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DOE/EA-1177 
Preface 

This environmental assessment has been prepared to assess potential 
environmental impacts associated with the U.S. Department of Energy's proposed 
action : the salvage/demolition of the 200 West Area . 200 East Area . and 
300 Area Steam Plants and steam distribution piping. Impact information 
contained herein will be used by the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office Manager , to determine if the proposed action is a major 
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment . 
If the proposed action is determined to be major and significant. an 
environmental impact statement will be prepared. If the proposed action is 
determined not to be major and significant. a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONS!) will be issued and the action can proceed . Criteria used to evaluate 
significance can be found in Title 40. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
1508 .27 . 

This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. as amended . the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEO) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). and the U.S. Department of Energy 
Implementing Procedures for NEPA (10 CFR 1021). The following is a 
description of each section of the EA . 

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action. This provides a brief statement concerning 
the problem or opportunity the U.S. Department of Energy is addressing 
with the proposed action . As necessary , background information is 
provided . 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action. A description with sufficient detail 
to identify potential environmental impacts is provided . 

3.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Action. Reasonable alternative actions. 
which would address the Purpose and Need . are described. A no action 
alternative . as required by 10 CFR 1021. also is described . 

4.0 Affected Environment. This provides a brief descript ion of the locale in 
which the proposed action takes place . and which may be environmentally 
impacted . 

5.0 Environmental Impacts. The range of environmental impacts. beneficial 
and adverse . are described for the proposed action . Impacts of 
alternatives briefly are discussed . 

6.0 Permits and Regulatory Requirements. A brief description of permits and 
regulatory requirements for the proposed action is provided . 

7.0 Organizations Consulted. Any outside agencies. groups, or individuals 
contacted as part of environmental assessment documentation preparation 
are listed . 

8.0 References. Documents used to provide infor~ation or data are l i sted . 
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Preface 

Appendices . Additional information necessary to support an understanding of 
the proposed action . alternatives. and potential impacts is provided. 
Comments resulting from review of the environmental assessment by states and 
tribes or other stakeholders and the response to those comments are included 
in the appendices . 
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METRIC CONVERSION CHART 

Into metric units Out of metric units 

If ·you know Multiply To get If you know Multiply To get by by 
Length Length 

inches ~!:> .4U mi I Ii meters mi I I i meters 0.0393 inches 
inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters U.3~j - inches 
teet 0.3048 meters meters 3.2808 feet 
yards U.914 meters meters l.U9 yards 
mi !es 1.609 kilometers kilometers 0.62 miles 

Area Area 
square 6.4516 square square 0.155 square 
inches centimeters centimeters inches 
square teet U.U92 square square lU./639 square 

meters meters feet 
square U.836 square square 1.20 square 
yards meters meters yards 
square 2.t:>9 square square 0 .J~ square 
miles kilometers kilometers miles 
acres 0.404 hectares hectares 2.471 acres 

1ass (weight) Mass (weight) 
ounces 28 .35 grams grams 0.0352 ounces 
pounds 0.4:>3 kilograms kilograms 2.2046 pounds 
short ton 0.9U/ metric ton metric ton 1.10 short ton 

Volume Volume 
tluid 29 .57 mi I Ii Ii ters mi I I i Ii ters 0.03 Tluid 
ounces ounces 
quarts 0.95 liters liters 1.057 quarts 
ga I Ions 3. I~ Ii ters Ii ters 0.26 ga I Ions 
cubic feet 0.0283 cubic cubic 3!:>.314/ cubic teet 

meters meters 
cubic yards 0.7645 cubic cubic 1.308 cubic 

meters meters yards 
Temperature emperature 

Fahrenheit subtract Celsius Celsius multiply t-ahrenheit 
32 then by 
multi ply 9/5ths . 
by 5/9ths then add 

32 

· Source: Engineering Unit Conversions . M. R. Lindeburg . PE . . Second Ed . . 
1990. Professional Publications . Inc . . Belmont . California . 
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Purpose and Need for Action 

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The following sections describe the purpose and need and provide 
background information concerning this environmental assessment (EA) . 

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED. The underlying purpose and need for the agency to take the proposed action . 

The U.S. Department of Energy , Richland Operations Office (RL) needs to 
reduce costs of future surveillance and maintenance for the 200 West Area 
Steam Plant. and avoid future surveillance and maintenance costs for the 
200 East Area and 300 Area Steam Plants . 

1.2 BACKGROUND. BACKGROUND information on the purpose and need, that led to the need for action. 

The transition of the Hanford Site mission from defense production to a 
restoration mission has reduced the large demand for steam required to support 
defense operations . The 200 West Area Steam Plant was shut down in fiscal 
year (FY) 1995 and is currently in surveillance and maintenance awaiting 
decommissioning . . The estimated annual cost for access controls and 
surveillance and maintenance of the steam plants would escalate over time as 
the facilities deteriorate . The 200 East Area and 300 Area Steam Plants are 
currently in operation and are expected to be shut down in the near future . 

The U.S . Department of Energy - Site Infrastructure Division needs to 
eliminate costly access controls . surveillance and maintenance activities 
associated with the deactivation of infrastructure and general purpose 
facilities. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Proposed Action description in detail sufficient to identify potential environmental i~acts. 

The proposed action involves the salvage and demolition of the 200 West 
Area. 200 East Area. and 300 Area steam plants and their associated steam 
distribution piping, equipment. and ancillary facilities. Activities include 
the salvaging and recycling of all materials . wastes. and equipment where 
feasible. with waste minimization efforts utilized . The existing coal storage 
yards of each steam plant would provide adequate space as lay down yards to 
store equipment and material during salvaging activities . All areas within 
the proposed action are previously disturbed industrial areas . It is planned 
to remove all foundation and concrete footings and return the areas to ground 
level for potential reuse . Waste minimization practices would be in place to 
keep wastes at a minimum . 

The three steam plants have similar support buildings and structures. 
The 200 West Area and 200 East Area powerhouses have very similar building 
dimensions. while the 300 Area powerhouse is somewhat smaller in size. The 
specific facilities to be salvaged and demolished in the three areas include: 

• 284-West (4 coal boilers) . 284-East (5 coal boil~rs & 1 oil package 
boiler) . and 384 (3 coal boilers. 2 oil boilers. & 1 oil package boiler) 
powerhouses 

• baghouse complexes . coal crushers and transfer houses 

• coal handling conveyor systems with track hoppers 

• coal storage pits and salt-dissolving pits 

• ash sluicing pits and ash disposal basins 

• 2710-W and 2710-E coal handler sheds 

• fuel oil storage tanks 

• smokestacks 

• aboveground steam distribution system connecting the three powerhouses to 
various production and office facilities and between the 200 West Area 
and the 200 East Area powerhouses. 
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All areas of the powerhouses and associated facilities are on disturbed 
ground . The 200 East Area Steam Plant is almost identical to the 200 West 
Area Steam Plant . The following are the approximate dimensions of the 
200 West Area Steam Plant : 

Powerhouse 
Coal Handling System 
Coal Storage Pit 
Salt Dissolving Pit 
Coal Handlers Shed 
Two reinforced concrete stacks 

(both partially lined) 

22.3 by 75.3 by 24.4 meters 
21.6 by 147.2 by 26.8 meters 
85.3 by 118.9 by 3.4 meters 
5.5 by 9.7 by 3.6 meters 
3.6 by 4.6 by 3.0 meters 
7.0 to 2.7 (inside dimension) by 
76.2 meters high 

73 by 247 by 80 feet 
71 by 483 by 88 feet 
280 by 390 by 11 feet 
18 by 32 by 12 feet 
12 by 15 by 10 feet 
23 to 9 (inside dimension) by 
250 feet high 

The followi~g are the approximate dimensions of the 300 Area Powerhouse : 

Powerhouse 27.5 by 55.0 by 24.4 meters 90 by 180 by 80 feet 

The building footprint for the 284-West Area Powerhouse is about 2520 
square meters (27.132 square feet); for the 284-East Powerhouse about 3067 
square meters (33.015 square feet); and for the 384 Powerhouse about 1594 
square meters (17,159 square feet) . 

The proposed action would occur in areas on the Hanford Site. located in 
southeastern Washington State (Figure 1) . The 200 West Area Steam Plant is in 
the 200 West Area and located about 48 kilometers (30 miles) northwest of the 
city of Richland (Figure 2) . The 200 East Area Steam Plant is in the 200 East 
Area and located about 40 kilometers (25 miles) north of the city limits of 
Richland (Figure 3). The 300 Area Steam Plant is in the 300 Area and located 
approximately 5 kilometers (3 miles) north of the city limits of Richland 
(Figure 4). The 0.609 meter (24 inches) diameter. fiberglass insulated steam 
pipeline between the 284-West and 284-East Powerhouses runs approximately 
8 kilometers (5 miles) directly between the 200 West and 200 East Areas. The 
steam distribution pipelines between the 284-West Powerhouse and its 
associated support facilities runs approximately 8 kilometers (5 miles). 
between 284-East Powerhouse and its support facilities runs about 
6.5 kilometers (4 miles). and between the 384 Powerhouse and its support 
facilities runs about 5 kilometers (3 miles) . 

