge
	under WDFW permit The USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the
	same uses permitted by the State of Washington under the WDFW™s management of the
	Wahluke Slope Therefore transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to
	the USFWS involves only a change in the agency managing the property and does not involve
	any change in the management activities for the Wahluke Slope Management of the entire
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	Conservation (Mining
	(1 69)b
	and Grazing)

	Conservation (Mining)
	Industrial-Exclusive
	Preservation
	Hig h-I ntensity
	Low-Intensity
	Research &
	Areas from Revised Draft EIS
	Area is no longer under DOE control it is included in this EIS to support the local governments
	with their SEPA EIS analyses of the Hanford sub-area of Benton County under the State of
	Washington™s Growth Management Act
	The Port of Benton officially took ownership and control of the ﬁ1 100 Areaﬂ (consisting of
	786 acres 26 buildings and 16 miles of rail tract) on October 1 1998 The Port is studying the
	feasibility of reconnecting the Hanford main rail line to Ellensburg WA (as it was in the 197Os
	an alternative route for Yakima Valley rail traffic flowing between the Puget Sound and the
	Tri-Cities Specifically the Port has expressed a desire to use the Hanford rail system and
	extend the current system upriver where there is currently only an abandoned railroad grade
	13
	Provisions for the reconnection would be made in DOE™S permit to the USFWS for
	management of the Riverlands The DOES Preferred Alternative would not hinder the rail option
	because it would be considered a pre-existing nonconforming use (see Chapter 6 At this time
	DOE has no plans to maintain the northern portions of the existing rail line
	used for research and technology development facilities The 400 Area located southeast of
	the 200 East Area is the site of the Fast Flux Test Facility FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt
	thermal liquid metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear research test reactor that was constructed in the
	late 1970s and operated from 1982 to 1992 The Secretary decided on August 18 1999 that
	the DOE would conduct a programmatic National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review
	including an Environmental Impact Statement EIS), evaluating the potential environmental
	impacts associated with proposed expansion of infrastructure including the possible role of the
	FFTF for civilian nuclear energy research and development activities; production of isotopes for
	medical research and industrial uses; and production of plutonium-238 for use in advanced
	radioisotope power systems for future National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA)
	space missions
	operation (Figure S-22 Several springs are found on the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills along
	the western edge of the Hanford Site Rattlesnake and Snively Springs form small surface
	streams Water discharged from Rattlesnake Springs flows down Dry Creek for about 3 km
	1.9 mi) before disappearing into the ground Cold Creek and its tributary Dry Creek are
	ephemeral streams within the Yakima River drainage system in the southwestern portion of the
	Hanford Site
	irrigation water) exist on the Wahluke Slope The State of Washington has classified the stretch
	the Columbia River from Grand Coulee to the Washington-Oregon border which includes the
	Hanford Reach as Class A Excellent Class A waters are to be suitable for essentially all uses
	including raw drinking water recreation and wildlife habitat Potential well head protection areas
	would be associated with areas of high recharge potential (Figure S-25 State and Federal
	Drinking Water Standards apply to the Columbia River and are currently being met
	and chemical contaminants resulting from past Hanford Site operations These contaminants
	were primarily introduced through wastewater discharged to cribs ditches trenches and ponds
	Contaminants from spills injection wells and leaking waste tanks have also impacted
	groundwater in some areas Groundwater contamination is being actively remediated in several
	areas through pump and treat operations
	39
	In addition to contaminants within the aquifer there are contaminants within the vadose
	zone beneath waste sites which have a potential to move downward into the aquifer The rate
	movement of contamination through the vadose zone depends on contaminant and soil
	chemistry stratigraphy and infiltration of recharge Vadose zone contamination is being
	remediated in selected areas through excavation and disposal of shallow contaminated
	sediments in the 100 areas and vapor extraction for carbon tetrachloride found in the
	200 West Area
	below the Hanford Site is the City of Richland's Columbia River intake
	WPPSS]) - As part of an effort to reduce electricity production costs Energy
	Northwest headquarters has decreased the size of its workforce from over 1,900 in
	1994 to 1,069 at the end of 1998 The decommissioning of two mothballed nuclear
	power plants (WNP-I and WNP-4) began in 1995 In 1998 Energy Northwest
	employed around 46 people at the two plants one-half the 90 people that were
	employed in 1994 due to decommissioning activities
	Agriculture - In 1997 agricultural production in the bi-county area generated about
	10,392 wage and salary jobs or about 13% of the area™s total employment as
	represented by the employees covered by unemployment insurance Seasonal farm
	workers are not included in that total but are estimated by the US Department of
	Labor for the agricultural areas in the state of Washington In 1998 seasonal farm
	workers in Benton Franklin and Walla Walla Counties averaged 7,028 per month
	ranging from 1,373 workers during the winter pruning season to 1571 1 workers at
	the peak of harvest Area farms and ranches generate a sizable number of jobs in
	Per capita income in 1996 for Benton County was 22,354, Franklin County was
	17,493, and Washington State was 25,277. The median household income in 1996 for
	Benton County was estimated to be 42,833, down from 43,684 in 1994 The median
	household income in 1996 for Franklin County was estimated at 30,903, down from $31 I 21 in
	1994 while the State of Washington median household income was estimated at 39,899, up
	In 1998 90 percent of all housing 47,111 total units) in the Tri-Cities was occupied
	Single-unit housing which represents nearly 59 percent of the total units had a 94 percent
	DOE Orders 420.1 and 5480.23 along with the guidance document DOE-ST-
	3009 require that a hazard analysis be developed as the basis for a conclusion

	that off-site personnel are sufficiently protected from accidents at a nuclear
	facility That conclusion is to be reached through analysis showing that the
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	Hanford contractors have interpreted this requirement as to maintain a public
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	preparedness efforts are carried out per DOES Comprehensive Emergency
	Management System Order (DOE Order 151.1 to ensure that prompt and
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	resource mitigation with resource consumption Prior to the adoption of the controls each RMP
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	received the following changes have been made to the DOE™S Pt-eferred Alternative:
	All Conservation (Mining and Grazing) has been changed to Conservation Mining).
	The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has been extended to
	include the ALE Reserve the Riverlands and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in
	Benton County The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge will be an overlay
	wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE and that DOE retains the right to

	mine the ALE insert for cover materials
	A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge will be
	given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to
	manage the Refuge
	The White Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One and Three) has been added to the
	Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the White Bluffs
	Memorial
	The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could
	eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have
	been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access
	A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the
	Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River
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	In addition to changes made to the Preferred Alternative and the identifying of
	Alternative One as the environmentally preferable alternative many other changes were made
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	Final EIS from the Revised Draft EIS is identified by vertical line on the outside margin of the
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	the DOE Many expressed an opinion that no grazing of any type should be allowed on the
	Wild and Scenic River Several commenters supported a Wild and Scenic River designation
	for the Columbia River flowing through the Hanford Reach citing protection of the river and the
	riverbanks A few of those opposed the designation were concerned for future local needs
	such as water rights
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	Wahluke Slope Many commenters addressed the Wahluke Slope with more than half against
	any farming there Other commenters supported farming or an impartial study of all the
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	Split Record of Decision Over 180 commenters supported a split ROD in the interest of
	moving the designation of a wildlife refuge forward without waiting for cleanup of the site to be
	completed
	Summary of Changes Made in Response to Public Comment
	Based on the public comment received the following changes have been made to the
	DOE™S Preferred Alternative:
	28
	All Conservation (Mining and Grazing) has been changed to Conservation Mining).
	The National Wildlife Refuge designation (from Alternative One) has been extended to
	include the ALE Reserve the Riverlands and McGee Ranch; and all river islands not in
	Benton County The Preferred Alternative clarifies that the refuge would be an overlay
	wildlife refuge (without a transfer of title from DOE and that DOE retains the right to
	mine the ALE insert for cover materials
	A railroad right-of-way through the Riverlands portion of the proposed Refuge would be
	given status as a preexisting condition and included in the proposed USFWS permit to
	manage the Refuge
	The white Bluffs town-site (from Alternatives One and Three) has been added to the
	Preferred Alternative map as Low-Intensity Recreation to serve as the white Bluffs
	Memorial
	The Low-Intensity Recreation dots (comfort stations) along the river which could
	eventually serve as anchor points for a river trail from Richland to Vernita Bridge have
	been moved to ensure that they have both river and road access
	A High-Intensity Recreation triangle (from Alternative Three) has been added to the
	Preferred Alternative map near Horn Rapids Park on the Yakima River
	46
	In addition to changes made to the Preferred Alternative and the identifying of
	Alternative One as the environmentally preferable alternative many other changes were made
	the document updating items refining analyses and correcting errors

	On February 1 1 1999 the President issued Executive Order 131 12 Invasive Species
	intended to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to
	minimize the economic ecological and human health impacts caused by invasive species The
	Order which is applicable to each Federal agency whose actions may affect the status of
	invasive species establishes an Invasive Species Council made up of the Secretaries of
	various Federal agencies and also calls for the formation of a stakeholders' Invasive Species
	Advisory Committee to provide information and advice to the Council
	31
	Each disturbance factor on a given tract of land weakens the native plant community
	causing potentially catastrophic and accelerated change in landscape components Therefore
	any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the vegetation and soil surfaces of that site should
	examined for its effect on invasive weeds and consequences to site biodiversity If such
	disturbance activities do occur it is important to consider how the effects of the disturbance
	would be managed before the action takes place Specific actions can be taken to help
	prevent the introduction and/or spread of invasive weeds onto the Wildlife Refuge areas of the
	Hanford Site For example equipment being moved onto the Refuge could be steam-cleaned
	and washed free of vegetation and soil debris at an offsite location before being placed onsite
	remove invasive plant seeds and reproductive parts Additionally Hanford road activity
	should be monitored and immediate management action should be taken when necessary to
	prevent invasive species from becoming established along roadsides
	Until recently in the northeast portion of the Wahluke Slope the Washington State
	Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) operated the Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area
	In April 1999 the WDFW and the USFWS notified the DOE of
	agreement leaving only a small portion (about 324 ha (800 ac)) northwest of the Vernita bridge
	under WDFW permit The USFWS informed the DOE that it intends to allow essentially the
	same uses permitted by the State of Washington under the WDWs management of the
	Wahluke Slope Therefore transfer of management of the Wahluke Slope from the WDFW to
	the USFWS involves only a change in the agency managing the property and does not involve
	any change in the management activities for the Wahluke Slope Management of the entire
	Wahluke Slope by the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge is consistent with the 1996 DO1
	Hanford Reach EIS ROD The ROD recommended the Wahluke Slope be designated a wildlife
	refuge and the Hanford Reach a Wild and Scenic River and that the wildlife refuge be managed
	the USFWS
	The WDFW had leased a total of approximately 43 ha (107 ac) of the Wahluke State
	Agricultural Leases R-01, #WB-Ol and WB-02). This WDFW grazing lease was allowed to
	expire on December 31 1998 but under SEPA regulations for up to 10 years after the expiration
	the lease the WDRN can reinstate the grazing lease without public review
	The Wahluke Wildlife Recreation Area is open to the public for recreational uses during
	The Wahluke Slope once contained small nonradioactively contaminated sites Le.,
	landfills These sites were subject to an expedited response action and were remediated by
	DOE in 1997 Although remediation took place the landfills could still have hazardous materials
	that would cause injury to trust resources The DOE is not planning to alter the current land
	The 400 Area located southeast of the 200 East Area is the site of the Fast Flux Test
	Facility FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt thermal liquid metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear
	Although not designed nor operated as a breeder reactor the FFTF operated during these years
	a national research facility for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor Program to test
	advanced nuclear fuels materials components systems nuclear operating and maintenance
	procedures and active and passive safety technologies The reactor was also used to produce
	large number of different isotopes for medical and industrial users generate tritium for the
	United States fusion research program and conduct cooperative international research
	36
	In December 1993 the FFTF was shutdown due largely at that time from determinations
	that the facility could not continue to operate economically In April 1995 defueling was
	completed and usable fuel is stored on site in fuel storage vessels or in the secure vault at the
	Plutonium Finishing Plant at the Hanford Site Unusable spent nuclear fuel (SNF) has been
	thoroughly washed to remove all sodium residuals dried and placed in approved 50-year
	Interim Storage Casks on the 400 Area Interim Storage Area pad In November 1995 the
	reactor was placed in standby mode with the main cooling system operating at approximately
	200°C (400°F) to keep the sodium coolant liquid and circulating to maintain DOEs option to
	restart and operate the reactor in the future Essential systems staffing and support services
	are being maintained in a manner that will support either timely restart or deactivation of the
	FFTF In January 1997 the Secretary of Energy officially directed that the FFTF be maintained
	a standby condition while an evaluation was conducted of any future role the facility might
	have in the DOE'S national tritium production strategy In December 1998 the Secretary
	determined that the FFTF would not play a role in the nation's tritium production strategy
	51
	In May 1999 the Secretary announced that DOE would ask the Pacific Northwest
	National Laboratory (PNNL) to complete a 90-day study that would resolve outstanding
	informational needs for the FFTF Results of this study were completed and documented in a

