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Department of Energy

Richland Qperations Qffice
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352
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94-ERB-110 MAY 4 1994

Mr. Rick George

Confederated Tribes

of the Umatilla Indian Reservaticn
P.0. Box 638

Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Mr. George:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN
RESERVATION ON THE PROPOSED HANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION DISPOSAL
FACILITY (ERDF)

The Tri-Party agencies appreciate your comments and interest in the ERDF. We
have identified the following facility-specific issues taken from a letter
received on February 25, 1994, (CTUIR 1tr. to Tri-Parties from Rick George, -
"Scoping Issues for ERDF" dtd. February 18, 1994): 1) appropriateness of the
ERDF as a pilot project for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
integration and application of NEPA; 2) follow Future Site Uses Working Group
recommendations; 3) protection of groundwater; 4) protection of shrub-steppe
habitat and wildlife species/mitigation; 5) protection of cultural resources;
and 6) public involvement plan, consultation with Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR).

Our response to these issues is provided in the attached responsiveness
summary. We recognize that your concerns reflect a genuine interest in
protecting and restoring the environment.

The Regulatory Package for the ERDF is scheduled to be released for public
review on June 27, 1994. The package will be provided to the CTUIR for review
and comment once the U.S. Department of Energy has received the final draft,
prior to June 27, 1994. The Regulatory Package will consist of the necessary
documentation to objectively evaluate the proposed facility. Again, we
appreciate your comments and desire to consult with you in the near future to
further discuss both the ERDF and the Columbia River Columbia River
Comprehensive Impact Assessment. Please contact us to finalize a time and
location for this consultation. Our purpose is to continue to strive to keep
you informed on the progress of these environmental restoration efforts.

Sincerely,

K. Michael Thompson, Acting Director
END:BLF . Envitonmental Remediation Division

Attachment

cc: See page 2
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cc w/o attach:
B. Burke, CTUIR

cc w/attach:

N. Cadoret, PNL

N. Hepner, Ecology

P. Innis, EPA

M. Janaskie, EM-442

F. Roeck, WHC

J. Wilkenson, CTUIR
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CULTURAL RESOQURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
HANFORD CULTURAL RESOURCES LABORATCRY
A. NAME AND FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED UNDERTAKING

Project Number:  33-200-001
Project Name: Envircnmental Restoration Dispesal Faciiity (ERDF)

The Envircnmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF), located on the Hanford Site (managed
by the Deparntment of Energy} will provide the disposal site for the waste exhumed during the
Haniord Site CERCLA and RCRA cleanup actions. Excavations at the site will be extensive and
may be up to 12 m deep. The exact site boundaries have not yet been set, however, the
proposad site area currently measures about 10.6 km?2 (see Figure 1). Since the survey was
completed in the summer of 1993, the site boundary has moved about 0.5 km to the east. We
surveyed approximately 11.0 kmZ.

B. LOCATION AND GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project area is located within the Hanford Site in south central Washington State (see

Figure 2) within the Cold Creek Valley in an area locally known as the 200 Area Plateau. The
surface topography is low-relief stabilized and semiactive dunes composed of fine sand and silt.
The land surface siopes gently to the southwest with elevations ranging from 192 m (630 &)
apbove mean sea level (asl) to 229 m (750 {t) ast; the overall gradient is 0.08. The proposed site is
located in T12N, R26E in Sections 7, 8, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 21. The closast source of perennial
water is Rartllesnake Springs, which is located approximately 8 km southwest of the groject area.

The area is largely undisturced. Disturbances inciude gravel pits, roads, wells and well pads,

other pits measuring about 30 m in diameter by about 5 m deep, a laydown yard, and a dump
site. -

The vegetation is a steppe-shrub community (Daubenmire 1970} dominated by big sagebrush
(Artemigia tridentata) with an understary of grasses and forbs . Plant species identified during the
summer survey within the propesad project area are tzllied in Table 1.

Table 1. Plant species within the ERDF project area.

Scientific name Common name
shrubs Artemisia tridentata big sage
Chrysothamnus nausecsus gray rabbithrush

Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus green rabbitbrusn

annual grasses

perennial grasses

annual forps

Grayia spinosa
Purshia tridentata
Leptedactylon pungens

Bromus tectorum
Festuca octoflora

Koeferia cristata
Oryzopsis hymenoides
Poa sanabergii
Sitanion hystrix
Sporobolus cryptandrus
Stipa comata

Ambrosia acanthicarpa
Centaures sp.
Ciyptantha circumscissa

spiny hopsage
bitter-drush
prickly phlox

cheat grass
sixweeks fescue

prairie junegrass

indian ricegrass
Sandberg's bluegrass
botttebrush squirraitail
sand dropseed
needie-and thread grass

bur ragweed
Knapweed
matted cryptantha
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Project Number:  93-200-CO1

Project Name: Environmental Restoration Dispesal Faciiity (ERDF)
Descuralnia pinnata tansy mustard
Descurainia sophia flixweed
Epilobium panicufatum tail willowherb