The proposed work consists of the complete dismantling and removal of all 
building structures . equipment. and miscellaneous items of the mentioned 
facilities . Activities include : 

• Remove asbestos-containing materials and all hazardous materials . The 
following are the estimated amounts of asbestos-containing materials in 
the 200 West Steam Plant : 

Steam plant pipe insulation 
Steam distribution insulation 
Transite siding 
Roofing 
Fire brick mortar 
Floor tile 

Environmental Assessment 

74 cubic meters 
266 cubic meters 

20 cubic meters 
127 cubic meters 
96 cubic meters 

1 cubic meter 

2-2 

2600 cubic feet 
9400 cubic feet 

700 cubic feet 
4500 cubic feet 
3400 cubic feet 

27 cubic feet 
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The following are the estimated amounts of asbestos-containing materials 
in the 200 East Steam Plant : 

Steam plant pipe insulation 
Steam distribution insulation 
Transite siding 
Roofing 
Fire brick mortar 
Floor tile 

93 cubic meters 
161 cubic meters 
25 cubic meters 

159 cubic meters 
122 cubic meters 

1 cubic meter 

3300 cubic feet 
5700 cubic feet 
900 cubic feet 

5600 cubic feet 
4300 cubic feet 

34 cubic feet 

The following are the estimated amounts of asbestos-containing materials 
in the 300 Area Steam Plant : 

Steam plant pipe insulation 
Steam distribution insulation 
Transite siding 
Roofing 
Fire brick mortar 
Floor ti le 

45 cubic meters 
40 cubic meters 
11 cubic meters 
79 cubic meters 
59 cubic meters 
.5 cubic meter 

1600 cubic feet 
1400 cubic feet 
400 cubic feet 

2800 cubic feet 
2100 cubic feet 

17 cubic feet 

In addition. small amounts of lead (mostly lead paint) and possibly 
Polybromated biphenyls (PCB) have been identified in the steam plants . 
The only PCBs that may be present are contained in the light ballasts. 
The 300 Area Steam Plant may have #6 fuel oil in the soil below the oil 
storage tank if it has leaked. No radiological hazards are known to 
exist in the areas of building foundations that will be disturbed during 
demolition . If there are any residual amounts of these environmentally 
sensitive materials found present at any of the steam plants during the 
proposed action . they would be removed before demolition activities take 
place . 

• Remove equipment and material for reuse/salvage. including the above 
ground steam and compressed air distribution piping and the support poles 
holding them. Waste minimization practices would be in place to keep 
wastes at a minimum . 

• Dismantle and remove all buildings and structures. This would be 
accomplished with wrecking balls. excavators. implosions or other 
techniques . 

• Remove the foundations and retaining walls of the structures . This would 
involve excavations of up to 6 meters (20 feet) in depth for each of the 
powerhouse structures and 2 meters (6 feet) for steam line support poles. 
If any hazardous materials are found during excavation. they would be 
dealt with in a manner acceptable to the relevant regulatory agency . If 
cultural features or artifacts are encountered. work in the vicinity of 
the discovery would stop and the appropriate cultural resource staff 
would be notified . 
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• Remove rubble from steam plants with the following estimated volumes : 

200 West Steam Plant 
200 East Steam Plant 
300 Area Steam Plant 

765 cubic meters 
772 cubic meters 
390 cubic meters 

10,000 cubic yards 
10,100 cubic yards 
5,100 cubic yards 

These estimated volumes of rubble would be disposed of in an acceptable 
disposal facility . 

• Fill foundation voids with fill and cover with 15 centimeters (6 inches) 
of gravel and level to match surrounding grade. Some fill material for 
the 200 West Area and 200 East Area Steam Plants would come from borrow 
Pit #4. located between the 200 West and 200 East Areas. Some fill 
material for the 300 Area Steam Plant would come from borrow Pit #9. 
located about 5 kilometers (3 miles) north of the 300 Area. 

2.1 PROPOSED TIMING. Timing or schedule of the proposed action (including phasing, if 
applicable). 

The proposed action would be accomplished in a phased approach. The 
facilities that have not been shut down would be shut down and secured. 
Preliminary deactivation activities would remove major combustibles. drain 
liquids. permanently isolate all influent/effluent lines. and isolate all 
electrical power . The 200 West Area Steam Plant is already deactivated and 
currently in the isolated surveillance and maintenance phase. The 200 East 
Area and 300 Area Steam Plants would be shut down and placed in the 
surveillance and maintenance phase . Then salvage and demolition of all three 
steam plants would begin. The actual salvage/demolition phase of all three 
steam plants concurrently would last about 16 to 18 months. 

The steam pipeline between the 200 West and. 200 East Areas would be 
removed, as well as the steam distribution piping between the steam plants and 
the facilities these feed . Because the demolition of the steam plants and the 
steam distribution pipelines would not occur for more than a year , biological 
survey data would be reconfirmed prior to initiation of the salvage and 
demolition phase of the applicable areas . 

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION. Other environmental information that has been prepared, or 
will be prepared, directly related to the proposed action. 

All three steam plants are located within existing operable units (OU) 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation. and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980. The ash pits and sluice pits for each of the 
three steam plants of the proposed action would be managed in conjunction with 
each respective OU . Following the salvage and demolit ion of the three steam 
plants. the grounds of the facilities of the proposed action would be leveled 
to grade with fill material . If there is any hazardous or radioactive 
contamination found in the soils during excavation of the foundations to 
buildings or at the base of the steam distribution system poles. the 
contaminated soils would be covered with clean soil and left in place for 
remediation of the OU. Any contamination would be dealt with in a manner 
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acceptable to the relevant regulatory agency . At the present time . closure 
plans for these OUs have not been developed. 

Issues surrounding the historical and cultural significance of the three 
powerhouses have been discussed between DOE-RL and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) within the Office of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation (OAHP) for Washington State . Details of those issues are 
discussed in Section 4.2.6. 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Action 

3.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Alternatives to the proposed action are discussed in the following 
sections . 

3.1 OTHER ALTERNATIVES . Other alternatives considered. CEQ regulations direct all agencies to 
identify reasonable alternatives that would achieve the purpose and ne~. 

An alternative would keep the 200 West Area Steam Plant in surveillance 
and maintenance mode indefinitely. In addition . the 200 East Area and 
300 Area Steam Plants would be put into surveillance and maintenance mode 
indefinitely after deactivation activities . This alternative might occur if 
it is determined that bids from potential contractors for salvage and 
demolition of the steam plants are not cost effective versus the cost of 
surveillance and maintenance of the facilities . 

Another alternative would be the reuse of the three steam plants for 
other activities. After evaluation. no foreseeable reuse has been identified. 

3.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. CEO and the DOE NEPA regulations require the DOE to analyze the "No 
Action alternative," i.e., to examine what would happen if nothing were done. Note 
that generally this is a continuation of the status quo. 

The No Action alternative would keep the 200 West Area Steam Plant in 
surveillance and maintenance indefinitely. Following the shutdown of the 
200 East Area and 300 Area Steam Plants . there would be no isolation 
activities and no decommissioning activities for those facilities . 
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Affected Environment 

Existing envirorment to be affected by the proposed action and alternatives. SlJTITlary 
information only should be provided, with more detailed information referenced. 

The following sections provide a discussion of the existing environment 
to be affected by the proposed action and alternatives . 

4.1 GENERAL HANFORD SITE ENVIRONMENT 

The Hanford Site is 1,450 square kilometers (560 square miles) located in 
southeastern Washington State. in a semiarid region with rolling topography. 
Two topographical features dominate the landscape : Rattlesnake Mountain is 
located on the southwest boundary with Gable Mountain located on the northern 
portion of the Hanford Site. The Columbia River flows through the northern 
part of the Hanford Site and forms part of the eastern boundary of the .Hanford 
Site. Areas adjacent to the Hanford Site are primarily agricultural lands. 
The 200 West Area. 200 East Area. and the 300 Area of the Hanford Site have 
all been heavily used as industrial areas . 

The Hanford Site has a mild climate with 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to 
7 inches) of annual precipitation. with most of the precipitation taking place 
during the winter months. Temperature ranges of daily maximum temperatures 
vary from normal maxima of 2°c (36°F) in early January to 35°C (95°F) in late 
July. Infrequent periods of high winds of up to 128 kilometers (80 miles) per 
hour occur throughout the year . Tornadoes are extremely rare: no destructive 
tornadoes have occurred in the region surrounding the Hanford Site . 