	Hanford Site intakes for the onsite water export system and Energy Northwest (formerly known
	WPPSS) water intakes
	The primary uses of the Columbia River include the production of hydroelectric power
	irrigation of cropland in the Columbia Basin and transportation of materials by barge The
	Hanford Reach is the upstream limit of barge traffic on the main stem of the Columbia River
	Barges are used to transport reactor vessels from decommissioned nuclear submarines to
	Hanford for disposal Several communities located on the Columbia River rely on the river as
	their source of drinking water The Columbia River is also used as a source of both drinking
	water and industrial water for several Hanford Site facilities (Dirkes 1993 In addition the
	Columbia River is used extensively for recreation which includes fishing hunting boating
	sailboarding waterskiing diving and swimming
	flow compared to the Columbia River The average flow based on nearly 60 years of records is
	about 104 m3/s 3,712 ft3/s with an average monthly maximum of 490 m3/s.(17,500 @Is) and
	The peak average daily flow rate during 1997 was nearly 1,300 m3/s 45,900 ft3/s
	Approximately one-third of the Hanford Site is drained by the Yakima River system
	An alkaline spring at the east end of Umtanum Ridge was documented by The Nature
	Conservancy in Biodiversity lnventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site (TNC 1998 Several
	springs are also found on the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills along the western edge of the
	Hanford Site Cold Creek and its tributary Dry Creek are ephemeral streams within the Yakima
	There are no currently active ditches on the Hanford Site The only active pond in
	Benton County's portion of the Hanford Site is West Lake West Lake is located north of the
	200 East Area and is a natural feature recharged from groundwater (PNNL 1996a West Lake
	Hanford Site operations This elevated water table is dropping and so is the size of West Lake
	trend caused-by reduction in liquid effluent disposal Water levels are also measured in wells
	completed in the upper basalt-confined aquifer Several areas showed declines in the confined-
	aquifer potentiometric surface associated with declines in the water table of the overlying
	facilities in the 100 and 300 Areas as well as facilities in the Central Plateau (PNNL 1996b
	The upper basalt-confined aquifer system is defined as the groundwater occurring within
	basalt fractures and joints interflow contacts and intercalated sedimentary interbeds within the
	upper Saddle Mountains Basalt The thickest and most widespread sedimentary unit is the
	Rattlesnake Ridge Interbed Groundwater is confined by the dense low-permeability interior
	portions of basalt flows and by Ringold Formation silt and clay units overlying the basalts
	37
	In 1993 hydraulic head distribution and flow dynamics of the upper basalt-confined
	aquifer system were evaluated and reported in PNL-8869 which identified the following
	prominent hydrologic features:
	41
	A broad recharge mound extending northeastward from Yakima Ridge in the
	200 West Area
	44
	A small recharge mound (now subsiding) immediately east of the 200 East Area
	the vicinity of B Pond
	47
	A subsurface hydrogeologic barrier Le., an impediment to groundwater flow
	believed to be related to faulting near the mouth of Cold Creek Valley
	50
	A region of low hydraulic head (potential discharge) in the Umtanum Ridge-Gable
	Mountain structural area
	53
	Recharge to the upper basalt-confined aquifer system is believed to result from
	precipitation and surface water infiltration where the basalt and interbeds are exposed at ground
	surface Recharge also may occur through the unconfined aquifer system where a downward
	hydraulic gradient exists between the unconfined and upper basalt-confined aquifers Hydraulic
	communication with overlying and underlying aquifers is believed to cause the region of low
	hydraulic head found in the Umtanum Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area (these relationships
	are given in more detail in PNL-8869 Maps of the upper basalt-confined and unconfined
	aquifer potentiometric surfaces indicate that a downward hydraulic gradient from the unconfined
	aquifer to the upper basalt-confined aquifer occurs in the western portion of the Hanford Site in
	the vicinity of the B Pond recharge mound as well as in the regions north and east of the
	Columbia River (seePNL-6313PNL-8869PNL-10082PNNL-11470PNNL-42067
	WHC-EP-0142-3 WHC-EP-0142-4 and WHC-EP-0394-3 In the vicinity of B Pond however a
	recent acceleration in head decline within the unconfined aquifer system may soon lead to a
	reversal in the vertical hydraulic gradient between the unconfined and upper basalt-confined
	aquifer systems in this region In other areas of the Hanford Site the hydraulic gradient is
	upward from the upper basalt-confined aquifer to the unconfined aquifer system
	20
	Figure 4-1 3b constructed by manual contouring presents a regional approximation of
	the potentiometric surface for the upper basalt-confined aquifer system based on water-level
	measurements taken during June 1998 Measurements in the Rattlesnake Ridge lnterbed were
	primarily used to construct this map though additional measurements in the upper Saddle
	Mountains Basalt were used for general contouring The datum used was NAVD88 which is
	approximately 1 m higher than the NGVD29 datum used in previous versions of this map e.g.,
	PNL-8869 PNL-10817 andPNNL-11793
	28
	With some exceptions the major potentiometric map features shown in Figure 4-1 3b are
	nearly the same as those exhibited for 1996 as reported in Section 5.5 of PNNL-11470 and
	Section 3.10 of PNNL-11793 The potentiometric map indicates that south of the Umtanum
	Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area groundwater flows from west to east across the Site
	toward the Columbia River which represents the regional discharge area for groundwater-flow
	systems In the region northeast of Gable Mountain the potentiometric contours suggest that
	groundwater flows southwest and discharges primarily to underlying confined aquifer systems in
	the Umtanum Ridge-Gable Mountain structural area PNL-8869). This increased hydraulic head
	region is associated with recharge from agricultural activities north and east of the Columbia
	River and has been observed for deeper confined aquifer systems Therefore the Columbia
	River does not represent a major discharge area for upper basalt-confined groundwater in the
	northern portion of the Hanford Site
	41
	Water levels in almost all wells monitoring the upper basalt-confined aquifer system
	declined from June 1997 to June 1998 The greatest declines occurred near the B Pond (well
	699-42-40C) and in the eastern portion of the site (wells 699-26-15C and 699-42-EgB
	However water levels in well 699-42-EgB are known to be affected by stage fluctuations in the
	Columbia River The river stage was higher than normal during 1996 and 1997 but returned to
	normal during 1998 thus accounting for the water-level decline in well 699-42-EgB For this
	reason short-term water-level fluctuations in this well and in other wells near the river i.e., wells
	199-H4-2 and 399-5-2) mask long-term trends in the upper basalt-confined aquifer system
	Water levels in confined aquifer wells near the northern boundary of the 200 East Area and
	immediately east of the 200 East Area near B Pond continue to show a decline falling in the
	range of approximately 0.1 to 0.7 m from June 1997 to June 1998 Water levels in confined
	aquifer wells near the 200 West Area also continue to show a decline of approximately 0.1 to
	0.4 m/yr Water levels in wells located between Gable Mountain and the northern boundary of
	Final HCP EIS 4-45 Affected Environment


	water-level declines in the overlying unconfined aquifer system
	Soil vapor extraction continued in the 200-ZP-2 Operable Unit as a CERCLA expedited
	response action to remove the carbon tetrachloride source from the vadose zone The mix of
	extraction wells was changed periodically during fiscal year 1998 to improve performance based
	a 1997 rebound study In fiscal year 1998 777 kg 1,717 Ibs of carbon tetrachloride were
	26
	In 1998 results from 1997 spectral gamma logging of boreholes surrounding the
	B-BX-BY single-shell tank farm in the 200 East Area became available The logging was to
	detect changes in the distribution of man-made radionuclides in the sediments associated with
	liquid waste disposal facilities adjacent to the tank farm Spectral gamma logging also was
	performed at boreholes around the Plutonium Finishing Plant liquid disposal facilities to
	ascertain any changes in subsurface radionuclide distribution since last logging Also baseline
	characterization logging of all drywells in the BX C S and N tank farms was completed and
	the results reported in 1998 In addition 10 new groundwater-monitoring wells were installed
	and logged by spectral gamma-ray methods Historical gross gamma logs from boreholes near
	the SX BX BY and TY tank farms were analyzed to locate mobile radionuclides
	37
	Directional well drilling was tested at two sites The holes were completed but boulder
	gravels at one site presented difficulties in drilling and sampling Control of drilling fluids also
	presented an obstacle that must be overcome before using this technique to address vadose
	zone contamination
	42
	Sediment samples from new vadose-zone or groundwater wells were collected and
	analyzed for contaminants and physical properties A vadose-zone borehole near the SX tank
	launch Despite the arid climate these elk appear to be very healthy; antler and body size for
	songbirds and other species associated with riparian riverine and upland habitats The Nature
	Conservancy recently summarized its findings for birds and mammal surveys These surveys fall
	short of the number of species that have been documented on site historically For example
	species were observed in the bird surveys in 1997 This number falls short of the 246 species
	identified historically (Neitzel 1998 Species of birds found at or near the Hanford Site include
	common species and accidental species
	Swainson™s hawk red-tailed hawk prairie falcon and American kestrel In 1994 nesting by red-
	tailed Swainson™s and ferruginous hawks included 41 nests located across the Hanford Site in
	relation to high voltage transmission towers trees cliffs and basalt outcrops In recent years the
	number of nesting ferruginous hawks on the Hanford Site has increased as a result in part to
	their acceptance of steel powerline towers in the open grass and shrubland habitats (Neitzel
	Common upland game species that occur in shrub and grassland habitat include the
	chukar partridge California quail and Chinese ring-necked pheasant Chukars are most
	numerous in the Rattlesnake Hills Yakima Ridge Umtanum Ridge Saddle Mountains and Gable
	Mountain areas of the Hanford Site Less common species include western sage grouse
	Hungarian partridge and scaled quail Western sage grouse were historically abundant on the
	Hanford Site; however populations have declined since the early 1800s because of the
	conversion of sagebrush-steppe habitat Surveys conducted by the WDFW and PNNL during
	late winter and early spring 1993 and biodiversity inventories conducted by The Nature
	Conservancy in 1997 did not reveal presence of western sage grouse in sagebrush-steppe
	(Figures 4-35 and 4-36 and Table 4-14 The extent of major radionuclides at levels above the
	interim drinking water standards (DWSs) is shown in Figure 4-35 Tritium iodine-I 29 technetium-
	99 and strontium-90 were present at levels above EPA or State of Washington interim DWSs
	Uranium exceeded EPA's proposed maximum contaminant level MCL). Minor radiological
	contamination DWS included carbon-I4 (in the 100-K Area cesium-137 and plutonium (in the
	200 East Area near injection well 216-E-5 Derived concentration guide levels (DCGLs) were
	exceeded for strontium-90 in the 100-K 100-N and 200 East Areas (near injection well 216-B-5
	and near the former Gable Mountain Pond The DCGL for uranium was exceeded near U Plant
	The DCGL for tritium was exceeded in one well near cribs that received effluent from the
	Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (PUREX) Plant and in another well near waste management area
	TX-TY The DCGL for plutonium was exceeded in one well in the 200 East Area (near injection
	well 216-B-5 Cobalt-60 levels exceeded the 100 pCi/L interim DWS in recent years but were
	17
	The extent of major chemical constituents at levels above the primary MCLs is shown in
	Figure 4-36 Nitrate carbon tetrachloride and trichloroethylene were the most widespread
	Chloroform cis-I 2-dichloroethyleneI cyanide fluoride chromium and other metals also were
	present at levels above their MCLs Tetrachloroethylene exceeded its 5 pg/L MCL in the 300 Area
	23
	The area of Hanford contaminant plumes with concentrations exceeding an MCL or DWS
	was estimated to be approximately 245 million m2 (95 mi') in fiscal year 1998 This equates to a
	volume of approximately 1.4 billion m3 which is the same as fiscal year 1997 The volume
	estimate has a high uncertainty because of a lack of knowledge of the vertical extent of
	contaminant plumes Plume thickness is estimated to be 20 m (66 ft except in the 100 and
	300 Areas and the North Richland area where the plume is estimated to be 5 m (16 ft The
	porosity of the aquifer is not well-characterized; for the purpose of the calculation the porosity was
	assumed to be 30 percent This estimate does not include water in the vadose zone
	4.71.1.7 Groundwater lngesfion Dose and Risk Esfimafes Results of groundwater
	monitoring are compared to the DWSs for individual radiological constituents (see Table5-14
	estimate the concentration in water that could result in a potential radiological dose of
	4 mrem/yr from consumption of each individual constituent Similarly DCGLs provide estimates of
	activities that could result in a 100 mrem/yr dose as defined in DOE Order 5400.5 However the
	potential dose is actually the sum of the doses from the individual constituents An estimate of this
	cumulative dose which could result from consumption of groundwater from different onsite
	locations can be calculated from the extent of contamination
	53
	Figure 4-37 shows the cumulative dose estimates from ingestion of groundwater from the
	unconfined aquifer system on the Hanford Site These estimates were made by summing the
	interpolated carbon-14 strontium-90 technetium-99 iodine-129 cesium-I 37 plutonium tritium
	and uranium activities in groundwater The automatic interpolation process sometimes resulted in
	peak grid values that were lower than the measured maximum values because it averaged in
	other lower values In these cases the value at the grid node closest to the measured peak value
	was increased to match the measured peak Factors to convert activities to ingestion dose
	equivalents were taken from DOE Order 5400.5 The dose presented in Figure 4-37 represents
	the cumulative dose equivalent from all major radionuclides in Hanford Site groundwater
	22
	The dose estimates presented in Figure 4-37 show that areas above the 100 mrem/yr dose
	standard are restricted to localized parts of the 1 00-K 1 00-N and 200 Areas Areas above
	4 mrem/yr are more restricted than the area above the interim DWS for individual constituents