Eriogonurn viminaum
Holosteum umbellatum
Lactuca serriola
Microsteris gracilis
Safsola kali
Sisymbrium altissimum

biennial forbs Thelypodium laciniatum
Tragopogon dubius

perennial forbs Achillea miilefoiium
Arenaria frankifinii
Astragalus spo.
Balsamorhiza careyana
Calochortus macrocarpus
Chaenactis douglasii
Comandra umbeilatz
Crepis atrabarba
Cymopterus teredinthinus
Erigeron sgp.
Lygodesmia juncea
Machaeranthera canescans
Cenocthera pallida
Orebanche corymbcesa
Phiox longifoiia
Penstemen acurminatus
Cpuntia polyacantha
Phacelia hastata

Broom buckwheat
jagged chickwesd
prickly lettuce
pink microsteris
Russian thistle
tumblemustard

cutleaf ladysioot mustard
yellow salsify

yarrow
Franklin's sandwort
miikvetch

Caray's balsamroat
sagebrush maripesa lily
hcary chaenactis

wad flax

slender hawksbeard
turpentine cymooterus
fleabane

skeletonwead

hoary aster

pale evening-primrose
flat-iopped broomrape
longteaf phiox

sand teardtongue
starvation prncklypear
whiteleal scorpionwesd

Ground visibility ranged from 100 % in blowouts 10 10 9% under shrubs and in disiurbed areas.

The average ground visibility was approximately 85 4.

Wildlife or their sign cbserved in the project 2rea is listed in Table 2. Micz currows were aisa

noted.

Table 2. Animal species chservedfinferrad within the ERDF project area.

birds Chordeiles minor
Sturnefla neglecta
Hirunde rustica
Amphispiza belli
Zenaida macroura
Circus cyaneus
Lanius ludgvicianus
Asio flammeus
Athene cuniculans
Larus sp.

reptiles Ulta stansburianz

comman nighthawk
western meadowlark
barn swallow

sage sparraw
mouming dove
narthern harrier
loggernezd shrike
shart-eared owi
burrowing owi

gull

side-blotched lizard
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Project Number:  33-200-001 H

Project Name: Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (EHDF)
Pitucphis melanoleucus gcpher snake
Phrynesoerna douglassi short-nomed lizard
mammals Canis latrans cayote
Cdocoileus hemionus mule deer
Lepus californicus black-tailed jackrabbit
Taxidea laxus badger

Nests of loggerhead shrikes and common nighthawks were observed, as well as a possible
northern harrier nest.

Aerial photograph{s): EG&G 5873, exp. 105, 05-07-87, 1:15300
USGS topographic map(s): USGS 7.5 ' Gable Butte Quad, 1986 edition
Legal description: Projectto be located in T 12 N R 26 E pars of Section{s) # 7, 8, 9, 16, 17,

and 18. Survey cccurred in T. 12 N. R. 25 E. parts of Section(s) # 7, 8, 3, 16, 17, 18, 18, 20,
and 21,

UTMs: Carners of area surveyed (ses Figura 1).

Map Refersnce Point Zaone m Norhing m Easting
A 11 5157610 298850
8 11 5157320 303000
C 11 5154070 302980
D 11 5154420 300360
E 11 5154430 299500
F 11 5157010 299520
G 11 5157000 298810
H iR 5157200 299810
[ 11 51571¢0 2839240

C. PRE-FIELD RESEARCH
1. Sources of information checked: [xi Survey and Site Lceation Macs  [x] Pravious
HReoons {x] Aerial Photograpns [x] GLO Plats ] Cther

2. Summary of previous studies in this general area, similar terrain: A literature and records
review showed that four surveys had been previously conducted by the HCRL within the
propesed project area; HCRC #89-200-023, HCRC# 93-600-004, HCAC-83-600-016, and BERC
010. One isciated artifact, a cobbie toal (HI-88-018), was located within the project area. The
tooi was not collected. Six surveys have been previously conducted by the HCAL within 0.8 km
(.0.3 miles) of the proposed project area; HCAC #89-600-010, HCRC #93-800-001,

HCRC #93-600-005, HCRC #93-800-014, HCRC #93-600-023, and Plat 797 SD

Beargrt No /Title Distance/Direction Hesults

HCRC #89-200-023 Within proposed ERDF boundary Hi-39-Q186, an isolated cobble tocl

HCAC #89-800-010 0.6+ km to the northeast of the No culturai resources identified
northeast comer

HCRC #93-500-001 Adiacent to 0.3 km north of the No cultural resourcas identified

narthem boundary

3
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Project Number:  $3-200-001

Project Name: Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF)

HCHC #93-800-004 Adjacent to the northwest comer  No cultural rescurces identified

HCARC #93-800-C05 Adiacent 0 the northem No cuitural resources identified
toundary

HMCAC #83-600-014 Immediately adjacent to the No cuitural resources identified
westem boundary

HCRC #93-600-016 Partially within the proposed No cultural reseurces identiiied
ERDF boundary