The Hanford Site and the surrounding area are in attainment of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) designed to protect the public 
health and welfare. During 1994 . the Hanford Site air emissions remained 
below all established limits set for regulated air pollutants (PNL 1995a) . 
Atmospheric dispersion conditions of the area vary between summer and winter 
months . The summer months generally have good air mixing characteristics . If 
the prevailing winds from the northwest are light . less favorable dispersion 
conditions might occur. Occasional periods of poor di spersion conditions 
occur during the winter months . 

The vegetation on the Hanford Site is a shrub-steppe community of 
sagebrush and rabbitbrush with an understory consisting primarily of 
cheatgrass and Sandberg's bluegrass . The typical insects. small birds. 
mammals , and reptiles common to the Hanford Site can be found in the 200 Area 
plateau (PNL 1995b) . Relatively undisturbed areas of the mature shrub-steppe 
vegetation are high quality habitat for many plants and animals and have been 
designated as "priority habitat" by Washington State . However. all areas of 
the proposed action have been previously disturbed with human occupancy . 

Most mammal species known to inhabit the Hanford Site are small . 
nocturnal creatures. primari ly pocket mice and jackrabbi ts . Large mammals 
found on the Hanford Site are deer and elk. although the el k exist almost 
entirely on the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve . Coyotes and raptors are the 
primary predators . Several species of small birds nest in the steppe 
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vegetation . Semiannual peaks in avian variety and abundance occur during 
migration seasons . 

The DOE -RL and its contractors dominate the local employment picture with 
almost one-quarter of the total nonagricultural jobs in Benton and Franklin 
counties . Ninety-three percent of Hanford Site personnel reside in the Benton 
and Franklin county areas. Therefore. work activities on the Hanford Site 
play an important role in the socioeconomics of the Tri-Cities (Richland. 
Pasco. and Kennewick ) and other parts of Benton and . Franklin counties 
(PNL 1995b). Other surrounding counties could be impacted to a lesser degree . 

4.2 SPECIFIC SITE ENVIRONMENT 

The 200 West Area Steam Plant in the 200 West Area and the 200 East Area 
Steam Plant and facilities in the 200 East Area are located on the 200 Area 
plateau. 8 kilometers (5 miles) and 16 kilometers (lO _miles) from the Columbia 
River. respectively . The 300 Area Steam Plant in the 300 Area is located 
about 1 kilometer (2/3 mile) from the Columbia River. The 200 Area plateau 
and the 300 Area are not located in the 100-year or 500-year floodplain of the 
Columbia River . nor are these located within a wetlands area (PNL 1995b) . The 
200 Area plateau and the 300 Area do not contain any prime farmland. state or 
national parks . forests . conservation areas . or other areas of recreational . 
scenic. or aesthetic concern . The City of Richland (population approximately 
32 .000) . located in Benton County , adjoins the southernmost portion of the 
Hanford Site boundary and is the nearest population center . 

4.2.1 Soils and Subsurface 

The soil in the 200 Areas and 300 Area is predominately a sand and gravel 
mixture. All areas of the proposed action are in previously disturbed soils . 
The geologic strata under the surface layer . in descending order . are Holocene 
eolian deposits. Hanford formation. Ringold Format ion . and t he Columbia River 
Basalt Group . The eolian sands are fine - to coarse-grained . and relatively 
quartz- and feldspar -rich. Depos its of the Hanford formation underlie the 
eolian deposits . Hanford formation strata generally are dominated by deposits 
typical of the gravel -dominated facies consisting of uncemented granule to 
cobble gravels and minor coarse-grained sand . This is underlain by the top of 
the Ringold Formation . Basalt flows of the Columbia River Basalt Group and 
intercalated sediments of the Ellensburg Formation underlie the Ringold 
Formation . The region is categorized as one of low to moderate seismicity 
(PNL 1995b). 

4.2 .. 2 Hydrology 

The water table in the 200 Areas is approximately 70 meters (230 feet) to 
88 meters (290 feet) below the surface . The water table under the 300 Area 
Steam Plant is approximately 14 meters (45 feet ) below the surface 
( PNL 1995b) . 
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The Hanford Site operates under a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) permit established by the U.S. Env i ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
which is designed to protect existing ambient air quality. No distinctive 
increases in overall emissions are envisioned from the proposed action and 
would not trigger changes to the PSD permit. 

4.2.4 Plants and Animals 

Only a few species of plants and birds . and no mammals . are found in the 
immediate proximity of the steam plants due to the highly disturbed nature and 
human occupancy of the area. Cliff swallows are a migratory bird that were 
observed nesting on the coal ramp leading to the 200 West Area Steam Plant as 
indicated in Biological Survey #96-200-047c (Appendix A). Under The Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act . it is illegal to take . capture. or kill . as applicable . any 
migratory bird. or any part . nest. or egg of any such birds. included in the 
terms of the conventions. To avoid adverse impacts to this species. 
demolition of this building should be undertaken outs ide the nesting season 
that extends from April 1 to July 30. 

4.2.5 Endangered Species 

No plants or animals on the federal list of "Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants" (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFRJ 17) are found in 
the immediate vicinity of the proposed action. as i ndicated in Biological 
Surveys #96-200-047b&c (Appendix A) . 

4.2.6 Cultural Resources 

The RL has determined that the 284-West . 284-East . and the 
384 Powerhouses are historic properties that are eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NPS 1995) . These buildings were found · 
t o be contributing elements to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era 
involvement and the Hanford Site Historic District (District) . An agreement 
has been reached in the Prograrrmatic Agreement Among the U. S. Department of 
Energy Richland Operations Office . the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation . and the Washington State Historic Preservation Office for the 
Maintenance . Deactivation. Alteration . and Demolition of the Built Environment 
on the Hanford Site. Washington (PA) that sets forth the mechanism for 
mitigation of eligible historic Hanford buildings . The PA is the agreement 
mechanism that focuses the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 Section 
106 compliance on the Historic District. and di rects DOE -RL to take actions 
specific to the Hanford Site . The specific issues surrounding the historical 
significance of the three powerhouses have been discussed between DOE -RL and 
the SHPO . See Appendix B for correspondence. · 

Two cultural resources reviews (HCRL #96 -200 -047 and Addendum) have been 
completed by the Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory for the 284-West 
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Powerhouse. In addition . DOE -RL and the SHPO have concurred that the proposed 
action would have no adverse effect upon the District. which includes the 
284-West Powerhouse (see correspondence in Appendix B) . There were no known 
archeological. religious sites. or other sensitive cultural artifacts of 
significance found during the survey . 

Two cultural resources reviews (HCRC #96-200-035 and #96-200-045) have 
been completed for the 284-East Powerhouse. In addition. a Historic Property 
Inventory Form (HPIF) was completed for the 284-East Powerhouse for mitigative 
purposes as specified in the PA. 

A cultural resources review (HCRC #96-300-025) was completed for the 
demolition of the 384 Powerhouse. The SHPO has concurred with RL that the 
384 Powerhouse is a contributing structure to the District. The PA requires 
preparation of a HPIF for mitigation of the powerhouse demolition. 

Cultural resources reviews for existing borrow pits #4 and #9 indicate 
that they have no identified archaeological resource (DOE 1995) . Onsite 
personnel would be briefed on the requirements of cultural resources. and 
would be directed to watch for cultural artifacts during excavation . If 
cultural features or artifacts are encountered . work in the vicinity of the 
discovery would stop. and the appropriate cultural resource staff would be 
notified . Limited field analysis and documentation of any findings would be 
conducted before resuming excavation activities . The cultural resource staff 
would assess the significance of the find. and. if necessary . arrange for 
mitigation of the impacts to the find. 
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Potential environnental i~cts from the proposed action and alternatives are discussed in the 
following sections. In-pacts are addressed in proportion to their potential significance. 

Th2 following sections describe impacts from the proposed action. 

5.1 SALVAGE/DEMOLITION IMPACTS . Description of in-pacts from the salvage/demolition activities 
of the proposed action. 

Impacts from the salvage/demolition act ivities ar~ described in the 
following sections . 