	4 mrem/yr -
	Figure 4-38 illustrates the estimated lifetime incremental cancer risk that would be
	experienced by a person drinking water contaminated with chemicals and radionuclides at
	concentrations that have been measured in groundwater across the Hanford Site Cancer-risk
	estimates were made by summing interpolated groundwater concentrations of the radionuclides
	listed above plus carbon tetrachloride chloroform trichloroethylene cis-l 2-dichloroethylene,
	nitrate and hexavalent chromium The calculation assumes that a person weighing 70 kg
	(154 Ibs) consumes 2 L 0.5 gal) of groundwater every day for 30 years DOURL-91-45, Rev
	IRIS 1997 Cancer risks exceeding 0.0001 are present in portions of the 100,200,300 and
	600 Areas and this contour closely resembles the cumulative dose map (see Figure 4-37 An
	additional area of cancer risk 0.0001 is observed in the 200 West Area a result of the carbon
	tetrachloride plume
	16
	Figure 4-39 shows the estimated hazard quotient that would be experienced by an individual
	drinking water contaminated with chemicals at concentrations that have been measured in
	groundwater across the Hanford Site The hazard quotient relates the potential human health
	hazards associated with exposure to noncarcinogenic substances or carcinogenic substances with
	systemic toxicities other than cancer (in Hanford Site groundwater these include nitrate
	hexavalent chromium uranium and strontium The calculation assumes that a person weighing
	70 kg (I 54 Ibs) consumes 2 L 0.5 gal) of groundwater every day for 30 years DOURL-91-4-45,
	Rev 3; IRIS 1997 The only part of the Hanford Site with a >5 hazard quotient is a small portion
	the 200 West Area Hazard quotients 0.3 are present in all of the operational areas and in
	parts of the 600 Area primarily those areas with nitrate contamination
	27
	4.11.2 Columbia River Contamination
	contaminants entombed within river sediments
	plan for the entire Hanford Site is under development (DOE-RL 1998 This project will account
	for the entire waste inventory on the Hanford Site Better understanding of vadose zone transport
	mechanisms may require land-use restrictions where soil contamination is left at depth after
	remediation
	Hanford Site Protective Safefy Buffer Zones
	protective measures for waste remediation processing and disposal facilities are required by
	DOE Order 420.1 Facility Safety DOE Order 151.1 Comprehensive Emergency Management
	complement EPAs Risk Management Planning (RMP) under the Clean Air Act 40 CFR 68.10(a
	and WAC 246-247 These buffer zones limit public exposure to radiological and hazardous
	chemicals from routine operations and accidents A methodology that used the air dispersion
	model GXQ with 95-percent meteorological conditions based on the Nuclear Regulatory
	Commission™s Regulatory Guide 1 I45 was developed to determine the location size shape and
	DOE Orders 420.1 and 5480.23 along with the guidance document DOE-ST-3009
	require that a hazard analysis be developed as the basis for a conclusion that off-site
	personnel are sufficiently protected from accidents at a nuclear facility That conclusion
	to be reached through analysis showing that the estimated individual dose off-site from
	any design basis accident or evaluation basis accident would be less than some guideline
	No guideline value has been issued by DOE but a value of 25 rem committed
	effective dose equivalent (CEDE) is frequently used by DOE™S contractors in the absence
	a specified value DNFSBTTECH-20). The EUZ is an area designated for operation
	activities associated with a waste site or facility In DOE 0 420.1 Section 4.1 I 2, Design
	Requirements each DOE nuclear facility is required to ﬁbe sited and designed in such a
	manner that gives adequate protection for the health and safety of the public and for
	workers including those at adjacent facilities from the effects of potential facility
	accidents involving the release of radioactive materials (DOE Order 420.1).ﬂ
	Hanford contractors have interpreted this requirement as to maintain a public buffer zone
	where 25 rem would not be exceeded in the event of an unmitigated low probability
	accident (IOﬁ to IO4 where 5 rem would not be exceeded in the event of an unmitigated
	medium probability accident (IOﬁ to IOﬁ or where 0.5 rem would not be exceeded in the
	event of an unmitigated high probability accident (I O‚2 to 1) WHC-85MOO-JCVK-95008).

	public access can be routinely allowed while ensuring the intent of DOE 0 420.1 is
	The EUZ is located inside the EPZ
	preparedness efforts are carried out per DOE™S Comprehensive Emergency Management
	System Order (DOE Order 151.1 to ensure that prompt and effective actions can be
	The protective buffer zones for the Hanford Site (Figure 4-40) were established using
	potential public health impact Accidents initiated by sabotage are not applicable to EPZs
	presented in Table
	In addition to the known risks e.g., K-Basins could have the fuel elements removed in about
	six years RODS for the Hanford Site burial grounds are upcoming It is very difficult to
	adequately characterize heterogenous burial grounds created over 40 years ago e.g., in a
	surprise to everyone the 618-4 burial ground had 1500 barrels of uranium fines packed in mineral
	oil In the spirit of DOE 0 420.1™s defense in depth policy it is prudent for DOE to reserve land
	for operational safety and/or remediation/stewardship buffer zones until the known risks and the
	unknown risks are dispositioned The boundaries provide a conservative buffer zone based on
	risk and consequence management that is expected to be sufficient to address protective zone
	needs for the multiple facilities present in each area on the Hanford Site As the cleanup mission
	progresses the extent of these EUZs is expected to shrink in size and eventually migrate inward
	Reduce exclusive use zone (EUZ) areas to maximize the amount of land available for alternate
	uses while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous operations
	Groundwater flow and contaminant transport models are used to simulate future
	groundwater-flow conditions and predict the migration of contaminants through the groundwater
	pathway During the past several years a Site-wide three-dimensional flow and transport
	model has been under development by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory's (PNNL's)
	Groundwater Monitoring Project
	10
	Two-dimensional flow models have been used extensively at the Hanford Site These
	models were generally adequate for predicting aquifer head changes and directions of
	groundwater flow prior to cessation of large wastewater-disposal operations because the
	groundwater levels were somewhat stable across the Hanford Site However in the early
	199Os it was recognized that a three-dimensional model was needed for accurate calculation of
	future aquifer head changes directions of groundwater flow mass transport and predictions of
	contaminant concentrations The three-dimensional model was needed because there is
	significant vertical heterogeneity in the unconfined aquifer and the water table is dropping over
	most of the Hanford Site in response to cessation of large wastewater discharges The
	unconfined aquifer system is composed of a series of conductive units that are separated from
	each other in most places by extensive mud units with relatively low hydraulic conductivities
	Accounting for this vertical heterogeneity is particularly important as the water table drops
	because the water table is currently near the contact between the Hanford formation and the
	underlying and much-less-conductive Ringold Formation over a large part of the Hanford Site
	Dewatering of the highly permeable Hanford formation sediments in some areas (PNL-10196)
	may result in aquifer transmissivity changes These changes would be an order of magnitude or
	more that would not be properly accounted for by two-dimensional flow and transport models
	28
	The Site-wide three-dimensional model was used during fiscal year 1998 to support the
	composite analysis for low-level waste disposal in the Hanford Site PNNL-11800). The
	composite analysis involved simulation of future transport of radioactive contaminants that are
	expected to exist on the Hanford Site following site closure Site closure was assumed to occur
	the year 2050 followed by a 1,000-year compliance period Only sources within a designated
	waste management area on the Central Plateau were considered because other potential
	sources are assumed to be remediated before site closure to the level that they would not pose
	hazard During the 1,000-year compliance period potential exposure to radioactive
	contaminants outside the waste management area must be within regulatory limits and
	maintained "as low as reasonably achievable'' PNNL-11800). These future groundwater
	conditions would be potential impacts common to all alternatives and are shown as Figures5-1
	through 5-9 which include the following:
	41
	Figure 5-1 - Water Table Elevations Predicted for 2350 Compared to the Inferred
	1944 Water Table
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	The-exchange of land is authorized under the federal Land Policy and Management Acf
	FLEFA). The BLM's final rulemaking implementing FLEFA was published jointly with the
	replacing a draft that was in use for over two years
	Land exchange has been identified as a high priority within the DO1 as well as BLM
	Exchanges provide the opportunity for BLM to acquire lands with high recreational wildlife
	habitat scenic and cultural resource values They are also used to consolidate BLM lands into
	more manageable units and to meet community expansion needs
	14
	Recent accomplishments in this program include the following:
	16
	Lake Tahoe Zephyr Cove Nevada - The Federal government acquired 14 ha
	(35 ac) along Lake Tahoe The property has nearly 1.6 km (1 mi) of sandy beach
	spectacular scenic views and an opportunity to protect sensitive plant and animal
	species The BLM traded approximately 546 ha 1,350 ac) of lands in the Las
	Vegas Valley for the property The lands acquired will be managed by the US
	Forest Service
	23
	Lake Fork of the Gunnison River Colorado -- The BLM acquired 1,376 ha
	3,400 ac) of Smock Ranch (formerly Gateview Ranch) along the Lake Fork of the
	Gunnison River The BLM plans to acquire approximately 809 ha 2,000 ac) of the
	adjacent Thomas Ranch in a second phase The exchange provides valuable
	fisheries and recreational resources and reduces the BLM's management costs by
	placing 33 small isolated parcels into private ownership
	30
	Santa Ana Pueblo New Mexico - Approximately 6,070 ha 15,000 ac) of Federal
	and state lands were transferred to the Santa Ana Pueblo resolving a 20-year
	commitment to eliminate the "checkerboard" land ownership pattern within the
	Pueblo's boundary The BLM will receive state lands located in wilderness study
	areas and other special management areas throughout the state
	36
	Clearwater - Phase 11 Washington - The BLM acquired 364 ha (900 ac) of land
	including 3.2 km (2 mi) of river frontage adjacent to the Grande Ronde National Wild
	and Scenic River The lands have important values for fish and wildlife as well as
	high recreational value for fishing hunting white water boating hiking and
	sightseeing
	For the purposes of this Final HCP EIS near-term use is defined to encompass the
	adopted in the ROD for this Final HCP EIS and remedial activities would be anticipated to
	Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing Expanded
	Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production
	Missions in the United States Including the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility
	(DOE/EIS-0310): The 400 Area located southeast of the 200 East Area is the site
	the Fast Flux Test Facility FFTF). The FFTF is a 400 megawatt thermal liquid
	metal (sodium-cooled) nuclear research test reactor.that was constructed in the late
	1970s and operated from 1982 to 1992 Although not designed nor operated as a
	breeder reactor the FFTF operated during these years as a national research facility
	for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder Reactor Program to test advanced nuclear fuels
	materials components systems nuclear operating and maintenance procedures
	and active and passive safety technologies The reactor was also used to produce a
	large number of different isotopes for medical and industrial users generate tritium
	for the United States fusion research program and conduct cooperative international
	research
	23
	In December 1993 the FFTF was shutdown due largely at that time from
	determinations that the facility could not continue to operate economically In
	April 1995 defueling was completed and usable fuel is stored on site in fuel storage
	vessels or in the secure vault at the Plutonium Finishing Plant at the Hanford Site
	Unusable spent nuclear fuel (SNF) has been thoroughly washed to remove all sodium
	residuals dried and placed in approved 50-year Interim Storage Casks on the
	In November 1995 the reactor was placed in
	standby mode with the main cooling system operating at approximately
	(400°F) to keep the sodium coolant liquid and circulating to maintain DOE's option to
	restart and operate the reactor in the future Essential systems staffing and support
	services are being maintained in a manner that will support either timely restart or
	deactivation of the FFTF In January 1997 the Secretary of Energy officially directed
	that the FFTF be maintained in a standby condition while an evaluation was
	conducted of any future role the facility might have in the DOE's national tritium
	production strategy In December 1998 the Secretary determined that the FFTF
	would not play a role in the nation's tritium production strategy
	40
	In May 1999 the Secretary announced that DOE would ask the Pacific Northwest
	National Laboratory (PNNL) to complete a 90-day study that would resolve
	Results of this study were completed
	and documented in a program scoping plan presented by PNNL to the DOE in early
	that DOE would conduct a programmatic National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
	review including an Environmental Impact Statement EIS), evaluating the potential
	environmental impacts associated with proposed expansion of infrastructure
	FI.0 Introduction
	On April 23 1999 the US Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Revised Drat?
	Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
	(DOWEIS-0222D) for review by Washington and Oregon state governments Indian Tribes
	other Federal agencies county and municipal governments special-interest groups
	environmental groups and the general public The formal comment period ran for 45 days from
	14
	As part of the public comment process DOE held four public hearings to receive
	comments These hearings were held in Portland Oregon on May 18 1999; Richland
	Washington on May 20 1999; Mattawa Washington on June 2,1999 and Spokane
	19
	The DOE solicited public comment on a proposed name change for the document as well
	on the document itself The DOE proposed changing the name of the EIS from the Hanford
	Remedial Acfion Environmental lmpacf Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-
	EIS) to a title that better reflects land use The public endorsed this change and in the Final
	EIS the name of the HRA-EIS has been changed to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
	Environmental lmpacf Statement (HCP EIS
	26
	The DOE received more than 400 comment documents on the Revised Draft HW-EIS
	Comment documents included letters postcards questionnaires and surveys as well as
	electronic mail Comment documents were received from tribes and Federal agencies
	Washington and Oregon state agencies county and municipal governments environmental
	groups and private citizens In addition more than 200 pages of transcripts were generated
	during the public hearings
	33
	Comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS as well as the transcripts from the
	public hearings are contained in a Final HCP EIS Comment Response Document which in
	addition to being sent to the EIS mailing list is available for review in the DOE public reading
	rooms The Comment Response Document consists of three parts: 1) a summary of the major
	topics raised by public comments received and DOEs generalized responses (also included as
	Appendix F 2) specific public comments and DOEs specific responses and 3) a copy of each
	public comment received by DOE on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and copies of the complete
	transcripts from each of the four public hearings Indices are provided in the Comment
	Response Document to enable commenters to find their comments and DOEs responses
	43
	The Final EIS is being transmitted to commenting agencies made available to the public
	and filed with the Environmental Protection Agency EPA). A DOE decision on proposed actions
	would not be made earlier than 30 days after EPA publishes a Notice of Availability for the Final
	EIS in the Federal Regisfer The DOE would record its decision as a publicly available Record
	Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register
	49
	Fl I Mefhodology
	51
	The DOE considered all comments Equal weight was given to spoken and written
	comments to comments received at the public hearings and to comments received in other
	ways The comment period was not intended to solicit "votes" or "endorsements" regarding the
	Spoken comments presented at the public hearings were recorded by a court reporter
	and a verbatim transcript produced (see transcripts at the end of this document The written
	comments and transcripts were reviewed and the major topics were identified These major
	topics are summarized below in Section F2.0 and repeated in the comment response document
	The summarized topics are followed by DOE™s generalized responses The letter numbers are
	indexed to the authors in the comment response document but not in this Appendix