HCRC #93-600-023 0.5 km nerth of the northem No culturzl reseurces icentified

" beundary
BERC 010 Within proposed ERDF boundary Na cuitural rescurces identified
Plot 797 SD 0.4 km south of southwest comner  No cultural resources identified

aof proposed ERDF boundary (as
of July 1983)

D. EXPECTED HISTORIC AND PREHISTORIC LAND USE AND SITE SENSITIVITY
1. Are there known sites in the general area? [ Yes [xj No

2. Are sites expected? [x] Yes [1No

A trail was mapged an the 1880 General Land Office Survey map {GLQ) in the southern part of
the proposed ERCF area, and it is presumed that this area was used Dy bath Native Americans
and EuroAmericans. Very few prehistoric sites are found this far from permanent water, however,
isclated prehistoric artifacts and historic trash scatters are expected. isolated prehistaric arifacts
have previously been found in the vicinity of historic trails on the Hanford Site, and historic trash
scatters are common on site.

E. FIELD METHODS

1.Areas examined and type of coverage: An intensive pedestrizn survey was conducted for the
project covering 11.0 xm2 following procadures in Chatters 1589. Intensive survey entailed
pedestrian search in transec!s spaced 20 m apan. Particivants scanned an area S m to either
side of the transect center line, thus having potential for 100%% discavery of concentrations of
surface artifacts larger than 10 m in diameter, as well as most smailer concentrations. The lowest
astimated discovery rate, at S0%, was exgectad for singte, isclated artifacts. All survey transacts
weare onented north/south, excant for a faw transac!s in the northwest carner 3f the survey zrea
which were ariented sast/west

2. Areas not examined and reasons why: A dump area measuring approximately 0,13 kme in
the northwest cormer of the praposed ERDF site was not surveyed because of safety concerns.
Buckets, wire, wacd, and metal barrels were observed from the perimeter of the dump. The age
and contents of the dump site is unknown but it may date to the constructon or earfy operations
at the 200 West area of the Haniord Site. Most of this area appears disturbed from examination
of aerial photographs.

3. Personnel canducting and assisting in this survey: N. A, Cadoret, M. K. Wrignt,
M. V. Dawson, J. G. Longenecker, R. Bayman, J. Woocrufl, J. Pierca, G. Civay, J. Myer, W.
Mclintire

4, Date(s) of survey: 7/21-2/10/23

5. Visibility on surface: Estimate:> 83 %
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Project Number:  93-200-001
Project Name: Enviranmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERCF)

Visibility of subsurface: Estimate:< 5 %
6. Prablems encountered: Nane

F. RESULTS
1. All cultural resources recorded {or this area: [JNone

During the survey, four archaeological sites, one paleontologic site, and nine isolated artifacts
were recorded and are listed below. One of the recorded sites was cf Native American origin
with a historic/madern companent, ane was a paleontologic site of indeterminate age, and three
were historic sites, dating to the beginning of this century. Some artifacts were collected. Also
listed below is the isolated cobble tool found within the project area in 1989.

HCAL lsolate No. Descrigtion Collected?

HI-89-016 cobble tool no

H!-93-001 rod yes

H1-83-002 twa flakes yes

HI-93-004 bottle yes

HI-23-005 can yes

HI-33-006 flake yes

H1-93-007 can yes

HI-83-009 can _ yes

Hi-23-010 flake yes

HI-23-012 rod yes

HCAl Site Na., State No. Site Tvpe/descrintion Collected?

HP-33-001 Not assigned tooth enamel yes

HT-53-080 Not assigned two flakes and tocth enamel,  ves
histeric/todem debris

H7T-23-081 Not assigned jar fragments na

HT-83-083 Not assigned collapsed structure no

HT-93-084 Net assigned stovelcans no

HP-83-001: This information sensitive and has been deleted. The site fzils o mest any of the
criteria necessary for listing en the National Registar of Histornie Places (Naticnal Registar). There
is no indication that the site is of human origin. Additicnally, the site is not unique and the
research potential of the site has teen exhausted through ceilecion.

HT-33-080: This infarmation sensitive and has been deleted. The site fails to meet any of the
criteria necessary for fisting on the Naticnal Register. The research potential of the prehisteric
compaonent af the site has been exhausted through recordation and collection. The
historic/modem comeponent holds no unique characterisiics and does not retain nationaily
significant information.

HT-23-C81: This information sensitive and has been deleted. The site {ails to meet any of the
criteria necessary for listing on the Naticnal Register. The site helds no unigue characieristics,
many such historic trash scatters ara Igcated on the Hanford Site, and does not retain nationalily
significant information.

HT-93-083: This information sensitive and has been deletad. By itseif, the site does nct
retain nationally significant information. However, viewed in 2 droader historic cantext. Euro-

=
-
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Project Number:  ©3-200-001
Project Name: Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (EROF)

American ranching in southeastermn Washingten, the site represents a singte part of the greater
archaeological record, and may be considered regicnafly ar iocally significant viewed in this
cantext.