5.1.1 Soil or Subsurface Disturbance and the Consequences 

All areas within the proposed action are previously disturbed areas. It 
is planned during the salvage/demolition phase to remove all foundation and 
concrete footings with a maximum depth of about 6 meters (20 feet). and the 
steam distribution system poles with a maximum depth of about 2 meters 
(6 feet). The exact technique to dismantle each structure under the proposed 
action would be analyzed for its impact to the existing structures surrounding 
area before the required demolition plan is approved . If there is any 
hazardous or radioactive contamination found in the soils during excavation of 
the foundations of buildings or at the base of the steam distributi on system 
poles . the contaminated soils would be covered with clean soil and left in 
place for remediation of the OU . or otherwise dealt with in a manner 
acceptable to the relevant regulatory agency . All voids that would occur 
during this phase would be backfilled . Some fill material would come from 
existing Borrow Pits #4 or #9. The shallow coal storage pits would be 
utilized as a laydown yard during salvage and demolition activities. then have 
their bermed shoulders backfilled into the pit and leveled. The amou~t of 
soil disturbance would be minimal. because the proposed action would occur on 
highly disturbed grounds . In addition. all soil and subsurface activities 
would be temporary, therefore the anticipated impacts to the environment are 
not expected to be consequential . 

5.1.2 Liquid Discharges to the Groundwater or Surface Waters and the 
Consequences 

Other than sprinkling clean water for dust control. there would be no 
liquid discharges that may effect groundwater or surface waters . 

5.1.3 Gaseous, Particulate. or Thermal Discharges to the Air and the 
Consequences 

Small quanti ties of gaseous . particulate . or thermal discharge activities 
from such activities as trucks for transporting wastes or salvaged materials . 
welding/cutting, or backfilling may be generat ed for short periods of time 
during the salvage/demolition phase of the proposed action . Any particulate 
releases from dust would be watered down during salvage and excavation 
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activities . However . once the steam plants are leveled. no further discharges 
would occur during this phase of the proposed action. The impacts of the 
proposed action are considered to be relatively minor. 

5.1.4 Radionuclide Releases or Direct Radiation Exposure and the Consequences 

There would be no radionuclide releases or direct radiation exposure . 

5.1.5 Nonhazardous Solid Waste Generated and the Consequences 

It is expected that only nonhazardous solid waste would be generated 
during the salvage/demolition phase of the proposed action . Once the steam 
plants are leveled. and inert and demolition waste removed. no further waste 
generation would occur . The inert and demolition waste generated from the 
steam plants would be disposed of into existing borrow pits #4 or #9. The 
addition of inert and demolition waste into an onsite landfill would be small 
compared to the overall capacity of the existing borrow pits on the Hanford 
Site. In addition . existing facilities would have adequate capacity to accept 
all other waste volumes from the proposed action . All nonhazardous waste 
would be disposed in accordance with applicable requirements . Therefore . 
these impacts to the environment are expected to be small . 

5.1.6 Hazardous or Dangerous Waste Generated and the Consequences 

A waste management plan would be submitted by the selected contractor at 
least 5 days before starting work on the proposed action . The contractor 
would describe in the plan all potential hazardous waste (e.g .. solvents 
and/or cleaning agents). exclusive of the materials and equipment identified 
as part of the bui ldings and facil ities of the proposed action . that are 
expected to be generated during the performance of the contract. The plan 
would include quantity of waste and how the waste would be managed . These 
materials would be managed and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
federal and state regulations . Waste generation resul ti ng from the proposed 
action is expected to be minimal compared to annual Hanford Site waste 
generation . Therefore . these impacts to the environment are not expected to 
be consequential . 

5.1 .7 Hazardous Substances Present and the Consequences 

All asbestos handling activit ies would fo ll ow approved procedures and 
requirements as directed in Title 40 . Code of Federal Regulat ions (CFR) 
Parts 61 and 763. and under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 296 . 
Chapters 62 and 65 . The local Benton County Clean Air Authority would be 
notified before any asbestos handling activities as required. An example of 
the controls would be to wet the asbest os material. place asbestos material in 
plastic bags . tie bags shut to prevent release of ai rborne fi bers. and place 
bagged asbestos material into a second plastic bag . or other approved closable 
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and impermeable container. and close airtight . All approved packaged asbestos 
would be disposed of offsite at a private . permitted disposal facility. 

Small amounts of lead and PCBs have been identified in the 200 West Area 
Steam Plant. All lead handling activities would follow approved procedures 
and requirements as directed in 29 CFR 1910 and 1926 . The only PCBs that may 
be expected to be present in the powerhouses would be contained in the light 
ba l lasts. If PCBs are found in the light ballasts. they would be dealt with 
in a manner acceptable to the relevant regulatory agency . 

Any materials that might be discovered later in the buildings would be 
managed in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations . 
Potential impacts to the environment would be minimized through strict 
compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements. Due to the small 
quantities of these materials. the effects of the proposed action are hot 
expected to be consequential. 

5.1.8 Any Disturbance to Previously Undeveloped Areas and the Consequences 

There would be no disturbance to previously undeveloped areas . 

5.1.9 Consumption or Commitment of Nonrenewable Resources 

Consumption of nonrenewable resources (e .g .. petroleum products. diesel 
fuel. etc.) would occur for short periods during the salvage/demolition phase 
of the proposed action. The amount of consumption is minimal ; therefore. 
these impacts to the environment are not expected to be consequential . 

5.1.10 Effects on Cultural Resources 

Issues surrounding the cultural resources of the three powerhouses are 
discussed in Section 4.2.6 and are included in Appendix B. 

DOE-RL and the SHPO have concurred that the proposed action would have no 
adverse effect on the Hanford Site Historic District . of which the 284-West 
Powerhouse is part of this district. The SHPO has concurred with RL that the 
384 Powerhouse is a contributing structure to the Hanford Site Historic 
District. Since the PA between the DOE -RL . SHPO . and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation allows mitigation of these buildings through preparation 
of an HPIF. it is expected that there would be no adverse effects on the 
cultural resources of the proposed action . 

5.1.11 Effects on Federally or State Listed, Proposed or Candidate, 
Threatened or Endangered Species 

No Federally or State listed. proposed or candidate . threatened . 
t. endangered species are expected to be effected by the proposed action . 
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The proposed action is outside any floodplains and wetlands. 

5.1.13 Effects on any Wild and Scenic River, State or Federal Wildlife 
Refuge, or Specially Designated Area 

The proposed action is outside any Wild and Scenic River corridor . state 
or federal wildlife refuge . or specially designated area . 

5.1.14 Reasonably Foreseeable Accidents Considered and the Effects 

The only reasonably foreseeable accidents under the proposed action would 
be typical construction hazards associated with salvage and demolition 
activities. including possible blasting. and with the subsequent backfilling 
activities . Ar,eas would be roped off and cleared of personnel prior to any 
blasting. The areas affected by blasting would be restricted to the building 
site. Personnel handling recycle. and salvage/demolition activities would 
follow approved safety procedures for the salvage and demolition of the 
facilities within the proposed action. in addition to loading inert and 
demolition waste into dump trucks and transporting the material to an 
inert/demolition waste landfill on the Hanford Site. soil backfilling. and 
water spraying for dust control. Typical construction hazards occur. however 
the risk of severe accidents is small . 

5. 2 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS . Description of socioeconomic i"1'acts that would result from the 
proposed action. 

Only small numbers of workers would be involved in the salvage/demolition 
actions at any one time. No substantial change is expected in the number of 
Hanford Site personnel as a result of the proposed action. No discernible 
impact to employment levels within Benton and Franklin counties is expected. 

5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS . Description of environmental justice i"1'acts that would 
result from the proposed action. 

Executive Order 12898. Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. requires that federal 
agencies identify and address. as appropriate. disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or socioeconomic effects of their programs and activities 
on minority and low-income populations . Minority (especially Hispanic) 
populations and low income populations are present near the Hanford Site 
(PNL 1995a). The DOE is in the process of developing official guidance on the 
implementation of the Executive Order . The analysis of the impacts in this EA 
indicates that there would be minimal impacts to both the offsite population 
and potential workforce by implementing the proposed action. because the 
entire proposed action would occur on the Hanford Site and the offsite 
environmental impacts from the proposed action analyzed in this EA are 
expected to be minimal. Therefore. it is not expected that there would be any 
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disproportionate impacts to any minority or low-income portion of the 
community . 

5. 4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Description of the cLmJlative irrpacts that would result from the 
proposed action. 

Waste generation resulting from the proposed action is not expected to be 
substantial compared to annual Hanford Site waste generation. For example. 
small quantities of low-concentration hazardous waste (e.g .. solvents or 
cleaning agents) could be generated as a result of performing the proposed 
activities. These materials would be managed and recycled or disposed of in 
accordance with applicable federal and state regulations . Disposal of wastes 
as a result of the proposed action would not substantially effect any 
associated disposal sites . The proposed action would return all associated 
areas to level ground for potential reuse or a return for natural habitat use. 
Because the proposed action would involve personnel relocated from various 
areas within the Hanford Site. no substantial change is expected in the 
overall workforce of the Hanford Site. The potential impacts from the 
proposed action are not expected to contribute substantially to the cumulative 
impacts of operations on the Hanford Site. 