	10
	11
	F2.0 Major Topics (Summarized) and DOE™S Responses
	13
	The DOE considered all comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS Many of the
	comments supported particular alternatives or a combination of alternatives while others
	addressed environmental issues such as the value of wildlife habitat and the importance of
	preserving habitat for plants and animals (including the diminishing population of salmon
	A significant number of comments addressed designating the Hanford Reach as a Wild and
	Scenic River
	20
	F2 I Major Topics
	22
	The major topics associated with the comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS
	are presented collectively in this section Each major topic raised through the comment process
	(including the number of comments supporting or opposed to a particular subject) is summarized
	below followed by DOES generalized response to the summarized comments and the numbers
	(codes) of those who commented
	28
	F2.1 I No-Acfion Alfernafive
	30
	Four letters commented on the No-Action Alternative Two of the three opposed the lack
	planning in this alternative One comment supported this alternative One commenter
	supported the No-Action Alternative if Alternative Three was not selected (Total No-Action
	Alternative = 4 RL075 RL291 RL322 RTM015
	35
	DOE™S Response: The No-Action Alternative does not provide for overall planning at the
	National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 to develop a future-use plan for the
	Hanford Site The DOE policy is to support critical DOE missions stimulate the economy and
	protect the environment This land-use plan provides a means for coordinating planning and
	plan implementation with Tribal governments and local jurisdictions as well as facilitating site
	and infrastructure transition and privatization activities
	43
	F2.1.2 DOE™s Preferred Alfernafive
	45
	Numerous people offered comment on the DOE™s Preferred Alternative in the Revised
	Draft HRA-EIS with 27 letters in favor of the alternative and 6 opposed Many of the supporting
	letters favored some modification of the alternative to further protect the environment while
	those opposing this alternative did so because of lack of economic development (specifically in
	Grant County and putting the Wahluke Slope under Federal control Two of these specifically
	expressed support of the B Reactor museum Several expressed that this was the most
	balanced of the alternatives providing both development and protection (Total DOE™s Preferred
	Alternative = 33 RE028 RL024 RL025 RL032 RL039 RL098 RL106 RL120 RL121
	RLI 81 RL205 RL228 RL244 RL291 RL306 RL319 RL322 RL361 RL381 RL440 RL445
	DOE™S Response: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS in
	response to these comments The DOE believes that its new modified Preferred Alternative
	gives the same balanced approach to future land development and protection of the
	environment as did the DOE™s Preferred Alternative in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS while
	supporting the DOE missions of Environmental Management (otherwise known as the ﬁcleanup
	missionﬂ) and science and technology at the Hanford Site The B Reactor museum is retained in

	DOE™s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS This alternative supports economic
	development on a regional level and protects the environment by placing a large portion of the
	Hanford Site under management of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as an overlay
	wildlife refuge
	14
	f2.1.3 Alternative One
	16
	Alternative One was the subject of 15 letters with 14 in favor of this alternative and
	1 opposed Those in favor were particularly interested in the emphasis on preservation and the
	additional protection that it provides for high value or sensitive ecological areas on the Hanford
	Site and the prohibition against agriculture mining grazing and intensive recreational use that
	would compromise the ecological and wildlife values presented They felt the DOES Preferred
	Alternative as presented in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS did not go far enough in furthering this
	goal A desire to further protect the unique shrub-steppe habitat was also expressed The
	opposing letter expressed the need for some economic development in addition to some
	environmental protection (Total Alternative One = 15 RL003 RL222 RL282 RL283 RL291
	RL322 RL340 RL352 RL439 RL445 RTPOOl RTPOI 1 RTR014 RTROl5 RTROl8
	27
	DOE™S Response: While Alternative One does meet the goal of environmental protection it
	does not fulfill all of DOE™s missions These include planning for continuation of the primary
	missions of the site and planning for future economic development In response to public
	comment DOE has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred
	Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS while allowing industrial development on land used for or
	adjacent to land already used for industrial-type functions This supports the DOE mission of
	Science and Technology Mining areas are needed for the primary mission of the site which is
	Environmental Management (otherwise known as the ﬁcleanup missionﬁ To the extent that a
	significant portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions these
	areas would be placed under management of the USFWS to be managed as an overlay wildlife
	refuge
	39
	F2.1.4 Alternative Two
	41
	Alternative Two was supported by 47 commenters with 2 opposing the alternative The
	primary issue expressed in the supporting comments was the additional protection given to the
	environment particularly that afforded to the high value ecological areas and natural and
	sensitive lands on the Hanford Site Some commenters expressed the desire for even more
	protection of the environment citing this alternative as the one closest to total preservation and
	restoration of the site One commenter was supporting this alternative also because of the
	alternative™s support for the B Reactor museum The two opposing commenters cited the lack of
	any areas for economic development (Total Alternative Two = 49 REO1 3 RLI 19 RLI
	RL159 RL185 RL226 RL230 RL264 RL270 RL283 RL286 RL287 RL288 RL291 RL295
	RL296 RL309 RL310 RL311 RL312 RL322 RL331 RL338 RL339 RL344 RL346 RL347
	RL356 RL358 RL445 RLS002 RLS003 RLS004 RTPOO7 RTPOO8 RTPOl3,OR014
	RTROI 9 RTSO13 RTSO16 RTSOl8 RTS002 RTSOO3 RTSOO4 S008 RTSOO9 RTSO20
	RTSO22 RTSO25
	55
	the site and planning for future economic development In response to public comment DOE
	has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the
	Final HCP-EIS while allowing industrial development on land used for or adjacent to land
	already used for industrial-type functions This supports the DOE mission of science and
	technology Mining areas are needed for the primary mission of the site which is Environmental
	Management (otherwise known as the ﬁcleanup missionﬂ To the extent that a significant
	portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions these areas would be
	placed under management of the USFWS to be managed as an overlay wildlife refuge
	11
	F2.1.5 Alternative Three
	13
	Alternative Three was discussed by 69 commenters with 12 in opposition to the
	alternative and 57 in favor Commenters who supported this alternative cited the need for
	economic development of the land in Grant County (by turning the land over to farming These
	commenters felt that to be fair the land should be given back to the farmers from whom it was
	A comment was also made that the property tax
	that would have been collected by the county would have gone into schools for children These
	commenters believed that Alternative Three supports environmental protection goals and is
	balanced between environmental protection and economic development They supported
	Alternative Three as the alternative which best represented the Wahluke 2000 Plan Those
	opposed to Alternative Three expressed the need for protection of the shrub-steppe habitat and
	RE028 RLI 00 RL120 RL131 RL200 RL220 RL222 RL258 RL285 RL291 RL297 RL298
	RL301 RL305 RL307 RL314 RL322 RL329 RL330 RL332 RL333 RL335 RL336 RL337
	RL340 RL341 RL345 RL348 RL349 RL350 RL351 RL354 RL358 RL372 RL373 RL374
	RL375 RL381 RL384 RL436 RL437 RL441 RL442 RL447 RLM003 RTMOOI RTM002
	RTM003 RTM004 RTMOO5 RTMOOG RTM007 RTMOO9 RTMOI 1 RTM012 RTM014
	RTM015 RTMO16 RTM017 RTMO19 RTM020 RTM021 RTPOO7 RTP008 RTPOI
	RTPOI 3 RTR014 RTSOOI RTSOO5
	32
	DOE™S Response: While Alternative Three does have some aspects of balance there is no
	area set aside that is large enough to support DOE™s Science and Technology Mission which
	includes site stewardship Alternative Three does support DOE™s mission to provide economic
	growth and provides for the current and future missions of DOE on the Hanford Site In the
	DOE™s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS there is a balance of development and
	environmental protection In a regional context the area is served by both land area for
	economic development and future missions and by protecting a large area of shrub-steppe
	habitat that supports many wildlife species and provides an outdoor lifestyle
	41
	FZ I 6 Alternative Four
	43
	Seven comments were received regarding Alternative Four Five were in favor and two
	were against this alternative The commenters opposing Alternative Four expressed concern
	that there was no economic development allowed while those in support cited either the
	necessity of using the McGee Ranch silt in the cleanup effort as a modification or support for
	the large amount of preservation in this alternative (Total Alternative Four = 7 RL270 RL291
	RL322 RL438 RTPOI 1 RTSOO3 RTSOl2
	50
	DOE™s Response: While Alternative Four does meet the goal of environmental protection it
	does not meet DOE™s desires These include planning for continuation of the primary missions
	the site and planning for future economic development In response to public comment DOE
	has eliminated grazing and increased the area of preservation in its Preferred Alternative in the
	Final HCP-EIS while allowing industrial development on land used for or adjacent to land
	Management (otherwise known as the ﬁcleanup missionﬂ To the extent that a significant
	portion of the Hanford Site can be shared with these two primary missions these areas would be
	placed under management of the USWS to be managed as an overlay wildlife refuge
	F2.1.7 National Wildlife RefugdDOE™s Preferred Alternative
	More than 300 commenters wrote concerning the DOE™s Preferred Alternative with the
	modification that a National Wildlife Refuge be createdkxpanded for additional protection of the
	environment Six commenters were against this combination citing as their reasons the
	USFWS™s lack of adequate resources to properly manage the land and the DOE™s ignoring the
	previous use in farming and future economic development (Total Refuge/Preferred Alternative
	= 306 RE001 RE002 RE003 RE004 RE006 RE007 RE009 REOIO RE014 REOl5
	RE017 RE019 RE021 RE026 RE029 RL002 RL005 RL006 RL007 RL008 RL009 RLOIO
	RLOl1 RL012 RLOl3 RL014 RLOl5 RL016 RLOl7 RLOl8 RLOl9 RL020 RL021 RL022
	RL023 RL026 RL027 RL028 RL029 RL030 RL033 RL034 RL035 RL036, RL037 RL040
	RL041 RLO42 RL043 RL044 RL045 RL046 RL048 RL049 RL051 RL052 RL053 RL055
	RL057 RL058 RL059 RL060 RL062 RL064 RL065 RL066 RL067 RL068 RL069 RL071
	RL072 RL074 RL076 RL077 RL078 RL079 RL080 RL081 RL082 RL083 RL084 RL085
	RL086 RL087 RL089 RL090 RL091 RL092 RL093 RL094 RL095 RL096 RL099 RLI
	RLlOl RL102 RLI 03 RLI 04 RLI 05 RLI 07 RL109 RLI 10 RLI 11 RLI 12 RLI 14 RLI
	RL122 RL123 RLI24 RL125 RL127 RL128 RL129 RL130 RL132 RL133 RLI34 RL135
	RL136 RL137 RL138 RL139 RL140 RL141 RL142 RL145 RL148 RL149 RL150 RL151
	RL152 RL153 RL156 RL157 RL158 RL160 RL161 RL162 RL163 RL164 RL165 RL167
	RL168 RL170 RL172 RL173 RL174 RL175 RL177 RL179 RL180 RL183 RL184 RL186
	RLI 87 RLI 88 RLI 89 RL190 RLI 91 RLI 92 RL193 RL194 RLI 95 RLI 96 RLI 97 RL198
	RL203 RL204 RL207 RL208 RL209 RL211 RL213 RL214 RL215 RL216 RL217 RL218
	RL219 RL220 RL223 RL224 RL225 RL227 RL228 RL229 RL231 RL236 RL238 RL240
	RL241 RL242 RL243 RL245 RL246 RL247 RL248 RL249 RL252 RL253 RL254 RL255
	RL256 RL257 RL261 RL262 RL266 RL267 RL268 RL269 RL271 RL272 RL273 RL274
	RL275 RL276 RL277 RL278 RL279 RL280 RL281 RL288 RL289 RL291 RL294 RL300
	RL302 RL314 RL315 RL316 RL320 RL321 RL323 RL326 RL327 RL340 RL342 RL352
	RL353 RL355 RL359 RL360 RL362 RL363 RL364 RL365 RL366 RL367 RL368 RL369
	RL370 RL376 RL377 RL378 RL379 RL380 RL382 RL383 RL443 RL444 RL445 RL448
	RL450 RL451 RLROOl RLR003 RLR005 RLROO6 RLSOOS RTMOOl RTM004 RTM005
	RTM007 RTMOIO RTPOO4 RTPOO6 RTPOI 1 RTPOl2 RTR002 RTROOS RTROO6 RTR007
	RTR008 RTROO9 RTROIO RTROI I RTR012 RTR013 RTR014 RTRO16 RTROI 9 RTR024
	RTR026 RTSOOl RTSOO2 RTSOO3 RTSOO6 RTSOO7 RTSOO9 RTSO14 RTSO15 RTSO16
	RTSOI 8 RTSOI 9 RTS020 RTSO24
	41
	DOE™S Response; The DOE has proposed a Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS which
	embraces this combination of economic development future missions and environmental
	protection The USWS would be given the responsibility to manage the Wahluke Slope the
	Hanford Reach (including the islands outside of Benton County McGee Ranch the riverlands
	and the Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve as an overlay wildlife refuge while DOE retains
	ownership of the land
	48
	F2.1.8 Other Combinations
	50
	More than 100 comments expressed concern or support for parts of alternatives or
	additional alternatives A few commenters submitted alternative maps they had made
	themselves for DOES consideration Some commenters addressed specifically the issue of
	local versus Federal control A few supported an extension to the public comment period Two
	commenters suggested that additional mapping be done to better represent the wildlife