HT-33-084: This information sensitive and has been deleted. By itsaif, the site coes nat
retain nationally significant information. Haowever, viewed in a broacer historic context, Zuro-
American ranching in southeastern Washington, the site represents a singie part of the greater
archaeological recard, and may be censidered regicnally ar locally significant viewed in this
context.

2. Cuitural resources noted but not formally recorded: Isclated milk/sanitary cans, medern
artifacts, dump sites, and probatle military sites from the late 1550s and 1960s were noted but
not recarded,

. . 0 -

a Large cylindrical metal tank on platform constructed of railroad ties. The
tank measures 1.5 m diameter by 2.1 m long. The platform measures 2.5 m
long by 2.3 m wide by 1.1 m tall. A well with a metal casing with a diameter
of 15 ¢m is lccated adjacent to the tank. Probakle water tank, perhaps
related to military operations in the 1950s and 1£60s.

b lLarge cylindrical metal tank on platform constructad of rafiroad ties. The
tank measures 4.5 m lang and is covared with tar. The ends are metal and
painted green, A green glass, 10 0z., crown cap beverage bottle was found
nearby. Probable water tark, perhaps related to military aperations in the
1850s and 1960s.

c Large cylindrical metal tank on platform constructed of raiiroad ties. The
metal tank is adjacent of a semisubterranean, 2.2 m diameter concrate tank
which is about 4.5 to 6.0 m deep. This tank is covered with three circular
openings in the top. Ciameters of these openings measure 0.25 M, 0.4 m,
and 0.43 m. A collapsed, three-hole outhousa is located 24 m norih of the
metal tank. An aluminum ilag pole is lccated on 2 dune crest cicse by.
Probable miiitary site.

d Large cylfindrical metal tank on platform constructed of railroad ties. Well
and bucket adjacent. Probable water tank, perhaos related to miiitary
cperations in the 1950s and 1260s.

e Military dump containing cans, inciucing fced, seoison, milk, oil, and scivent
cans, *HEZF COCD" and "Coca Cala’ soft drink Sottles, metal binding
strags, wire naiis, S gallon metal ¢rum, panify buried, batteres.

f Based on the proximity of the site to the 200 West area, the debris is
probably associated with the construction or operations of the Hanford Site.
Debris inciudes wooden benches, a woaden tool tox, wire nails, buckets,
wire including electrical wire, metal flashing, 1/8" mesh screening in 2
waoden frame., asbestos (?) siding, concrete fragments, caiiing tiles, canvas
fragments, tlack rubber hose, shovel head, and a 3 gallon paint can.

g Probable laydown yard associated with the construction of Hanfard facilities.
Debris includes many piecas of lumber, possible siructural remains,
sidewatks, wire cable, buckles, air filter, metal fastaners, concrete rubble,
disused aspnait road, and aluminum flashing. Tha ground has teen
disturbed, furrows are visitie.

A 3200 m arc road and remains of air samplers along the road which wera
used frarn 1960-1974 for atrnospheric dispersion tasts (Nickola et 2l 1983)

3
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93-200-001
Environmental Restaration Disposal Facility (ERDF)

Isotated mitk can measuring 2 15/16" in diametar by 3 3/4 * tall dating to
1917-1929 (Simonis n.d.)

Isclated sanitary can measuring § 5/8" in diameter by 7 3/4" tall, knife
-puncture apening, therefore held some kind of liguid.

Four lubricant cans measuring 11" in diameter by 13 1/4 * tall with a2 2*
diameter screw top cpening, and a sanitary can measuring § 1/2 " in
diameter by 7 3/4" tall, All cans are army green.

Sanitary can measuring 2 5/8 " diameter by 3 1/4° tail.

Wooden construction, perhaps for holding a sign.

6 oz, Coca Cola bottle embossad with "TACOMA WASH L-C*-cailected.
Crushed sanitary can measuring 2 3/4” : diameter by 3 3/8 ~ tall.
Galvanized tub measuring 5 3/4" tall, diameter of base 14", upper diameter
17 ". Tub has handles and a 1 " rim.

Clear glass, continuous thread bottle with "FPEPSODENT ANTISEPTIC
DCuraglas® on the base,

Sanitary can measuring 5 1/8" diameter by 5 5/8 " tall. Lid half opened with
can opener and bent back.

Milk can measuring 2 15/16 " diameter by 4 3/8 " tall. The can dates to
1817-1829 (Simonis n.d.)

Debris from burnt structure including a green lamp fixtura, metzi deor and
lock and knob, stave pipe, metal heater, window glass. Large chunks of
charcoal and melted giass suggests a hat fire. Undouttedly dates to
Hanford Operations.

Sanitary can measuring 2 15/16 " diameter by 4 3/8 * tail, opened with blade
and bent back, hole cut in center af the battom with a blade.

Brown, crown cap, beer? bottle measuring 2 1/2 " diameter by 8 1/4 " tall.
Embossing on the base reads"4606 G 20 0 13"

car jack

Sanitary can measuring 4 * in diameter and 4 5/8' tall, top opened with a
blade ang bent back.