5.5 IMPACTS FROM ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives and the No Action Alternative are discussed in the following 
sections . 

5.5.1 Implementation of Alternatives . Qualitative discussion on irrpacts that would result 
from implementation of alternatives. 

Under the indefinite surveillance and maintenance alternative. the 
immediate impacts to the environment would not change . However. small amounts 
of hazardous materials such as lead paint or asbestos may be released to the 
environment over time. The longer any of the powerhouse facilities stay in 
surveillance and maintenance following deactivation. the more costly they are 
to maintain and clean up . In addition. the building structures may 
deteriorate to unsafe conditions . 

Under the reuse alternative. since there are no foreseeable reuses of the 
facilities. there would be no immediate impacts on the environment . However . 
if there were reuses identified . refurbishment would remove any hazardous 
materials . 

5.5.2 Implementation of the No Action Alternative . Qualitative discussion on impacts 

that would result from implementation of the no action alternative. 

Under this alternative , the immediate impacts to the environment would 
not change. However . as the buildings age , they would be more costly to 
maintain. 
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6.0 PERMITS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 
Regulatory requirements affecting the proposed action and necessary permits . 

It is the policy of DOE-RL to carry out its operations in compliance with 
all applicable federal . state. and local laws and regulations . Presidential 
Exe~utive Orders. and DOE Orders. Asbestos handling activities would require 
a permit to follow approved procedures and requirements as directed in 40 CFR 
Parts 61 and 763. and under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 296. 
Chapters 62 and 65 . The local Benton County Clean Air Authority would be 
notified before any asbestos handling activities as required . The proposed 
action would follow pollution prevention requirements under Executive Order 
12856: Federal Compliance with Right-To -Know Laws and Pollution Prevention 
Requirements . Environmental regulatory authority over the Hanford Site is 
vested in federal agencies and in Washington State agencies . The proposed 
actions would comply with all of these and other environmental requi·rements in 
a manner acceptable t o the relevant regulatory agency while handling. 
recycling. salvaging. and disposing of all materials . including asbestos. 
lead. mercury, PCBs . and other small amounts of hazardous substances and 
materials. nonhazardous materials. as well as disposal of inert and demolition 
wastes . as applicable . 
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Tribes, goverrment agencies, and other interested parties consulted during the preparation of this docll!lent. 

The DOE has consulted the SHPO regarding the three powerhouses. The 
powerhouses are eligible for listing on the National Register o-f Historic 
Places (NPS 1995). An agreement has been reached between DOE -RL. the SHPO. 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in the PA that sets forth 
the mechanism for mitigation of eligible historic Hanford buildings . 

Prior to approval of this EA. a draft version was sent to the Nez Perce 
Tribe. the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. the 
Wanapum. the Yakama Indian Nation. Washington State . U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. and Physicians for Social Responsibility for a 15 day review period . 
However, no comments were received . 
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Mr. J. Diebel 
ICF Kaiser Hanford Company 
P. 0. Box 888, MSIN S2·66 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Diebel: 

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

DOE/ EA-1177 
Appendix A 

376-5345 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF THE COAL PIT, ASH PIT, AND ASH 
DISPOSAL BASIN IN SUPPORT OF THE 2~W AND 271 OW DE-ACTIVATION/SHUTDOWN, 200 
West Area, #96-200-047b 

Project Description: 

• Excavations within the coal pit, ash pit, and ash disposal basin in support of the demolition of the 284-
W Building and 2710-W Building. 

Survey Obfectives: 

• To determine the occurrence in the project area of plant and animal species protected under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened, 
endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington. and species pro1ec1ed 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. · 

• To evaluate the potential impacts of disturbance on priority habitats and protected plant and animal 
speeies identified in the survey. 

Survey Methods: 

• Pedestrian and ocular rer-..,onnaissance of the coal ~it. ash pit, and ash disposal basin was conducted 
by G. Fortner, R. Zufelt, R. Burrows, and G. Laugheed on May 13, rnss. The Braun-Blanquet cover­
abundance scale (Bonham 1989) was used to determine percent cover of dominant vegetation. 

• Priori1y habitats and s~ cies of concern are documented as such in the following: Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (1993, 1994), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servk:e (1985,1994a & b) and 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources (1994). 

Survey Results: 

• The coal pit, ash pit, and ash disposal basin are disturbed. Vegetation is sparse and consists primarily 
of Russian thistle (Sa/sofa ks/1 and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum). both alien annual weeds. 

• No migratory birds were observed nesting in the vicinity of the coal pit, ash pit, or ash disposal basin. 
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• No plant and animal species protected under the ESA, candidates for such protectlon, or species 
listed by the Washington state government were observed in the vicinity of the coal pit, ash pit, or ash 
disposal basin. 

• No adverse impacts to species or habitats of concern are expected to occur from the proposed 
action. 

• This biological review is effective until April 1, 1997. Should work on this project commence after this 
date. a new ecological review will be required. 

Sincerely, 

~-~\.~~ r c.~,~ 
CA Brandt, Ph.D. 
Project Manager 
Ecological Compliance Assessment 

CAB:jmb 
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~:,sane11e 
Pllc i!ic Norihwest laboratories 
e, r:cll, Bo.:l~•·11d 
P.O eo, i99 
R,( >, ~.,d . \V~s ;.,i,-p;con 99lSi 
Ttlephor,~ ISC9l 

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF THE 284•W DE-ACTIVATION/SHUTDOWN, 200 West Area, 
#96·200·047c 

Pro)ec_t Oescrlptlon: 

• Demolition o: the 284-W 6uilding. 

Surv.y Objectives: 

• To determine the occurrence in the project area of plant and animal species prolectad under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened, 
endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by I~ state of Washing~on, and species protected 
under lhe Migratory Bird Treafy Act. 

• To evaluate the poler,tial impacts of dis:urbance on priority habi'.a:s and pro!ected plant end aniT.al 
species lden!ified in the survey. 

Survey Methods: 

• Pedestrian and ocular reconnaissance of the pr0P.()Sed sile was conducted by R. Zufelt, G.Fortner. 
R. Burrows and G. Loughhud on May 23, HISS. 'The Braun-Slanquet cover-abundance scale 
(Bonham 1989) was used to determine percer.t cover of domi:,ant vegetation. Avian surveys of 
buildings in the 200 West Area were conducJed by by R. Zufe:t, G.Fortner, A. Burrows a:,d G. 
Loughheed on May 13, 1996. 

• Priority habitats and species of concern are doeumer.ted as s;ich in the following: Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (1993, 1994), U. S. Fish ar.:l Wildlife Service (1985, 1994a & b) ar.d 
Washing!on State Department of Natural Resources (1994). 

Survey Results: 

• The vicir.ity of the buiidir.g is disturbed. Vegetation :s sparse and consists ;,rimarily of big rabbitbrush 
(Chrysqthamnus nauseosus). cheatgrass (Bromus tecte'}rum) . J:mHill's tumble mustard 
(Sisymbrium altissimum), and Sandberg's bluegrass (Poa saMoergi~. 

• Hoese sparrows {Passer domesUcus) , European S1a1:ngs (S:u:rius vulgaris), and Roci< Doves 
(Columbia livia) were observed perching on the 28~-W Builc: ir.; . Cliff swa:lows were observed 
nesting on the coal ramp leading 10 the 284-W Building. 

Environmental Assessment A-4 October 1996 

f 



97 I 3fi40 ~ Z?9 ~ 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Mr. J . L. Day 
96-200-04 7c 
Page 2 of 3 

I 

Considerations and Recommendations: 

DOE/EA-1177 
Appendix A 

• The Migratory Bir,j Treaty Act makes it illegal lo take, captu:e, or kill, as applicable, any migratory bird, 
or any part, nest. or egg of any such birds, included in the terms of the conventions. 

• Cliff swallows are a migratory bird and are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In order to 
avoid adverse impacls to this species, demolition of this building should be undertaken outside the 
nesting season that extends from April 1 10 July 30. 

• This biological review Is effective until April l, 1997. Should work on t.'lis project commence at:er 1his 
date, a new ecological review will be required. 

• No other plant and animal species protected under 1he ESA, cand:dates for such pro'.ection, or 
species listed by the Washington state government were observed in :he vicinity of ihe 284-W 
Building. 

• No adverse irr.pacts to species or habitats of concern are expected to occur from the ·proposed 
demolitions. 

Sincerely, 

Tl?~ tf'-, C/. ~ 
CA Brandt, Ph.D. 
Project Manager 
Ecologfcal Com;:,liance Assessment 

CAB:jmb 
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· Department of Energy 
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MAR 21 1996 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Washington Department of Community, 

Trade and Economic Development 
P.O. Box 48343 
Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

DEMOLITION OF THE 284-W POWER HOUSE BUILDING, HANFORD SITE 

DOE/ EA-1177 
Appendix B 

The U.S. ·Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) wishes to 
demolish the 284-W Power House Building, Hanford Site, because the facility is 
too expensive to maintain and survey. If this building can be removed, funds 
that currently are used to maintain the structure can be re-directed into 
other site clean-up activities in support of the Hanford mission. 