	Combo = 118 RE004 RE005 RE008 RE012 RE015 RE016 RE020 RE022 RE023
	RE024 RE025 RE027 RE030 RLOOI RL031 RL038 RL047 RL054 RL056 RL070 RL073
	RL097 RL108 RL117 RL118 RL143 RL144 RL152 RL166 RL169 RL176 RLI81 RL182
	RLI 97 RL199 RL200 RL201 RL202 RL205 RL206 RL210 RL226 RL230 RL232 RL234
	RL235 RL237 RL239 RL240 RL241 RL248 RL249 RL251 RL259 RL260 RL263 RL270
	RL282 RL283 RL284 RL285 RL289 RL290 RL297 RL298 RL299 RL301 RL303 RL304
	RL305 RL306 RL308 RL309 RL311 RL313 RL314 RL317 RL318 RL319 RL321 RL322
	RL325 RL328 RL329 RL330 RL332 RL333 RL334 RL335 RL336 RL337 RL341 RL344
	RL345 RL347 RL349 RL350 RL351 RL356 RL357 RL358 RL361 RL371 RL373 RL381
	RL384 RLMOOI RLM002 RLPOOI RLSOOI RLS004 RTM003 RTM018 RTM021 RTPOO4
	RTPOO6 RTP014 RTROO9
	14
	Local Confrol vs federal Confrol Many commenters were concerned about the issue of local
	commenters cited this issue with 37 preferring Federal control and 28 preferring local control
	18
	DOE's Response: The Federal government would likely retain control of the entire Hanford Site
	for the next 50 years during which time it would be managed by a Federal agency The DOE
	has proposed that the USFWS manage a large portion of the Hanford Site as an overlay wildlife
	refuge while the current ownership remains under Federal control Therefore the decision
	being made at this time is not whether the Federal government is relinquishing ownership of the
	land but instead the decision of how to manage the land until such time that the land is
	considered surplus
	26
	Extension fo fhe Public Comment Period Three commenters requested a longer comment
	period
	29
	DOE's Response: The DOE carefully considered the appropriate comment period length and
	came to the decision that the NEPA-required 45 days was adequate This decision was based
	several factors These include the extended public comment period for the original Draft EIS
	1996 and the fact that this is a revised draft of a descoped document From the time the first
	draft was issued in August 1996 to April 1999 extensive work was done with the participation of
	the nine cooperating agencies to prepare a Revised Draft EIS that demonstrated many
	perspectives of the land-use decision at the Hanford Site The alternatives developed
	encompassed the values and goals of many diverse groups within the region
	38
	Prioritizing Cleanup Six commenters urged DOE to keep cleanup efforts as its top priority
	and not allow land-use planning questions to delay any of the cleanup work
	41
	DOE's Response: The DOE recognizes the cleanup work at Hanford as its primary mission
	and it is that cleanup mission that is the reason to implement a land-use plan which does not
	address individual cleanup sites but looks at the entire Hanford Site instead
	45
	Cusfomized Alfernafives Approximately 100 letters cited support for parts of alternatives or
	the comment writer's own alternative By an overwhelming majority the support for more
	preservation was expressed ranging from more protection of the entire Hanford Site to support
	for additional wildlife refuge land The commenters supporting local control cited the need for
	agriculture on the Wahluke Slope
	51
	DOE's Response: The DOE has modified its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS in
	response to these comments The new Preferred Alternative embraces additional wildlife refuge
	acreage yet retains economic development planning for potential future site missions and
	recreational opportunities on the Hanford Site
	current wildlife populations
	DOE™s Response: The maps (figures) included in the Final HCP-EIS have been labeled with
	the caveat that any wildlife population map cannot be completely accurate since nesting and
	burrowing sites vary from season to season and year to year
	Wahluke 2000 Plan Ten commenters supported the Wahluke 2000 Plan as an alternative that
	was not considered by the Revised Draft HRA-EIS These commenters expressed concern that
	Plan The commenters also cited that the Wahluke 2000 Plan had already gone through a
	public process
	14
	DOE™S Response: The DOE worked with the Grant and Franklin County Planning Departments
	cooperating agencies on preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and subsequently on
	preparation of this Final HCP EIS The basis for the Wahluke Slope planning was the Wahluke
	2000 Plan as it was sent to Mr Ron Izatt then Director of the Environmental Restoration
	Division for the Department of Energy Richland Operations Office on November 18 1992 from
	Mr Mark Hedman representing the Wahluke 2000 Committee The only difference between the
	map submitted then and the map presented in Alternative Three of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS
	the inclusion of wetlands protection as required by state and Federal regulations
	23
	F2.1.9 Preservation
	25
	Several comrnenters expressed their support for preservation of the Hanford Site Fifty-
	eight letters supported preservation in some aspect although the amount of preservation cited
	varied from the addition of the 200 West Area sagebrush to preservation of the entire Hanford
	Site Many cited the Hanford Reach the creation of a National Wildlife Refuge McGee Ranch
	May Junction the islands the LlGO land (when LIGO is complete Gable Mountain Gable
	Butte and the sand dunes Reasons cited were historical ecological cultural biological and
	economic Some commenters thought there was enough preservation already (Total
	Preservation = 58 REO1 8 RE020 RL004 RLOl6 RL029 RL040 RL050 RL061 RL063
	RL074 RL088 RL102 RLI 13 RLI 16 RLI 19 RL123 RL126 RL146 RL171 RL178 RL204
	RL206 RL212 RL243 RL250 RL265 RL282 RL283 RL288 RL289 RL291 RL299 RL302
	RL322 RL326 RL355 RL358 RL360 RL367 RL439 RL440 RL443 RL445 RLROOI
	RLR003 RLR004 RTPOO5 RTPO12 RTROl5 RTROl7 RTROl8 RTROZI RTR022 RTR023
	39
	DOE™s Response: It is because of the need to protect the environment e.g., meeting DOE™s
	policy as a Natural Resource Trustee that acreage for preservation was considered a high
	priority Many of the plants and animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to
	survive The DOE™s Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the
	environment by placing a large portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USRNS as
	overlay wildlife refuge
	46
	F2.1.10 Conservation (Mining)
	48
	Of the 149 commenters expressing a view on Conservation Mining), only 11 felt that no
	mining at all should be allowed on the Hanford Site The overwhelming majority felt that some
	mining could be allowed but only for the necessary materials for the cleanup of the Hanford Site
	Some suggested that mining areas should be reclaimed and transferred into the Refuge after
	the cleanup mission One commenter wanted the definition of mining in the Final HCP EIS to
	state that no removal of ore bodies or extraction of precious minerals would be included in the
	mining activity Ten letters described specific areas that should not be mined (primarily the ALE

	RE019 REO20 RE021 RE026 RL002 RL009 RL014 RL027 RL042 RL051 RL068 RL076
	RL077 RL085 RL086 RL092 RL095 RL099 RLIOO RL103 RL107 RLI 12 RLI 14 RLI
	RL120 RL121 RL124 RL125 RL136 RL139 RL141 RL148 RL149 RL154 RL155 RL162
	RL167 RL170 RL172 RL173 RL174 RL179 RL180 RL184 RL185 RL186 RL187 RL188
	RL189 RLI 90 RL191 RL192 RL196 RL197 RL203 RL206 RL207 RL213 RL217 RL220
	RL222 RL224 RL225 RL226 RL229 RL230 RL236 RL238 RL239 RL242 RL243 RL249
	RL252 RL253 RL254 RL255 RL256 RL261 RL262 RL266 RL271 RL273 RL274 RL275
	RL277 RL279 RL280 RL281 RL282 RL283 RL289 RL294 RL309 RL314 RL320 RL326
	RL327 RL338 RL339 RL340 RL342 RL343 RL344 RL346 RL355 RL360 RL362 RL366
	RL368 RL371 RL376 RL379 RL438 RL443 RL446 RL448 RL450 RL451 RLR003
	RLR004 RLROO5 RLROO6 RTPOO5 RTPOO6 RTPOO7 RTP008 RTPOI 1 RTPO12 RTR002
	RTROO5 RTROO6 RTR008 RTR012 RTROI 6 RTROl9 RTR022 RTS002 RTSOIO RTSOl3
	RTSO16 RTSO17 RTS018 RTSOl9
	16
	DOE™s Response: The total Conservation acreage (Conservation [Mining and Grazing] and
	Conservation [Mining]) in the DOE™s Preferred Alternative in approximately the same in the Final
	HCP-EIS as it was in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS However in response to public comment the
	definition of mining has been modified to clarify what type of mining might be allowed The new
	definition specifies that mining on the Hanford Site must first undergo a permit application
	process to determine need and that only governmental mining would be allowed The DOE
	needs mineral resources to adequately perform the cleanup mission and the State of
	Washington needs mining capability to maintain the state highway that runs through the Hanford
	Site DOE has just converted its first gravel pit near the river into a wetland as a reclamation
	project and intends to complete some type of reclamation when finished at the major mining
	areas No commercial mining would be allowed on the Hanford Site Big Bend Alberta Mining
	Company which currently holds mining rights on about 518 ha 1,280 ac) on the ALE Reserve
	not under the control of DOE
	30
	Conservation (Mining and Grazing)
	32
	More than 200 commenters were against allowing any commercial grazing on the
	Hanford Site Many commenters cited grazing as being incompatible with wildlife protection
	One commenter specifically mentioned the adverse impact on the elk population if fences were
	put up to contain livestock The spreading of noxious weeds was also attributed to livestock
	grazing because hoofs tear up the delicate ground cover habitat There was a concern for
	possible plutonium contamination and it was expressed that livestock grazed on the Hanford
	Site would be bad perceptually for all of Washington State agriculture Three commenters
	RL443 RL445 RL448 RL449 RL450 RL451 RLR001 RLR003 RLR004 RLR005 RLROO6
	RLS002 RLS005 RTPOO4 RTPOO5 RTPOO6 RTPOO7 RTPOO8 RTPOIO RTPOI 1 RTPOI
	RTPOI 3 RTR002 RTR003 RTR004 RTR005 RTROO6 RTR007 RTR008 RTROI 0 RTROI
	RTRO12 RTRO14 RTR016 RTRO19 RTR022 RTSOO2 RTSOIO RTSO13 RTSO16 RTSO17
	DOE's Response: In response to the strong public sentiment on this issue DOE has
	eliminated grazing from its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS In doing so DOE
	considered the effects of grazing on the wildlife habitat including the potential for the spread of
	noxious weeds when livestock hooves damage the ground cover The land-use definition of
	Conservation (Mining and Grazing) was included in DOE's Preferred Alternative in the Revised
	Draft HRA-EIS to accommodate a grazing permit granted by the State of Washington for the
	Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area The state allowed this permit to expire on
	17
	F2 I 12 Low-Intensify Recreation
	19
	Twenty-five letters addressed Low-Intensity Recreation on the Hanford Site Eight
	commenters supported boat launches Four of these supported a boat launch only at Vernita
	and not at White Bluffs while four supported a boat launch at both locations (although one
	stated the boat launch at White Bluffs should be moved downstream of the White Bluffs
	townsite Seven commenters opposed a boat launch at White Bluffs citing the need to
	minimize damage to the bluffs Two commenters opposed recreation of any type on the Hanford
	Site Several expressed the view that only non-motorized vehicles or recreation be allowed on
	25 RL104 RL120 RL154 RL159 RL181 RL185 RL204 RL206 RL222 RL225 RL230
	RL242 RL243 RL249 RL296 RL314 RL346 RL355 RL360 RL438 RL440 RLR004
	32
	DOE's Response: When the cooperating agencies looked at expanding recreational
	opportunities along the Columbia River e.g., boat launches at Vernita and the White Bluffs two
	resources areas - biological and cultural -were always scrutinized The White Bluffs boat
	launch has cultural significance that would be best preserved by continued operation of the old
	ferry launches on both sides of the river Further establishing a new boat launch would most
	likely impact existing tribal cultural resources The two Hanford avian species that are currently
	protected under the Environmental Species Act (ESA) have been placed in the delisting process
	and will be removed in one to two years Those Hanford species left on the ESA are three
	fishes that could be impacted by installation of a new boat ramp near the Vernita Bridge This
	type of balancing between resource protection issues and greater access to those resources is
	why advice from the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB) (see Chapter 6) would be so valuable
	DOE
	45
	F2 I 13 High-Intensify Recreation
	47
	Thirty-two comments were received regarding High-Intensity Recreation Twelve were
	opposed to this land-use designation while of the twenty in favor most were in support of the
	B Reactor museum proposal One commenter supporting the designation disagreed with
	closing off recreational opportunities (river access for example) for 50 years while another letter
	expressed support for recreational opportunities in general One letter expressed the view that
	High-Intensity Recreation should be allowed (Total High-Intensity Recreation = 32 RL042
	RL147 RL159 RL170 RL179 RL185 RL204 RL206 RL221 RL225 RL242 RL243 RL249
	RL266 RL282 RL314 RL339 RL342 RL344 RL346 RL355 RL440 RL445 RTMOO9