Miik can measuring 2 15/16 " in diameter by 3 7/8 * tall, two rcund punch
hcle openings. The can dates to 1217-192% (Simonis n.d.)

Milk can measuning 2 15/16 " diameter 5y 3 15/16 * tall. Two small round
punctures on can end. Can dates o 1917-1829 (Simonis n.c.)

Sanitary can measuring 3 7/18 “ diametsr by 3 1/2 * tall, acened with a2
blade and lig bent back , however., scider 21 cne end appears o te the
attachment point for a key.

Stee! beverage can measuring 4 13/16 " by 2 11/16 ", opened with a church
key.

Sanitary can measuring S * diameter by 6 1/2 * tail.

Jack for carftruck

Repository (for ail eriginal survey records, photos, maps, and artifacts):
All ariginal records, maps, etc. are stored at the Hanford Cuitural Resources Latoratary in
Richiand, Washington.

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Sites HP-33-001, HT-23-080, and HT-83-081 do not meet a2ny of the criteria for lising an the
National Register of Histaric Places. The research potential of thesa sites and of all but one of

7
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Project Number:  93-200-0C1
Projebt Name: Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF)

the isclates has been exhausted through recordation and cellection. Sites HT-53-083 and
HT-93-084 by themselves, do nct retain nationally significant infarmation. However, viewed in a
ttoader historic context, Euro-American ranching in southeastem Washingtan, the sites regresent
part of the greater archaeological recard, and may be considered regionally or locally significant
viewed in this contaxt.

The project will have no effect cn any properties eligible for the National Register. The proposed
project should have no effect on sites HT-33-083 and HT-23-084 given the most recent site
houndaries. If, however, the project intends o use the area including these sites, mitigation may
be necessary.

H. REFERENCES
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Nicola, B, W., J. V. Ramsdell, C. S. Glantz, A. =. Kems, 1883 Hanford Atmoscheric Dispersion
Data: 1960 thrcugh June 1867, PNL-4814, Facilic Narthwest Laboratory, Richiang, Washington.

Simenis, D. Date unknown. Condensed/Evagorated Milk Cans-Chrenology for Dating
Historical Sites. U.S. Department of the [nterior, Bureau-of Land Management.

. ATTACHMENTS

1. Site forms for each site recorded ? X3 Four archaeoiogiczl site forms, ane
palecntological site form

2. Isclate forms {or each isolate recorded? (X1 Ten isclated artifact {orms

3. Cverview lgcation map X

4. Quad map of surveyed arsa? [}

5. Qther attachments? X Project arsa sketch map basad on
USGES 7.5 " Gable Mountain Quad
Map.

Site and lsalata farms are not included in this version of the report narrative,
J. CERTIFICATION OF RESULTS

| certify that | conducted the investigation reported here, that my observations and methods are
fully documented, and that this report is complete and aczurate to the best of my knowiedge.

AcA CanoRES WO N 2 /309y

Reparter Signature Date
MK g o b - SN s D 2-3-G
Reviewer 0 Concurrenca (Signaturey Date

g



CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
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1)

2)

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION DISPOSAL FACILITY (ERDF)

Appropriateness of the ERDF as a Pilot Project for National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Integration and Application of
NEPA.

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) is
concerned about the roles of the CERCLA and NEPA processes for the ERDF
project. During the recent Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) negotiation (concluded in

January 1994), the Tri-Parties agreed to minimize duplicative processes
and speedup remediation. The Tri-Parties agreed that the ERDF project
could be identified as a CERCLA operable unit and evaluated using the
CERCLA Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process since it
is an essential part of CERCLA remedial activities. However, to ensure
that the project could comply with the substantive portions of NEPA, the
ERDF has employed a pilot project concept to demonstrate that the CERCLA
process can be made equivalent to NEPA. CERCLA will be the implementing
mechanism for the ERDF facility and NEPA elements will be addressed and
included in the Regulatory Package. More importantly, the Tri-Parties
are committed to remediation and believe that eliminating duplicative
procedures will allow remediation to proceed in a more expeditious and
cost-effective manner. When a CERCLA Record of Decision is issued, the
ERDF would be able tc accept CERCLA remediation waste. For the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA} remediation waste, a modification
to the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit is required.

Follow Future Site Uses Working Group (FSUWG) Recommendations.

The Hanford FSUWG recommendations were taken in to consideration with
regard to siting the proposed ERDF. The ERDF alternative using the
least amount of land will be presented as the preferred alternative in
the Regulatory Package. This burial trench would only be expanded as
the Hanford Site remediation progresses. The total area disturbed by
the ERDF (without allocation for contingency) would be reduced to
approximately 1.6 square miles, which fits within the exclusive zone as
established by the FSUWG. This is a direct result of the evolving
trench engineering design concept which allows a significant decrease
from the original estimate of 6.12 square miles. While the 1.6 square
mile figure does not include contingency space, it is believed that the
1.6 square miles would support the current waste volume estimate of

28 million cubic yards of remediation waste.