In 1995, your office was provided with a Historic Property Inventory Fonn 
(HPIF)(95-TEP-264) for the 284-W Power ~ouse, stating Rl 1 s belief that this 
building is not eligible for the National Register. On August 31, 1995, your 
office informed RL that the 284-W Building is a Register-eligible structure 
that played a key support role in the historic Hanford Site mission (Log 
#081095-119-DOE}. Since that time, we have mutually discussed a site-wide 
mitigation plan that would encompass the roles of support buildings in 
Hanford's history. 

The Historic Buildings Task Group has discussed the role of support buildings 
and how they contribute to the proposed Hanford Site District. The roles are 
minor and not significant. Based on the minor role that the 284-W Power House 
Butlding contributed to the Hanford Site, it is Rl's opinion that the 
documehtation supplied in the HPIF is sufficient to support a "no adverse 
effect finding 0 at this time for the demolition of the building. 
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Therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.S(d), I am informing you of RL's need 
to demolish the 284-W structure and have provided documentation supporting 
this finding and solicit any comments you may have. If you have any further 
questions, please contact Mr. Mike Elsen, Site Infrastructure Division, at 
(509) 376-8021. 

S10:MJE 

cc: J. Van Pelt, CTUIR 
P. R. Nickens, PNNL 
H. S. Gerber, WHC 
G. T. Kirk, PNNL 
R. C. Funderburg, lCF KH 
D. L. Nicandr1, WSHS 
R. Buck, Wanapum 
R. Jim, YIN 
L. Malatare, YIN 
R. S. Fintknife, YIN 
J . H. Reuben, NPT 

Environmental Assessment B-2 

Sincerely, 

Dee W. Lloyd. Manage 
Cultural Resources Program 
Environmental Assurance. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

'11 21st Avtnut S.W. • P.O. Bo" 483,IJ • Olympia, Washington 98SfU.83-13 • (360) 7S3-4011 

Mr. Dee W. Lloyd, Manager 
Cultural Resources Program 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Post Office Box 550, AS-15 
Richland, Washington 99352 

March 28, 1996 

Log: 081095-119-DOE 

ne., y.C.yd~ 
Re: Demolition of the 284-W Power House 

Building, Hanford Site 

The Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) is in receipt of 
your letter regarding the above referenced action. From your letter, I understand that the 
Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to demolish the 284-W Power House Building at the 
Hanford Site. 

In response, I want to thank you for information on the history of our consultation regarding this 
property. In view of the fact that OAHP and DOE has recently met, reviewed, and tentatively 
approved the Hanford Site Historic District Mitigation Plan, I concur with your determination 
that the proposed action will have no adverse effect upon the National Register eligibility of the 
Hanford Site Historic District. I have reviewed the mitigation plan matrices to confirm that no 
mitigation is recommended for 284-W. I also note that 284-E is recommended for mitigation 
through completion of a Historic Property Inventory Form (HPIF). As a result of this . 
concurrence, further contact with OAHP on this action is not necessary. However, should new 
information become avallable which could alter this opinion, please contact OAHP for further 
consultation. · 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at (360) 753-9116. 

GAG:tjt 

Sincerely, . 

f;:,hf Eg Speci~E (;£NED 

APR O 5 1996 
-~ · - ,_O 196-NRP-043 oo~ M~ : _,...r-,r•, 
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Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

April 8, 1996 

Mr. J. L. Day 
ICF Kaiser Hanford 
P.O. Box 888/$2-66 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Day: 

()perJ!~C )'/ 3a::er, 1or the U.S !)~~i1:ner.t ot Ene.7; 

No Known Archaeo/09.ical Historic Properties 

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW OF THE 284W/2710W DEMOLITION. HCRC #96-200-047. 

In response to your request received April 1. 1996. staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources 
laboratory (HCAL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project, located in the 
200 West Area of the Hanford Site. According to the information that you supplied. the 284W and 
271 OW facilities will be demolished. Excavation to a depth of 5 to 6 feet will be necessary for the 
removal of the 284W foundation and deeper for the removal of the uncferground portion of the 
2710W facility. 

Our literature and records review shows that the project area is located within the industrial part 
of the 200 West Area. The ground around the buildings has been extensively disturbed by 
previous Hanford Site construction activities, including the construction of the buildings. It is 
unlikely that any intact archaeological materials will be affected by the proposed project. Survey 
an_d monitoring of the project by an archaeologist are not necessary. 

It is the finding of the HCRL staff that there are no known cultural resources or archaeological 
historic properties within the proposed project area. The workers, however, must be directed to 
watch for cultural materials (e.g., bones, artifacts) during all work activities involving excavation. 
If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop until an HCRL 
archaeologist has been notified, assessed the signiricance of the find, and, if necessary, arranged 
for mitigation of the impacts to the find. The HCRL must be notified if any changes to project 
location or scope are anticipated. This project is a C1ass VI case, defined as a project which 
Involves demolition or remodeling of existing structures. It is my understanding that M. S. Gerber, 
Westinghouse Hanford Company, is evaluating the effect the demolition will have on potential 
contributing properties to the Hanford Site Historic District. 

Copies of this letter have been sent to Dee Lloyd, DOE, Richland Operations Office, as official 
documentation. If you have any questions, please call me at 376-8107. Please use the HCRC# 
above for any future correspondence concerning this project. 

Very truly yours. 

~o~ 
N. A. Cadoret 
Technical Specialist 
Cultural Resources Project 

cc: D. Lloyd, AL (2) 
J. A. Diebel 
File/LB 

Environmental Assessment 

Concurrence: 

B-4 

P. R. Nickens, Project Manager 
Cultural Resources Project 

October 1996 



r 

9,.., 11r;·u~ ?7q,r.·: ' I. J'l)1 IUJ .. (:,., / J 

U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1177 
Appendix B 

. Pacific Norf hwest National Laboratory 

April 29, 1~96 

Mr. J. A. Diebel 
ICF Kaiser Hanford 
P.O. Box888/G3-10 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Oiebel: 

No Known Archaeological Historic Properties 

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW OF THE 284W/271 OW DEMOLITION. ADDENDUM 
HCAC #96·200-047. 

REFERENCE: HCRC #96-200-047 review letter dated April 8, 1996, from N. A. Cadoret, HCRL, 
to J. L. Day, ICFK. 

Staff of tt,e Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCAL) recently conducted a cultural 
resources review of the subject project. located in the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site (see 
reference above). You have since provided us additional information and project scope. 
According to this information, land to within 20 feet of the 284W/271 OW complex may also be 
di~turbed as a result of the demolition. The coal pile, ash pit, and ash disposal basin, to the south 
and southeast of the 284W/2710W complex may also be disturbed/mined by the demolition 
project. 

The project area is located within the industrial part of the 200 West A rea. The ground around 
.the buildings, coal pile, ash pit, and ash disposal basin has been extensively disturbed by 
previous Hanford Site activities. The coal pile, ash pit, and ash disposal basin are not themselves 
considered cultural resources. It is unlikely that any intact archaeological materials will be 
affected by the proposed project. Survey and monitoring of the project by an archaeologist are 
not necessary. 

It is the finding of the HCRL staff that there are no known cultural resources or archaeological 
historic propenles within the proposed project area. The workers, however, must be directed to 
watch for cultural materials (e.g .. bones, artifacts) during all work activities involving excavation. 
H any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the discovery must stop until an HCRL 
archaeologist has been notified, assessed the significance of the find, and, if necessary, arranged 
for mitigation of the impacts to the find. The HCRL must be notified if any changes to project 
location or scope are anticipated. This project is a Class VI case, defined as a project which 
involves demolition or remodeling of existing structures. 

Copies of this letter have been sent to Dee Lloyd, DOE, Richland Operations Off ice, as official 
documentation. If you have any questions, please call me al 376-8107. Please use the HCRC# 
above for any future correspondence concerning this project. 

Very truly yours, 

~~c_rr-
N. A. Cadoret 
Technical Specialist 
Cultural Resources Project 

cc: D. Lloyd, AL (2) 
File/LB 

Environmental Assessment 

Concurrence: 
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P. A. Nickens, Project Manager 
Cultural Resources Project 
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Environmental Assurance, Permits, 
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U.S. Department of Energy 
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DEACTIVATION OF BUILDING 2B4-E AND MODIFICATION OF 282-E, HANFORD SITE 
(HCRC #96-200-035 ANO 196-200-045) 

A cultural resources review was conducted by qualified staff of Westinghouse 
Hanford Company at the request of ICF Kaiser Hanford Company on the 
deactivation of the 284-E Building, and the replacement of pumps in the 
282-E Building, Hanford Site. Both the 284-E and 282-E Buildings were found 
to be contributing structures to a potential Hanford Site Historic District. 
Due to the need to deactivate the 2B4-E Building and to replace pumps in the 
282-E Building as part . of cost-saving and efficiency measures in the Hanford 
Site cleanup mission, Historic Property Inventory Forms were completed on 
these buildings. Copies of these forms are ~nclosed. 