	RTR012
	DOE™s Response: One of the assumptions DOE used in developing its Preferred Alternative
	was that the public would support preservation of the Manhattan Project™s historical legacy
	consistent with the B Reactor Museum Association™s proposal The public validated this
	assumption by supporting the B Reactor Museum proposal during the public comment period on
	the Revised Draft HRA-EIS The B Reactor would be designated High-Intensity Recreation to
	allow tourism of the Federally registered landmark The High-Intensity Recreation area near
	Vemita Bridge (where the current Washington State rest stop is located) would be expanded
	across State Highway 240 and to the south to include a boat ramp and other visitor-serving
	facilities Because of DOE Environmental Restoration operational concerns a boat dock at the
	B Reactor would not be permitted until the Environmental Restoration activities were completed
	However upon completion of the ER efforts the B Reactor Museum Association could apply for
	the appropriate permits to construct a boat dock Rail access to the site would not be hindered
	DOE™s Preferred Alternative because the extant rail lines are considered pre-existing
	nonconformances
	19
	F2.7.74 Research and Development
	21
	Letters received on this land-use designation cited the need for restricting or prohibiting
	Research and Development Two letters expressed the view that this land use would be too
	costly and too speculative at this time Suggestions to limit Research and Development to the
	300 Area LIGO and FFTF were made One commenter discussed the need for the EIS to
	distinguish between large-scale R&D and smaller scale time-limited activities that would by
	their nature consume less resources (Total Research and Development = 15 RE028 RL046
	RLI 85 RL201 RL204 RL206 RL230 RL288 RL296 RL343 RL347 RL360 RL445 RTROI
	29
	DOE™s Response: The DOE considered the need for Research and Development land use on
	the Hanford Site and included in its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS an appropriate
	amount of acreage to provide for any potential future missions for the Hanford Site as well as
	economic development The Research and Development land-use areas in the HCP EIS are
	adjacent to or on areas currently used for activities similar to or the same as potential future
	uses This land-use designation reflects the DOE mission of science and technology as well as
	economic development
	37
	F2.1.75 Industrial
	39
	Thirty-five commenters addressed the Industrial land-use designation Some
	recommended limiting industrial development to the 300 Area and 1 100 Area or areas near the
	Tri-Cities which could support the industry with infrastructure One commenter suggested that a
	corridor from Energy Northwest (formerly WPPSS) south to the 300 Area Some expressed that
	timing was important that cleanup proceed first then development and that existing high-
	density industrial areas should be filled up first before expanding land use One commenter
	made it clear that industrial development occur only where a documented need exits A few
	commenters were against any further industrial development on the Hanford Site (Total
	Industrial = 35 RE023 RL174 RL179 RL181 RL204 RL206 RL225 RL230 RL233 RL242
	RL249 RL288 RL289 RL314 RL319 RL320 RL322 RL326 RL342 RL343 RL344 RL349
	RL355 RL358 RL360 RL443 RL445 RLROOI RTM008 RTPOOI RTPOO5 RTROO6
	RTROIO RTROI 1 RTROl2
	52
	The industrial areas would not be developed at the expense of the cleanup mission in either
	budget or schedule The land designated as Industrial would be developed only with a strategy
	that embraces development along with the infrastructure to support it
	F2 I 16 Industrial-Exclusive
	Several commenters stated that the Industrial-Exclusive use area as shown in the
	Revised Draft Preferred Alternative should be reconfigured to represent what was shown for
	Industrial-Exclusive in Alternatives One and Two Specifically they felt the small western
	extension of the 200 Areas should be Preservation (Total Industrial-Exclusive = 9 RL174
	RL179 RL204 RL206 RL314 RL343 RL344 RL445 RTROO6

	14
	DOE™s Response: Preservation was only applied if there was some combination of exceptional
	resource values e.g., biological cultural and edaphic This approach allowed Preservation to
	applied to the saline vernal pools the sodic soil greasewood community the sand dune
	dependent Indian rice grass community and other location dependent communities Still not all
	areas with exceptional vegetational structure e.g., the 200 West Area sagebrush stands) are
	considered appropriate of the Preservation designation The presence of sagebrush in the
	Areas could interfere with DOE™S conducting one of its primary missions and there is no
	combination of values that would elevate the 200 Area sagebrush into a Preservation
	designation
	24
	F2 I I7 Agriculture
	26
	Over 200 commenters addressed Agriculture as a land use More than 180 were
	opposed to any agriculture on the Hanford Site citing the possible endangering of the health of
	the Columbia River from irrigation runoff the potential damage to the White Bluffs from
	irrigation the need for preservation of the shrub-steppe habitat for wildlife and the possibility
	that agriculture on the Hanford Site would be bad perceptually for all Washington State
	agriculture The 20 letters in support of agriculture cited the need to support world food
	production schools (with the resultant taxes and the rural area in Grant County in need of
	economic growth (Total Agriculture = 202 RE004 RE006 RE014 RE017 RE019 RE020
	RE021 RE023 RE026 RE029 RL004 RL005 RL006 RL007 RL008 RL012 RL013 RL015
	RLOl6 RLOI 7 RLOl8 RLOl9 RL020 RL021 RL023 RL025 RL026 RL028 RL029 RL032
	RL034 RL036 RL037 RL038 RL039 RL040 RL041 RL042 RL043 RL044 RL045 RL049
	RL055 RL056 RL057 RL058 RL059 RL060 RL062 RL064 RL065 RL067 RL070 RL072
	RL074 RL076 RL077 RL084 RL086 RL090 RL092 RL094 RL095 RL099 RLI 01 RLI
	RLI 12 RLI 14 RLI 15 RLI 17 RLI 21 RL125 RL131 RL136 RL139 RL140 RL142 RL145
	RL148 RLI 53 RLI 56 RL157 RLI 58 RL159 RLI 61 RLI 62 RL163 RL164 RLI 68 RL174
	RL190 RL191 RL192 RL194 RL196 RL198 RL206 RL208 RL21 0 RL212 RL213 RL217
	RL218 RL219 RL221 RL223 RL224 RL225 RL227 RL229 RL230 RL236 RL238 RL239
	RL242 RL243 RL250 RL252 RL253 RL254 RL255 RL258 RL261 RL266 RL269 RL271
	RL280 RL283 RL284 RL289 RL307 RL312 RL314 RL320 RL321 RL326 RL327 RL330
	RL339 RL340 RL342 RL343 RL346 RL355 RL356 RL362 RL363 RL369 RL371 RL376
	RL379 RL384 RL439 RL451 RLM003 RLROOI RLS005 RTM001 RTM002 RTM004
	RTMOOS RTM007 RTMOO9 RTMOIO RTM013 RTMO15 RTM017 RTMO19 RTPOO3
	RTPOO4 RTPOO8 RTPOI 1 RTR002 RTROO3 RTR004 RTROI 1 RTR012 RTROI 3 RTR014
	RTROI 6 RTROI 8 RTROl9 RTR020 RTR024 RTSOO7 RTSOI 1 RTSOl3 RTSOl7 RTSOl8
	RTSOl9
	53
	DOE™s Response: In its Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS DOE would preclude any
	agriculture on the Hanford Site In keeping with its policy as a Natural Resource Trustee DOE
	F2.1.18 Policy
	Forty-one letters relating to policy were received Half of these addressed the payment in
	lieu of taxes PILT), expressing that future payments should be based on lost opportunity instead
	current use and that these payments are important to providing equal educational opportunity
	the children of Grant County Two commenters wanted to add to the Policy Statement in
	Chapter 6 regarding protection and preservation of environmental resources One commenter
	wanted the Hanford Strategic Plan to go out for public review One commenter wanted it noted
	that there are groundwater and basaltic problems in the area by the river One commenter
	expressed a concern that land-use planning should not be used to drive cleanup standards
	Another commenter wanted DOE to remain open to the idea of bartering as a way to reach
	agreement on land use A summary of comments received under the ﬁpolicyﬂ category are listed
	below (Total Policy = 41 RL154 RL204 RL233 RL297 RL298 RL301 RL303 RL307
	RL329 RL332 RL333 RL335 RL336 RL337 RL350 RL351 RL441 RL445 RL447 RLM003
	RTMOOl RTM004 RTM005 RTMOO6 RTMOl 0 RTMOI 1 RTMOl2 RTMOl6 RTMOI
	RTM020 RTPOOI RTPOO2 RTPOO3 RTPOO9 RTR012 RTS004 RTSOO6 RTSOO9 RTSOl2
	RTS022 RTSO23
	21
	PlLT Payments Twenty letters were received addressing the payment of PILT to Grant
	County Fourteen of these cited the need to base future PlLT payments on lost opportunity
	instead of current land use The remaining 6 letters cited the need for Grant County to receive
	PILT and the importance of PILT to schools One commenter cited the preference for
	opportunity instead of entitlement
	proposed wildlife refuge as an ﬁoverlay refuge,ﬂ DOE would retain land ownership which in turn
	would maximize the PILT payments to the affected counties (The DOE pays about 10 times
	what DO1 pays
	32
	The Grant County Assessor determined the value of developed farmland by computing the
	average assessed value per acre for personal property improvements and land and trees to
	arrive at a total average of 3,091.67. Personal property includes farm machinery and
	equipment including above ground irrigation systems Improvements include the value of
	farmhouses and farm buildings including sheds warehouses cold storage etc Land includes
	the value of land plus underground irrigation systems Trees include the value of orchards
	vineyards etc In addition the assumption was made that 33,000 acres or 94 percent of the
	irrigable or previously irrigated land under DOE control in Grant County would be developed
	farmland to arrive at a total estimated taxable value of $102 million
	42
	One commenter said he believes there is an inequality since DOE only pays PILT based upon
	the value of land 1,225 an acre for irrigable land) and does not include additional values listed
	above This commenter™s computation of PlLT does not comply with DOE™S PlLT policies and is
	land were transferred individuals living on and farming the land would require significantly more
	services by the County the additional cost of which would probably be more than the additional
	taxes collected The assumption that 33,000 acres would be developed is an aggressive one
	The Grant County Assessor has assumed only 27,000 acres would be developed farmland The
	same conditions are set forth in signed intergovernmental agreements with Benton and Franklin
	Counties and PlLT is being consistently applied
	53
	DOE™S Response: The DOE considers the cleanup mission at Hanford to be its primary
	mission and the land-use planning effort is complementary to and not in conflict with that
	mission In fact the land-use plan would facilitate the cleanup mission
	Human Health and Safety Commenters cited the need to consider human health and safety
	since parts of the Hanford Site would be contaminated for a long time if not forever
	10
	DOE™s Response: The DOE has taken into consideration that cleanup would take years to
	complete to an acceptable level This land-use plan would enable regulators to set cleanup
	standards to levels commensurate with the land use planned at each cleanup site
	14
	Environmental Justice: Some commenters stated that DOE did not adequately address the
	Environmental Justice impact caused by not expanding farming opportunities on the Wahluke
	Slope to Hispanic agricultural workers
	18
	DOE™s Response: On February 1 1,1994 the President issued Executive Order