There was a request by the public that the 200 BC control area, a
surface contaminated site, be considered for siting the ERDF. Based on
this comment from the public, an independent study considered the 200 BC
control area as a potential site. While the study shows both advantages
and disadvantages, it concludes that the disadvantages significantly
outweigh the benefits of adopting the 200 BC control area as the
preferred site. In summary, the study states that the 200 BC control
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area should not be chosen as the primary site for the following key
reasons: 1) existing contamination causes inherent difficulty with
monitoring facility performance during operations and after closure;

2) contaminated surface soils from the 200 BC Area would have to be
double handled and will increase contamination exposure to personnel and
environment; 3) increased cost of performing work in a contaminated
area and the potential problems associated with personnel working in a
contaminated area; and 4) switching the preferred site to the 200 BC
control area would substantially delay remediation along the Columbia
River.

Protection of Groundwater.

The Regulatory Package for the ERDF will present much of the information
requested with regard to groundwater monitoring. More specifically, the
Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) Rule application for the ERDF
will discuss in as much detail as possible, the monitoring well network
relative to both the ERDF CAMU and the existing groundwater contaminant
plumes. One may also find information regarding protection of
groundwater in the RI/FS document which is also part of the Regulatory
Package for the ERDF.

Protection of Shrub-steppe Habitat and Wildlife Species/Mitigation.

The CTUIR is concerned with the decline of native shrub-steppe habitat
in Washington State and the lack of a specific U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) Ptan for Management of this disappearing resource. Discussions
have been initiated between representatives of the DOE Richland
Operations Office (RL), the U.S. Department of the Interior, and the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife to develop and
implement a biological resource management plan. We hope that the CTUIR
will participate in development of this plan.

In addition to the flora and fauna inventory accomplished on the
preferred site in the Spring of 1993, a comprehensive environmental
baseline survey of the ERDF primary site will be completed.

Protection of Cultural Resources.

Given the reduction of the footprint of the proposed ERDF to 1.6 square
miles, the Cultural Resources Survey considered a majority of the
preferred site., However, in reducing the footprint of the proposed
site, an additional less than one-half square mile portion of the site
remains to be surveyed. That activity is scheduled to happen in the
Summer of 1994. As requested, a copy of the cultural resources report
for the proposed ERDF is provided as enclosure 1 to this attachment.

The report outlines the methodoiogy and information collected during the
actual survey.
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Public Involvement Plan, Consultation with Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation.

RL's Environmental Restoration program desires direct consultation with
the CTUIR to further discuss the ERDF. As requested, a copy of the
Public Involvement Plan for the ERDF is being provided as enclosure 2 to

this attachment.



Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
Target Milestone M-07-00-T01

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN
Revision 1

January 1994

BACKGROUND

Hanford has large amounts of contaminated material from old burial and
discharge sites. The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Tri-Party Agreement) calls for remediation of these sites. If removal of
contaminants is the selected remedy for 100 and 300 Area operable units,

large volumes of radioactive and mixed waste and some hazardous waste would be
generated beginning approximately September 1996. A facility capable of
receiving large quantities of these wastes would be needed at Hanford at that
time. Preliminary analysis indicates that technology may not exist to destroy
the majority of these wastes and offsite disposal is not cost effective or
acceptable for many reasons (e.g., transportation of massive quantities of
waste on public highways).

The Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group in the report "The Future for
Hanford: Uses and Cleanup,” December 1992, recommends that waste management
activities at the Hanford Site be concentrated in the interior portion of the
Central Plateau. The content of this report is being considered as the three
agencies undertake this project. The State of Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecology), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) agree to proceed with the steps necessary to
design, approve, construct and operate such a disposal facility, known as the
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF).

In recent negotiations for the Tri-Party Agreement, milestones were set for
this facility. This public involvement plan meets a milestone agreed to in
the negotiations. (See attached negotiated milestones.)

Public involvement for the ERDF will be coordinated with activities for other
Tri-Party Agreement activities and other programs affecting the Environmental
Restoration program as much as possible. The ERDF will be kept within the
context of the whole remediation program rather than a separate activity. The
Hanford Advisory board will provide input and assist where appropriate.
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DECISION MAKERS

Currently, an integrated management organization is being developed to
coordinate the many decisions needed to put the facility in place. This
organization will include participation from EPA, Ecology, USDOE, the
Westinghouse Hanford Company, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. They will
consider and use input from the public. Public input will be critical
throughout the process.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The final decision, to be made at the end of this public involvement process,
is whether and what kind of facility is needed for low-level and mixed wastes,
how the facility will be designed, what wastes will be sent to the facility,
and where the facility will be located. Each of these are components for the
successful implementation of the ERDF.

A pilot project concept for National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) /Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) integration (functional equivalency) will be utilized; additional or
separate NEPA process and documentation will not be required. USDOE will
develop a "regulatory package" to consist of a CERCLA proposed plan, a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)} Corrective Action Management
Unit (CAMU) permit application, and technical documentation (Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study [RI/FS]) to support each of these documents.
Additionally, this package will incorporate NEPA values typically associated
with an environmental impact statement (EIS).