The deactivation of the 284-E Building will consist of isolating equipment 
from power sources, shutting off and diverting water supplies, cleaning out 
residual debris, and housekeeping measures. Essential equipment such as the 
boilers will be left in place awaiting future decontamination and 
decoram1ss1oning work. In the 282-E Bu1ld1ng, the current pumps will be 
replaced with new pumps. However, the 282-E reservoir will continue to 
function. Likewise, parts of the steam distribution system in the 200-E 
Area will continue to function, but steam will be supplied by portab1e 
generating units located near the points of need. Therefore, it is the 
conclusion of the Westinghouse Hanford cultural resources office that the 
deactivation of the 284-E Building and the replacement of pumps in the 
282-E Building will not have an adverse effect on them under provisions of 
the National Historic ?reservation Act and its implementing regulations. 

We, therefore, request that you forward this information and the enc1osed 
fonns to the Washington State Historic Preservation Office to obtain 
concurrence on plans to deactivate the 284-E structure and to replace pumps 
in the 282-E structure with no further historical documentation effort at 
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this time. These buildings will receive further future mitigation according 
to the proposed Site-wide Programmatic Agreement for the Built Environment. 
If any archaeological or additional historical resources are discovered 
during demolition activities, work will be halted ·and your office informed 
inrnediately. 

Very truly yours, 

~r{~ 
D. B. Cartmell, Director 
Transition Programs 
Transition Projects 

de 

Enclosures 

Concurrence: <-frl,,/4 ~-
M. S. Gerbeo' 

~~ / 
J.t L. Day, Manag~ 
200 Aneas Steam and Water Utilities 
ICF"i(aiser Hanford Co,!llpany 

RL - M. J. Elsen 
D. W. Lloyd 
A.H. Wirkkala (w/o enclosures) 

BHI - T. E. Marceau 

CTUIR - J. Van Pelt 

PNNL - 6. T. Kirk {w/o enclosures) 
P. R. Nickens 
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NAllllATIVE SH"l'ION 
St11dy Uuit Tbuuc1 (d11:d "'"' •~ n•uc uf the fullJv.in:) 
U Airicultural 
D Arcllitec1urc11~1•h,upc Ard1i1ccw1c 
D Art.I 
D Commcn:e 
D Communications 
0 Communily Plamti1•/Dcvdopmcn1 

Slalta1ml of Siguillrllllrt 
lliitc or Construciion 194-4 --------

lJ Co11>c:rvation 
0 l:Jucation 
D Entenainmenll.Recrcatlon 
0 Ethnic lleritace (specify) 
0 llcalth/McJicinc 
D Maooflc:1Uriri,llodu11cy 
0 Milit.ary 

An;hitecVEii,intet/lluilJi:r Durom Corporation/Manhaltan En&inccr DiSlrict 

O In the opinion ol the wrve;or. this pmrcny appear; to mco:t Uie criteria of the National Rec liter of Historic Placc:1 
• In Uic opinion or the 1urvc;ur, lllii p1up,:rty it-luui.:J in I poltllli;il historic district (N~tio111I auJ/or local). 

0 Politlca/Govemmed/Law 
0 .Rdiaioo 
D Scieacc tl l!ncincerina 
D Social Movcmenll/Orcanizatiom 
D Tranaponallon 
• Other (apccify) M•nhltlan Projed/Cold Wu 
• Sc1ldy Ulllt Sub-1\mit(a) (apccify) Paality Support/Power 

House 

The 284-E Po,i,·cr llousc wu built Juri1~ Wu11J Wu U to aupply ateam power to Slum turbi11e pumps ror the heatins ind pruocu nuda of 200 llul Area buildinc• II the Hanford Site. Overllead llcam liou (2102-E 
Structures) conveyed the steam thruuet.:iw the 200 E1111t Arc:a . Many piccca of heavy induSlrial cquipmelll, machinery, ind Industrial proccsac:1 in the 200-Eait Arca (and ia olhcr Hanford arcu) were powm4 by lleam. The 
28-4-E Power HOll5C continued 10 aupply 11wn nccJs throuchoul the t.hnhallltn Project en, thc Cold War en, and beyond. In 1954, the buildi~ received a larJle addition to accommodate the need• or the huzc PUREX 
(plu1onium uranium e11ralii<io)pl•DI bcitljl built ju:11 to the call. l!xtn boiler capaci~y w11 added. __ However, the function did not chance. Du~~ 199S-96, lllldica allowed th.al the 200-Eall Area'•~'!' accda could be 
aipplitJ with u••n: muJe111, cOicic:nl poNbk alcam 1e11cntors, 11 a1111y of the area 111,ccr fadlil1ca were ahuttlna down. 'Jbcn:fon:, die dcaston w11 made lo cloac the lM-B Power HOIIIC IOIIIClilDc m 1997. 

The u .S. Dcpanwca~ of 1:ntru, Ricl~•nJ Opcrationa Office (RL) concludes U111 die 21-4-E build in& is disible tor thc National .Rtcialcr or ffistn P110e1 uadu Criterion A bccau•c or lea Ions and Intimate aaociation wilb 
200 East Arca opcrali<1111 111d ill ability to a>nlribute information conccruin& Siic lnfmuucrure al the Hanford Site. RL concluda that 1bc 214-E facility ii not cli,:iblc under Criterion B bccalllC it ii not usocillcd wilh 
1ienilia111 pcnolll. further, it ii uoC dicihlc unJcr Criterion C because ita archilcdure and COIISlnletloo •r11 DOI dillincllvc. 

Dacrlplioa tf l'lly1lul APpt'Jlrata 

The oriJinal 1M flail Power Houac conlillcJ or• tluio-•tory, llcd fra,ac builJinc, 73 feet wide IIJ I ,6 feet Iona, willl lbrce dill'aal roof lcveb. All lbrec roof levda 11n thc talin Icnctb ar lbc llllildiac. Tbc wCllcnl lllOII 
roof levd w11 70 fed tall bJ 15 fed wide, the rnid.-=tioft na 51 fed tall by 33 feet wide, and !hi callem moll •ectlon WU 17 fed tall. Tbc 214-Eall ~ bad a rciJlfon:cd CIOIICRIC bladation, aiocrdc block 
lllpcnlNCIW'e anJ COIICl'tlC pre-all roof, cavmcl with builH1p roofi111 oonaillins of felt, Lu, snvd and tnn•ite. Tbc buildinc wu mirdy above 1roulld-lttd, 'll'illl lbc cxr:qilioa of atulc:o lrtDcha 11111 plpq. fl wu 
oriemd nodh anJ 1011th, and laJ jull caJt of lbc lll-E w11er rucrvoir in tht aouth cclllral pottjon or the Hanfocd Site'• 200 Eait Area. Tbc followinc llruduia compri•cd the 21-4-Eaal facility: IIIIUl power boUlc buildina; 
1wo rdofora>d concrete 11ad:1 partially lined; ooal haoJlin& conveyor ayllem, includinc two lflCt hoppcn, cNahcc house, ilkl two 1ra111rer houaca; aa opca coal atonse pit; and a ull dinolvq pit, includina a brine pump 
bou,e. 

'fhc opcnliua Ruur of the 284 E .. 1 buildinc, 14 fut abo~e the cround ffl)t){, w11 a rciaforuJ concrete abb aunoundinr lt'SCc 11am boUera. Each boUer wu llred by• ipruder-typc 1101:cr with dumpn11ratc1. Eacll 1ra1e 
w.s 23.5 fed wiJe by 16 fed Jeep, •nd was Jividt,I into live sections, each b,vin& ita own tutl disaributor or feeder. Op,.ntiar control, and 1au1er or tht boilct1 were located on panel boacda aJonr the wall oflhe buildi111 
fa cine the fire doora of the boilers. Above Uie opera tine Door were intcrmeJiatc anJ top platforma consi•tinJ of atructura! atecl 1upport1 aaJ &tecl cratinr at.airway a and walkways to afford 10CC.11 to lbc upper reciona or tbc 
boilers aoJ the .tJkiui: c4uipmcn1. 