	(59 Fed Reg 7629 1994 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
	Populations and Low-lncome Populations This Executive Order directs each Federal agency to
	make environmental justice part of the agency mission To the greatest extent practicable and
	permitted by law Federal agencies must identify and address disproportionately high and
	adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs policies and activities on
	minority populations and low-income populations
	26
	As stated in the President‚s February 11 1994 memorandum that accompanied the Executive
	Order ﬂEach Federal agency shall analyze the environmental effects including human health
	economic and social effects of Federal actions including effects on minority communities and
	seq Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in an environmental assessment
	environmental impact statement or record of decision whenever feasible should address
	significant and adverse environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority
	communities and low-income communities.ﬂ The memorandum and Executive Order ensure
	that minority and low-income communities will have a voice in the development and
	implementation of any Federal action that might adversely affect those communities
	37
	In addition the memorandum and Executive Order indicate that all Federal agencies are to be
	proactive in identifying and to the extent practicable mitigating any potential disproportionately
	high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income communities that could result from
	proposed Federal actions
	42
	In order to implement the provisions of Executive Order 12898 the U.S Department of Energy
	Environmental Justice Strategy Executive Order 72898 (DOE 1995a) was prepared Guidance
	provided in this publication as well as CEQ™s Environmental Justice Guidance under NfPA
	(March 1998 and EPA™s Guidance for lncorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA™s
	N•PA Compliance Analyses (April 1998) were used to the extent practicable in the Revised
	Draft HRA-EIS
	49
	Because the proposed action for the Wahluke Slope is Preservation there would no impacts to
	the Hispanic population because no changes would be made to the current use of the lands
	Preservation is consistent with the wishes of the two Tribal Nations who served as consulting
	Tribal governments for this EIS and who represent the minority and low-income communities
	who would be most directly affected by the proposed Federal action
	55
	Several letters had comments regarding membership of the Site Planning Advisory Board
	SPAB). The SPAB could be established upon adoption of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
	the HCP EIS Record of Decision The inclusion of equal seats for: 1) each Tribe as a
	sovereign nation 2) regulators 3) the National Marine Fisheries Service 4) the National Science
	Foundation and 5) the Washington State Department of Ecology; and less seats for the
	counties were offered by six commenters as improvements to the SPAB membership as
	described in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS (Chapter 6 Two commenters wanted the name of the
	document changed to better reflect the emphasis on land-use planning Several commenters
	expressed the opinion that the Secretary of Energy™s announcement in April 1999 of the Revised
	Draft‚s Preferred Alternative prejudiced the outcome One commenter noted that cultural
	reviews should be prepared before land use is designated One commenter would like the DOE
	slow down the decision and one would like to speed up the decision One commenter noted
	that all land-use plans must support and preserve natural resources A more detailed
	description of these comments along with DOE™s responses are listed below (Total Procedure
	= 11 RL124 RL154 RL204 RL290 RL292 RL293 RL446 RTM018 RTP013 RTP003
	RTS004
	19
	SPAB Membership Commenters cited concerns regarding membership of the SPAB
	21
	DOE™s Response: As presented in the Final HCP EIS the makeup of the SPAB would be the
	nine cooperating agencies that participated in the preparation of the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and
	development of the land-use alternatives However membership is not necessarily fixed As an
	advisory board the board would support DOE by reviewing and providing advice for Area
	Management Plans and Resource Management Plans providing policy advice to DOE in areas
	involving coordination of land and resource management and advising DOE during
	consideration of nonconforming proposals within the boundary of the Hanford Site
	29
	Predecisional Announcemenf Some commenters felt the outcome of the public review had
	been prejudiced by the Secretary of Energy™s announcement in April 1999 of the DOE™s
	Preferred Alternative prior to the document being published and in the hands of the public
	33
	DOE™s Response: The Secretary™s announcement is consistent with the NEPA process and
	consistent with the DOE™s Preferred Alternative The DOE has indicated in previous drafts of the
	EIS its support for the proposal to expand the wildlife refuge to include the entire Wahluke Slope
	and management of the Wahluke Slope for Preservation The Secretary™s announcement
	supported the DOES Preferred Alternative proposed in the Revised Draft HRA-EIS
	Management of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation is consistent with the ROD for the
	41
	The DOE has both the right and the responsibility under NEPA to identify the agency™s Preferred
	Alternative Federal NEPA regulations under 40 CFR 1502.14(e require the Agency to
	ﬁidentify the agency™s preferred alternative or alternatives if one of more exists in the draft
	statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the
	expression of such as preference.ﬂ The Secretary™s announcement is consistent with the
	Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS
	48
	The DOE does not believe that the Secretary™s announcement has in any way prejudiced the
	outcome of the HCP EIS or the development of the NEPA ROD The DOE has repeatedly
	when the DOE concurred in the Hanford Reach EIS
	DOE™s Response: During the public review and comment period on the Revised DraftHRA-
	EIS DOE solicited public input on a proposed name change for the EIS document to better
	reflect its purpose The DOE proposed changing the name from the Hanford Remedial Action
	Environmental lmpact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-EIS) to the Hanford
	Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental lmpact Statement (HCP EIS The public
	supported this change and in the Final EIS the name has been changed
	Timing of the Decision: The timing of the decision was commented on both for speeding it up
	and slowing it down
	12
	DOE™s Response: The DOE has several legal and policy drivers requiring the preparation of a
	land-use plan (Please see comment response under ﬁNo-Action Alternativeﬂ
	15
	Cu/tura//Nafura/ Resources Reviews: Cultural reviews and natural resources should be taken
	into account when land use is being planned
	18
	DOE™S Response: Both cultural reviews and natural resources have been and would continue

	be taken into account when land-use decisions are made The purpose of the SPAB is to
	advise the DOE when land-use implementation is being considered
	22
	F2.1.20 Plan
	24
	Eight letters addressed the comprehensive land-use plan One of the commenters cited
	concern that what appears to be ﬁmanagement by committeeﬂ is too risky Another commenter
	thanked DOE for keeping the process open One commenter was glad that Hanford was
	created or there would not be all the land there is today available to preserve One commenter
	expressed that the time frame for land-use planning should be about seven generations out
	Another cited the lack of impacts described from industrial development Two commenters were
	concerned that the sensitivity of LlGO to noise and vibration from other activities at Hanford was
	not adequately addressed (Total Plan = 8 RL269 RL446 RTM015 RTROO9 RTSO13
	RTS020 RTSO25 RTS026
	34
	DOE™s Response: The CLUP is meant to be a living document that brings DOE into
	cooperative planning with the local governments where possible but also allows DOE to fulfill its
	Federal missions To make the CLUP a viable planning tool DOE has proposed a SPAB that
	would provide a forum for local governments to discuss their planning intentions and how
	Hanford might fit in as a regional complex The DOES NEPA process suggests that ElSs which
	establish land-use plans be reviewed by the NEPA Compliance Officer for revisions on a five-
	year schedule As an advisory board the SPAB would be able to tackle such issues as:
	42
	The extreme sensitivity of the LlGO facilities to noise and vibration created by other
	activities on the Hanford Site even though such activities may be at large distances
	from LIGO
	46
	The Energy Northwest lease to continue WNP-2 for power production and also allow
	for economic reuse of WNP 1 and
	49
	The 200 Areas where contaminated areas are also important wildlife habitat
	51
	How economic development should be coordinated and where PlLT payments fit into
	the economic health of the region
	54
	The DOE received 65 letters and testimonies related to the public involvement process
	for the Revised Draft HRA-EIS Specifically these included comments on the ﬁopportunity to
	commentﬂ 33), comments on the multiple public hearings 15), and comments on the quality of
	the document and the work that went into preparing the document 24). A summary of the
	RE012 RE013 RE028 RL003 RL006 RL043 RL052 RL054 RL103 RL153 RL154 RL166
	RL178 RL179 RL185 RL200 RL204 RL205 RL206 RL225 RL228 RL230 RL234 RL270
	RL273 RL281 RL290 RE91 RL292 RL304 RL314 RL318 RL319 RL322 RL328 RL341
	RL342 RL344 RL345 RL349 RL355 RL361 RL381 RL443 RL445 RLMOOI RTM012
	RTPOOI RTPOO2 RTPOO4 RTPOO5 RTPOO6 RTP008 RTPOIO RTR004 RTROO6 RTROI
	RTR012 RTR013 RTR014 RTSOO9 RTSOI 1 RTS015
	14
	ﬁOpporfunify fo Comment.ﬂ Commenters thanked DOE for the opportunity to review and
	comment on the document All but one commenter was appreciative of the comment process
	including the consideration DOE was giving to the comments received and for listening to the
	public on this topic One commenter was discouraged citing the perception that the decision
	had already been made
	20
	DOE™s Response: The Federal regulations for NEPA 40 CFR 1500-1508 require DOE to
	make an EIS available to the public for review and comment The DOE has considered all
	comments received on the Revised Draft HRA-EIS and has made changes to its Preferred
	Alternative in the Final HCP EIS based on public comments received
	25
	Multiple Public Hearings Commenters were appreciative of DOE holding public hearings both
	Richland and outside of the Tri-Cities One commenter pointed out that a hearing is required
	NEPA regulations Commenters in Portland complimented the DOE for going outside
	Washington State to listen to Oregon residents™ concerns regarding ﬁthis profound and very
	important issue.ﬂ A Mattawa resident cited his appreciation for the DOE going to the location
	where the issues are closest to the people One Richland commenter said it was ﬁrefreshingﬂ for
	the DOE to listen
	33
	DOE™s Response: The Federal regulations for NEPA 40 CFR 1503 require DOE to solicit
	comments from those persons or organizations who may be interested or affected by the
	decision
	37
	Document Qualify/Preparation: Commenters were complimentary about the quality of the
	document and the amount of work that went into preparing the document Citations included:
	lot of progress has been made,ﬂ It was a tremendous amount of work It took years to
	accomplish,ﬂ ﬂgive the DOE congratulations,ﬂ ﬁgood work,ﬂ ﬁwell researched and
	comprehensive,ﬂ ﬁexcellent research and enormous staff work,ﬂ ﬂgood job of reaching out to the
	community,ﬂ ﬁextensive and excellent qualitative evaluation and comparison,ﬂ ﬁthoughtful and
	comprehensive,ﬂ and ﬁhigh quality assessment.ﬂ These comments were directed at DOE and
	the nine cooperating agencies who prepared the document Commenters also were pleased
	that DOE was addressing the land-use issue
	47
	In response to comments received on that first draft DOE worked with the cooperating agencies
	and consulting Tribal governments to establish a framework for the environmental analyses and
	the proposed CLUP policies and implementing procedures presented in this Final HCP EIS
	Substantial agreement was reached among the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal
	governments on the development of land-use designations and on the format for determining
	the potential environmental impacts associated with the land uses proposed in this EIS
	55
	Several letters commented that the salmon need protection Fifty-two letters were
	received all supporting protection of salmon and salmon habitat supporting salmon recovery
	efforts and expressing concern for the dwindling salmon population the health of the salmon
	and the people who eat them and restoration of the salmon runs Some recommended that we
	everything in our power to protect and preserve the salmon and other anadromous fish
	(Salmon total = 52 RE005 RE015 RE017 RE021 RL003 RL014 RL025 RL044 RL063
	RL069 RL118 RL122 RL146 RLI51 RL156 RL162 RL182 RL194 RL209 RL212 RL222
	RL223 RL246 RL251 RL261 RL266 RL268 RL284 RL299 RL321 RL324 RL338 RL347
	RL356 RL363 RL378 RLROOI RTPOO4 RTP007 RTPOO8 RTPO12 RTR014 RTR018
	RTS007 RTSOO8 RTSOO9 RTSOIO RTSOl2 RTSO17 RTSO18 RTSOl9 RTSO21
	13
	DOE™s Response: The Hanford Site is home to some of the region™s most unique natural
	resources In two years the salmon will be the only endangered species on the Hanford Site
	(The Bald Eagle and the Peregrine Falcon have increased in population enough to be taken off
	the Endangered Species List Salmon prime habitat is in the Columbia River in the Wahluke