The RI/FS and proposed plan will analyze potential options for an ERDF and
evaluate whether these options are consistent with the CERCLA remedial action
criteria. The RCRA CAMU unit application will provide information and
analysis to allow a determination of whether the proposed facility will meet
the CAMU requirements under RCRA. An index will be included in the regulatory
package to indicate where NEPA values are documented. The index will point to
such items as: the estimate of potential cumulative impacts associated with
the ERDF operations (including relevant impacts from other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable activities in the vicinity); consideraticn of socio-
economic factors; biological and cultural resources; etc. Poilution
prevention and waste minimization measures will be factored into the
alternatives to be analyzed. These documents will be accompanied by
appropriate supporting technical documentation.

The Department of Ecology has made a determination of significance under the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) for ERDF. Ecology will use the
regulatory package to meet the requirements of an EIS.

The following information describes the scope of the facility as DOE, EPA, and
Ecology discussed in the recent Tri-Party Agreement negotiations.

The proposed facility: The proposed facility would accommodate radioactive
and mixed wastes {including contaminated, decontamination, and decommissioning
waste) from past-practice site remediation activities performed by the

2
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Environmental Restoration program. Newly generated waste would not be
accepted in the ERDF. Neither would the facility accept waste generated
outside the Hanford boundaries.

A phased approach is proposed for construction of the facility. Design and
construction of the initial phase would be adequate for disposal of waste
volumes projected to result from 100 and 300 Area Records of Decision (RODs)
for operable units presently under investigation. Incremental future
expansion of the facility would be maintained such that remedial action
schedules were not adversely impacted by inadequate Hanford waste capacity.
Since the facility will require significant funding and operational resources,
a phased approach would minimize impacts on other operations such as
remediation. A phased approach will minimize the land use requirement since
disposal units will be brought on Tine on an "as needed basis.”

In recognition of the Future Site Uses Working Group, only a preferred site on
the Central Plateau is being considered.

Regulatory approach: The proposed approach is to proceed with a CERCLA ROD
for a CAMU facility under the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendment using the
CAMU rule promulgated by EPA in April. Generally, this rule allows the
facility owner/operator to meet performance based standards for the design,
construction and operation of the facility tailored to site specific
¢ircumstances.

The DOE shall prepare a comprehensive "regulatory package" to evaluate the
proposed facility. The package shall address the criteria listed in 40 CRC
264.552(c) for CAMU designation and a CERCLA ROD. Each corrective action site
will issue a Site-Wide Permit Modification that will specify how the waste
from that Operable Unit will be treated and disposed.

Schedule: Timing for the facility is critical. The proposed plans for the
operable units are due beginning in October 1994. Delay in construction of a
facility would impact remediation of the waste sites. The three parties are
committed to working together to resolve issues affecting the design,
construction, and operation of the facility and to maintain the schedule to
support the remediation program.

The four steps in the decision-making process are as follows:

1. Define the scope of the ERDF and generate alternatives for
consideration. During this step, DOE will issue a Public Notice
regarding preparation of a regulatory package to evaluate the ERDF.

Public Involvement Objectives:

. Ensure that the public is informed of the need for finding a
suitable facility for large volumes of low-level waste, Tike soil,
in accomplishing Tri-Party Agreement remediation actions.

. Identify concerns and issues about the proposed facility.
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. Determine appropriate alternative issues to be evaluated in the
regulatory package.

. Assess the participation needs of the stakeholders.

Targeted Stakeholders:

The stakeholders are defined as local citizen and governmental
interests; local business interests; local environmental interests;
labor/work force interests; regional environmental, citizen, and other
public interests; regional business interests; public health interests;
the State of Oregon and its interested citizens and people who are
highly interested in Hanford issues and participate in the Tri-Party
Agreement public meetings.

Information to be Communicated to Stakeholders:

. The need for a facility for low-Tevel and mixed wastes.

. The types of wastes that could be included in such a facility.

. The regulatory decision-making processes applicable to the ERDF.
. How the stakehoiders will be involved in the decision.

What We Need to Learn from Stakeholiders:

. Do they understand the need for such a facility? What additional
information do they need to help with this decision?

. What are the problems they perceive regarding this facility?

. What should EPA, Ecology, and USDOE include in the scope of their
study for this facility?

. What alternatives should be considered concerning this facility?

. What facility design is appropriate for radicactive and mixed
wastes?

. What options other than the proposed option should be considered?

. Are there tradeoffs between values regarding the siting of this

facility that need to be considered?

. What are other concerns regarding progression of plans for this
facility? Are there other issues with this facility?

. Does the public involvement process appear adequate?
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Public Involvement Activities:

Soeme information has already been shared with stakeholders concerning
this project. The issue was included in a break-out group at the
February 1993 Tri-Party Agreement pubiic meeting held in Pasco.

Articles about the ERDF were published in the April 1993 and August 1993
issues of the Hanford Update. Discussion of the ERDF was included in
the May 1993 and August 1993 Hanford cleanup meetings concerning all
negotiation items. Ecology held a meeting September 10, 1993, with
stakeholders to discuss the ERDF and invited EPA and USDOE.