	Slope and along the Hanford Reach The concern for the erosion of the White Bluffs into the
	river is the silting of the gravel beds where the salmon spawn This was a significant factor
	behind the decision to disallow farming as a land use on the Wahluke Slope in the DOE™s
	Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS
	22
	F2.1.23 Hanford Reach
	24
	More than 100 letters were received supporting protection of the Hanford Reach Most
	letters cited the critical salmon spawning habitat as well as the eagles and other wildlife that eat
	the salmon Some feel that the future of the entire Northwest depends on the cleanliness of the
	river Concern was expressed for the erosion of the White Bluffs and the effects of orchard
	growth on the spawning habitat Although all commenters supported protection of the Reach
	three opposed Federal control to achieve that end One commenter stated that DOE is
	responsible for contaminating the Reach (Total Hanford Reach = 109 RE002 REO1
	REO1 5 REO1 8 RE028 RL031 RL032 RL041 RL042 RL043 RL048 RL052 RL059 RL063
	RL074 RL084 RLI 14 RLI 16 RLI 17 RL132 RLI 33 RL142 RL146 RL154 RL160 RLI
	RL177 RL179 RL188 RL191 RL209 RL212 RL214 RL219 RL221 RL235 RL237 RL240
	RL241 RL244 RL251 RL262 RL265 RL266 RL268 RL272 RL278 RL281 RL284 RL288
	RL291 RL296 RL299 RL303 RL324 RL342 RL344 RL363 RL364 RL366 RL369 RL440
	RL448 RL449 RL450 RL451 RLROOI RLR004 RLROO6 RTMOO6 RTMOO9 RTPOOI
	RTPOO2 RTPOOS RTPOO6 RTPOO7 RTPOO8 RTPOI 1 RTPO12 RTR002 RTR004 RTR005
	RTROO6 RTR008 RTROI 0 RTROI 1 RTROI 3 RTR014 RTROl5 RTROl6 RTROl8 RTR020
	RTR022 RTR024 RTR026 RTSOOI RTSOO3 RTSOO4 RTSOO7 RTSOO9 RTSOI 0 RTSOI
	RTSOl2 RTSO13 RTSOl6 RTSO17 RTSOl8 RTSOl9 RTSO20
	42
	DOE™s Response: The Hanford Reach is a valuable national resource abundant in natural
	beauty and home to a large biologically diverse wildlife It is because of the intrinsic value of this
	free-flowing section of the Columbia River and the area surrounding it that DOE has included the
	Hanford Reach in the area placed under USFWS management as an overlay wildlife refuge
	47
	F2.1.24 Tribal Rights
	49
	Several of the commenters expressed their concern that Tribal rights be honored
	DOE Ten of the twenty-one commenters held firm that all Tribal rights must be supported
	Many of the letters also expressed support for the protection of cultural and religious sites from
	disturbance One commenter noted that Tribal rights would be protected by local control One
	commenter recommended working with the Yakama Indian Nation One commenter supported
	modifications to Alternative One to accommodate the needs of the Tribes One commenter
	option to deed stewardship back to the Tribes (Total Tribal Rights = 21 RE023 RL044
	RLI55 RLI59 RL168 RL267 RL291 RL292 RL293 RL354 RL356 RL358 RTPOOI
	RTP002 RTPOO9 RTPOI 1 RTPOI 3 RTS004 RTSOO6 RTSOI 1 RTSOI
	DOE™S Response: Tribal governments and DOE agree that the Tribal governments™ treaty-
	reserved right of taking fish at all ﬁusual and accustomedﬂ places applies to the Hanford Reach
	the Columbia River where it passes through Hanford and that treaty rights are inalienable
	rights exercised by tribal members
	11
	Nevertheless Tribal governments and DOE disagree over the applicability to the Hanford Site of
	Tribal members treaty-reserved rights to hunt gather plants and pasture livestock Both the
	Tribal governments and DOE can point to legal justification for their positions in this dispute As
	this dispute could take years to resolve the Tribal governments who worked as consulting
	agencies and DOE decided not to delay completion and implementation of a comprehensive
	Instead the
	Tribes and DOE have gone ahead with the land-use planning process while reserving all rights
	assert their respective positions regarding treaty rights Neither the existence of this EIS nor
	any portion of its contents is intended to have any influence over the resolution of the treaty
	rights dispute There are too many instances where DOE and the Tribal governments agree that
	actions need to be taken to protect Tribal interests where arguing over the legal bases of those
	interests would be counterproductive to both parties
	24
	F2.1.25 Wild and Scenic River
	26
	Of all the commenters addressing a Wild and Scenic River designation for the Columbia
	River flowing through the Hanford Reach 37 were in favor of the designation and 6 were
	opposed Some of the commenters noted that the designation must be made without delay and
	several noted that the river and riverbanks must be protected at all costs Those opposed cited
	that such a designation gives no assurance that the area would be managed to meet existing
	and future local needs such as water rights (Total Wild and Scenic = 43 RLI 19 RL131
	RL133 RL134 RL147 RL168 RL182 RL185 RL204 RL206 RL230 RL235 RL240 RL241
	RL248 RL268 RL286 RL287 RL289 RL314 RL320 RL321 RL326 RL352 RL356 RL360
	RL366 RL440 RLROOI RLR003 RLR004 RTMO15 RTP002 RTP003 RTP004 RTROl9
	RTSOOI RTSOO7 RTSOO8 RTSOI 6 RTSO17 RTSOI9 RTS024
	37
	DOE™s Response; The Wild and Scenic River Act of 7968 as amended protects selected
	national rivers possessing outstanding scenic recreational geological fish and wildlife
	historical cultural and other similar values These rivers are to be preserved in a free flowing
	condition to protect water quality and for other vital national conservation purposes The
	Columbia River along the Hanford Reach is a 52-mile-long free-flowing section which is
	irreplaceable spawning ground for salmon and other anadromous fish This area including the
	banks of the Columbia River exhibits a unique diversity of plant and animal life and DOE is
	committed to protecting the environment along this stretch of the river However the
	designation of the Hanford Reach portion of the Columbia River as a Wild and Scenic River is
	authorizes a comprehensive study of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River to identify the
	outstanding features of the Hanford Reach and its immediate environment and to examine
	alternatives for their preservation The Secretary of the Interior has affirmed the addition of the
	Hanford Reach to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and is waiting for Congressional
	action to implement the decision
	53
	More than 70 commenters addressed wildlife habitat Sixty-nine of the letters were in
	favor of setting aside land for conservation and preservation of habitat noting that the wildlife
	needs our protection Many of the commenters noted that the number of native species plants
	animals and native plant communities at Hanford; and the diversity and scale of the ecosystem
	unique in this area Many of the commenters mentioned the valuable shrub-steppe habitat
	which is home to many species including the sage sparrow desert butterflies and species of
	snakes other reptiles and amphibians It was noted that at least two new plants to science
	have been discovered on the Hanford Site Concern for the well-being of wildlife plants
	Some emphasized the need for large areas of land
	for the wildlife noting that if the land is fragmented the wildlife cannot survive Three
	commenters did not support wildlife habitat noting that it is only weeds and that DOE should not
	support wildlife over children™s education One of the opposing commenters noted that it is
	possible for wildlife to coexist with farming and development (Total Habitat = 72 RE006
	REOl 2 REOl 5 REOl 7 RE020 RE023 RL007 RL008 RLOl3 RL029 RL032 RL038 RL056
	RL059 RL060 RL061 RL063 RL067 RL070 RL086 RL087 RL103 RLI 14 RL123 RL139
	RL146 RL158 RL161 RL163 RL164 RL165 RL168 RL171 RL175 RL178 RL179 RL222
	RL227 RL238 RL256 RL257 RL261 RL267 RL268 RL272 RL276 RL278 RL288 RL291
	RL314 RL326 RL338 RL379 RL445 RL452 RLPOOI RLROO6 RTM002 RTM007 RTMOO9
	RTPOOI RTP007 RTP008 RTPOO9 RTPOI 1 RTPOI 3 RTPO14 RTR002 RTR023 RTSO14
	RTSO17 RTS018
	23
	DOE™S Response: The DOE recognizes the unique shrub-steppe ecosystem on the Hanford
	Site and the abundance of plant and animal life that flourish in the natural state of this area It is
	because of the need to protect the environment (meeting DOE™s policy as a Natural Resource
	Trustee that acreage for preservation is considered a high priority Many of the plants and
	animals on the Hanford Site need large expanses of land to survive The DOE™s Preferred
	Alternative in the Final HCP-EIS protects and preserves the environment by placing a large
	portion of the Hanford Site under management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge
	31
	F2.1.27 Wahluke Slope
	33
	The Wahluke Slope was the topic for many commenters A total of 63 commenters cited
	concerns regarding the Wahluke Slope More than half (59 percent) were against any farming
	the Wahluke Slope Ten supported farming for the area particularly its suitability for irrigated
	production Seventeen commenters supported an impartial study of all of the potential uses of
	the Wahluke Slope (Total Wahluke Slope = 63 RE012 RE029 RL117 RL121 RL131
	RL160 RL161 RL163 RL179 RL204 RL221 RL222 RL250 RL268 RL283 RL288 RL297
	RL298 RL301 RL305 RL308 RL324 RL329 RL332 RL333 RL335 RL336 RL337 RL347
	RL350 RL351 RL352 RL363 RL441 RL447 RL450 RLMOOI RTM005 RTMOIO RTMOI
	RTM012 RTMOl3 RTM014 RTMOl5 RTM020 RTPOO5 RTPOO6 RTPOO7 RTPOO8
	RTR002 RTROO6 RTROO9 RTR013 RTR014 RTSOOI RTSOO2 RTSOO3 RTSOO7 RTSOIO
	RTSOI 1 RTSO12 RTSO17 RTS021
	45
	DOE™S Response: The DOES Preferred Alternative in the Final HCP EIS would preclude
	agricultural activities on the Hanford Site The DOE has placed the entire Wahluke Slope under
	the management of the USFWS as an overlay wildlife refuge as the WDFW the USFWS and
	the U.S EPA support the designation of the entire Wahluke Slope for Preservation The
	WDFW the USFWS and DOE have recognized that the White Bluffs overlooking the Columbia
	River are fragile and have been sloughing off into the Columbia River in part due to irrigation
	runoff Also the Wahluke Slope is the last remaining large and healthy shrub steppe ecosystem
	the Pacific Northwest and the Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing section of the Columbia
	River In recognition of the fragility of the White Bluffs and the important ecological and cultural
	resources of the Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach DOE has in its Preferred Alternative in

	The DOE believes that further studies of the potential uses of the Wahluke Slope are not
	warranted The DOE believes that adequate studies have already been conducted to assess the
	potential impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope Potential environmental cultural
	and socioeconomic impacts of alternative uses of the Wahluke Slope were assessed Further
	studies would essentially duplicate analyses already conducted for the Draft and Revised Draft
	HRA-EIS and studies conducted by the National Park Service in support of the 1994 Hanford
	Reach Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive River Conservation Study
	(referred to as the Hanford Reach EIS) and the ensuing 1996 DO1 ROD The Hanford Reach
	EIS and ROD were Congressionally mandated to assess the outstanding features of the Hanford
	Reach and its environs including environmental and cultural values and to examine alternatives
	for preserving those values The ROD concluded that in order to protect the White Bluffs and
	the cultural and ecological resources of the Wahluke Slope the entire Wahluke Slope should be
	managed as a wildlife refuge by the USFWS
	17
	The DOE concurred in the 1994 DO1 Hanford Reach EIS Management of the Wahluke Slope
	for Preservation as an overlay wildlife refuge under the Preferred Alternative is consistent with
	that concurrence The 1996 ROD for the Hanford Reach EIS precludes DOE from managing the
	Wahluke Slope in a manner that would any adverse impacts on the values for which the
	Wahluke Slope is under consideration for National Wildlife Refuge status
	23
	F2.1.28 Split Record of Decision
	25
	Many commenters supported a split ROD to expedite the designation of a wildlife refuge
	Le., without waiting for the cleanup to be completed One hundred and eighty-six commenters
	wrote concerning this issue A few commented that they wanted the separate decision no later
	than December 1999 (Total Split ROD = 186 RE002 RE003 RE009 REOIO RE019
	RE021 RE026 RL005 RL006 RL007 RL008 RL009 RLOIO RLOl3 RL014 RLOI 5 RLOl6
	RL017 RL018 RL019 RL022 RL023 RL027 RL033 RL034 RL035 RL037 RL041 RL042
	RL048 RL049 RL051 RL052 RL053 RL055 RL057 RL064 RL065 RL066 RL068 RL069
	RL074 RL076 RL078 RL079 RL080 RL081 RL082 RL083 RL084 RL085 RL087 RL089
	RL092 RL093 RL095 RL096 RL099 RLIOO RLIOI RL102 RLI 03 RL104 RL105 RL107
	RL109 RL112 RL115 RL125 RL127 RL128 RL129 RL130 RL132 RL133 RL134 RL135
	RL136 RL138 RL139 RL140 RL148 RL149 RL150 RL151 RL154 RL158 RL160 RL165
	RL194 RL203 RL204 RL206 RL207 RL211 RL213 RL215 RL216 RL220 RL222 RL223
	RL224 RL225 RL228 RL230 RL231 RL236 RL239 RL242 RL243 RL245 RL246 RL247
	RL249 RL252 RL253 RL254 RL255 RL256 RL257 RL261 RL262 RL266 RL267 RL268
	RL271 RL273 RL274 RL275 RL276 RL277 RL280 RL281 RL282 RL294 RL309 RL312
	RL314 RL315 RL316 RL320 RL323 RL340 RL342 RL360 RL363 RL365 RL368 RL369
	RL371 RL376 RL377 RL378 RL379 RL380 RL382 RL448 RL450 RLR005 RLROO6
	RLS002 RLS005 RTPOO4 RTPOO6 RTPOO8 RTPOl2 RTR005 RTROO6 RTR008 RTROl2
	RTSO14 RTSOI 8 RTSO19 RTSO20
	46
	DO• Response: While the scope of the Final HCP-EIS covers land-use planning for the entire
	Hanford Site it defers the evaluation of impacts associated with individual remedial actions to
	Tri-Party Agreement documents The ROD for this Final HCP-EIS is scheduled to be published
	November 1999; therefore no "separate" ROD needs to be published in order to expedite the
	implementation of the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
	52
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