The following additional activities will be conducted:

. - Develop background material on remediation wastes at Hanford,

o information on the facility, issues regarding the construction of
such a facility, and proposed issues relating to siting of the
facility. This focus sheet should outline the Tri-Party Agreement
negotiations including target schedule and regulatory package for
coordinating CERCLA and RCRA requirements. Distribute background
material to the highly interested mailing Tist, any other citizens
identified as interested in the ERDF and those individuals who
request information throughout the process.

- Hold a public comment period for receiving scoping comments. Hold
scoping meetings in the Tri-Cities and Seattle to solicit comments
on the scope of the facility.

- Issue a press release to regional news media concerning the
publication/issuance of the Public Notice and public comment
period.

- Inform DOE and regulatory agency employees via employee
newsletters or other internal employee information mechanisms.

- Place appropriate articles in the Hanford Update to status
stakeholders on the public invelvement process and progress of
this activity. Ideally, the meeting(s) and public comment period
notification will be printed in the Hanford Update. If the
schedule does not allow, the results of the public comment period
and subsequent public involvement opportunities will be
highlighted.

- As regquested and as they fit into the appropriate schedule,
provide informational briefings to groups like the Nuclear Waste
Advisory Council, Hanford Waste Board, Hanford Advisory Board,
special interest groups, and civic organizations to update them on
the status of the project and solicit their input.

Estimated Timeframe:

Activities will be coordinated around the Public Notice publication
scheduled for December 15, 1993.
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2. Evaluate alternatives for the facility. During this step, DOE will
issue the "regulatory package" for review and comment.

Public Involvement Objectives:

Reach agreement that we have Tooked at an adequate range of
options concerning the facility.

Ensure that public values, issues, and concerns have been
addressed and incorporated as appropriate in the planning process
and documents.

Jargeted Stakeholders:

The public will broaden, but will still encompass the same as in Step 1.

Information to be Communicated to the Stakeholders:

A summary of public input received in the activities Tisted in
Step 1, including relevant recommendations from the Future Site
Uses Working Group and Tank Waste Task Force.

An evaluation of the alternatives will be presented in the
"regulatory package" (including any response to comment
documentation).

What We Need to lLearn from the Stakeholders:

Does the "regulatory package" adequately address the input
provided in Step 17

What input do you have concerning the facility and regulatory
information presented in the "regulatory package?"

Public Involvement Activities:

Summarize the alternatives in a focus sheet or executive summary
that is short and easy to understand. Distribute to the mailing
1ist.

Hold a public comment period to solicit comments. Conduct
hearing{s) during the public comment period to receive comments on
the "regulatory package."

Issue a press release concerning the "regulatory package" and
opportunity for public comment. As requested, respond to
questions from the media and participate in additional media
activities, i.e., tour of the site, radio talk shows, etc.

Inform DOE and regulatory agency employees via employee
newsletters or other internal employee information mechanisms.
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. Place appropriate articles in the Hanford Update to status
stakeholders on the public involvement process and progress of
this activity.

. As requested and as appropriate to the schedule, provide
informational briefings to groups like the Nuclear Waste Advisory
Council, Hanford Waste Board, Hanford Advisory Board, special
interest groups, and civic organizations.

Estimated Timeframe:

Activities will be coordinated around the issuance of the "regulatory
package" scheduled for public availability by July 1, 1994.

3

= 3.  Select the preferred alternative. During this step, the CERCLA ROD will
= be issued.

ok

3 Public Involvement Objective:

N

T . Inform public of decision and demonstrate to them that their input
£ was considered in selecting the preferred alternative.

Targeted Stakeholders:

The targeted stakeholders are the same as in Step 2.

[nformation to be Communicated to the Stakeholders:

. Summary information concerning the alternative selected in the
ROD. The ROD will be available to interested members of the
public.

What We Need to Learn from the Stakeholders:

. Did we incorporate their values adequately so that the final
decision reached in the ROD is acceptable?

Public Involvement Activities:

* Summarize the ROD in a focus sheet. Distribute to all
stakeholders.

J Issue a press release concerning the ROD.

. Inform DOE and regulatory agency employees via employee

newsletters or other internal employee information mechanisms.

. Place appropriate articles in the Hanford Update to status
stakeholders on the public invelvement process and progress of
this activity.
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. As requested, provide informational briefings to groups like the
Nuclear Waste Advisory Council, Hanford Waste Board, Hanford
Advisory Board, special interest groups, and civic organizations.

. Discuss the ROD at Tri-Party Agreement public meetings.

Estimated Timeframe:

The CERCLA ROD is scheduled for completion by September 1994,
4. Implement the remedy selected in the ROD.

Public Involvement Objectives:

?“kxg . Keep the stakeholders informed of progress on the construction and
et operation of the ERDF.

{ o

L 25 Estimated Timeframe:
b

. Construction is scheduled to begin October 1994 with operations to
begin in September 1996.
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