·nie 284-E BuilJine haJ nuu1trous roof vcn1il1ton, adjustable wooden louvers alona tht side walla, anJ thccc atccl rollin1 'l'lerhcad doon localed 11 each end of the ooildinc. Al the aouth end, oa the sround Door, were a 
lu.:ler room, ,ht,wu 11• ~11. b~atory, ckclric1I awilch ,:car cal>inelJ, anJ an open arc:a. A small labontoCJ 1110 wn localed on the around Door. On lhe upper opc11tina Door were officca, a lavatory a confaeocc room and 
b~Ucry room. 

1lic boilc:n were cu1u1coJcJ lo two reinforced concrdc·linal sucb by means or four outJidc ,tccl brccchin1a, two brc,,cl• nia runnlnc 10 each auct. The stacta are 250 feet 1aU and •re ll feet 11 the bue, llpcrins to Dine red 
ituier di1a1C1er ~I tlie tup. 'lhc:y ire located •~proximately 20 fed from the Pnwer House itself. Al the b,sc of each 'ii: wu an ash dispoaal 1711cm whicb connected to lhc main 1yslcm under tbc Power HCJUIC. 

Within 1he 28-4 !::all lluilJint, appmximatcly 67 feet above lhc crounJ floor level, vm the convcyoc plalfonn which ~- iJted of a reinforced concrete Door with slccl cnlln&a supported by llnK:lllnl stul beam,, A conveycr 
no thc eutirc lcuglh of Ilic boilJin11 on llccl rails, to three larJlc bunkers. Anocbcr belt conveyor w11 insullcd above the alour boppcn under Uie bunters for the transfer of coal from any bunter lo any atwr. 
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OescriplMJII of 11ysk, ApjM:araurt (cunliuuL~) 

'lbc conveyor S}~em originally consisted of t~·u uooergrounJ ~ad buplffl, a crus~ house, two transfer houses and c•og housing elevating llie coal from lcocalh lhc tracts lo llic co~ pit and to Iii 67-f~ hi1h 
platform above the coal bunlm so~ &00 feel my. 1bc tnck boppers were constructed of reinforced concede. The trallSfer boose3 and bek !Mn& are comuucted of steel framing with ~galed tnnsite waUs aoo roof 
11111 wooden ~ant ftoori111. Thy are 11pported by structural Reel piers crubeJJed in coimte foundatiom. 

The crusher m was a dm-iory rcinrorccd coocrclc base, strudllral steel frame building 11th rorrueald transitt w~b mi roor, with ooc iory t(low groooo lcvd. Thia buildi111 lnacd two d!Kllic-roll aums with 
~n1 i.wcrs on the top floor, the crushers tbemsclvu were on 1k ground floor, and the convcJor belt ~banism w11 bcneaili Iii crus~n. A smaU coal rcstini bboratory was localed oo one ead of llic crusher lnJse. 
The coal ston1c area localed by the crusher lvJsc was rougWy rectangular in shape 1illi ib base six feel below grade. I wu 310 feet by 350 fed, and n area was ~losed by an earthen dike and rcinbced concrete wall lo 
a beiihl of m fed abuve ground lcvd. A ttinforccJ concrete brine d~solving ~t, divideJ into lwo scdioos, was l°'41ed beside the 200 F.ad railroad tract near Iii 28~-E Power House. A 5lllall, rcinfocced concrete brine 
pimp hoosc was llQ!cd beside the ~t and lkMlsed brine ~mpmg Ct11ipmcnl. 

During 1953-54, the m East P1111·~ Hoo~ was cxpa~cd to the oorth ~Je lo 3ltommooale IIM: needs of~ ooge new PUREX production facility. The~"' addition WU constructed of melal sh~ with I OOflllialed llltal 
roof. 1k adJition was 66. 4 ftd long, bringing !he o~ builJiog length IO 120. 4 feet and !ht lol~ building aru to 63,0CO square feet, Two boilers were adJed in !he ml-54 expansion, and ainbcr boiler was added in 
1984, bringing the ume1i total lo six. No aJJitional builJu~ area was constmkJ u1 1934 when the last boiler was added. 

M~or Bibliogra!idc Refcrrous 
.. . 

Carr. P.S., Jr. , "Complctiun Re~1rt: fapansiun of lW Ar~ Fadliti,s:' IIW-24800-IOj tRicWand, WA: G.E. Hanford Co., tm). 

DuPom Coqmuon, 'Cun~ruuiou of llanfurd EngiJR!er Wurts: llistury of the Project,' IIAN-10970 (Wilmington, DE: E.I. DuPoot de Ncmoors aod Co., IW), Vol. II. 

lholord Site llrniugs: ll-2-m06, 11-2-mOO, 11-2-mOI, H-2-m02, ll-2-H40J, 11-2-55405, 11-2-mlO, ll-2-ml8, II.Z.TI895. 

U.S. Atomic EIMJY Coll11lussio1uGl Uanford Co. (AEC/GEJ, 'Catalog of lliuforJ Site Buildii~s and Facilities,' GEll-2604 (Richland, WA: AEC/GE, 1~6~). 
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U.S. Department of Energy 

r::;J\ Westinghouse 
\:::!;) Hanford Company 

P.O. Box 1970 Riehllnd, WA 99352 

Hay 17 • 1996 

Hr. J.E. Rasmussen, Director 
Environmental Assurance, 

Pennits, and Policy Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Rasmussen: 

DEMOLITION OF BUILDING 384, HANFORD SITE (HCRC #96-300-025) 

DOE/EA-1177 
Appendix B 

9651963 

A Cultural Resources review was conducted by Westinghouse Hanford Company 
(WHC} at the request of ICF Kaiser Hanford Company (ICF KH) on the 
demolition of the 384 Power House on the Hanford Site. A literature and 
records search, as well as oral history contacts, reveal that the 384 
Power House was constructed in World War II and has served as a steam 
power generating facility since that time. The 384 Building was found to 
be a contributing structure to a potential Hanfor~ Site Historic 
District, both by the WHC Historian and by the Hanford Site Cultural 
Resources Task Group. 

A need has arisen to demolish the 384 Building as part of cost saving and 
efficiency measures 1n the Hanford Site cleanup mission. In fiscal year 
(FY) 1997, the 384 Building will be deactivated. Activities at that time 
will consist of isolating equipment from power sources, shutting off and 
diverting water supplies, cleaning out residual debris, and housekeeping 
measures. Demolition of the facility w111 take place in FY 1998. 
However, it is necessary to complet~ the historical and other reviews for 
the 384 Building that are required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) in the near tenn, because the NEPA-driven reviews are being 
combined with similar documentaiion for the other two Hanford Site power 
plants (the 284-W and 284-E Buildings) in order to achieve cost savings. 
Timely completion is required so as not to delay demolition of the 
284-W Building. 

Therefore, WHC proposes at this time that historical mitigation of the 
384 Building be completed in the future in conformance with the Site-wide 
Programmati~ Agreement for the built environment of the Hanford Site, 
currently being negotiated between the U.S. Department of Energy, 
RichlAnd Operations Office and the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). It 1s the conclusion of the WHC Cultural Resources off1ce that 
the future historical documentation that is planned will be sufficient to 
mitigate any adverse effects that may be caused by the demolition of the 
384 Building. 

Env i ronmental Assessment B-12 October 1996 



U.S. Department of Energy 

Hr. J. E. Rasmussen 
Page 2 
May 17, 1995 

DOE/ EA-1177 
Appendix B 

9651963 

We requ~st that ~ou seek concurrence from the SHPO and any necessary 
concurring agencies on plans to deactivate and demolish the 384 structure 
with no historical documentation effort at this time. If any 
archaeological or additional historical resources are discovered during 
deactivation activities, work will be halted and your office informed 
inanediately. 

Very truly yours, 

~rY~"tld 
D. B. Cartmell, Director 
Transition Programs 
Transition Projects 

de 

CONCURRENCE: 

-~ . .d.~ 
M~. Gerb~ 
WHC Hi stcrtan 

RL - M. J. Elsen 
D. W. Lloyd 
A.H. Wirkkala 

BHI - T. E. Marceau 

PNNL - G. T. Kirk 
P. R. Nickens 

Environmental Assessment 

ICF KH, Project Engineer 

B-13 October 1996 



U.S. Department of Energy 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DOE/EA-1177 
Appendix B 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTOJUC PRESERVATION 

111 11st Avc-nuc- 5.W. • P.O. Bo,c 48343 • Olympia, W.uhin1ton 9f!S04-83./3 • (360) 753-4011 

Mr. Dee W. Lloyd, Manager 
Cultural Resources Program 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

· Post Office Box 550 Mailstop AS-15 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Lloyd: 

June 6, 1996 

Log: 060496-09-DOE 
Re: Demolition of Buildings 2710-W and 384 

Thank you for contacting the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
(OAHP) regarding the above referenced actions. From your letter, I understand that the 
Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to demolish Buildings 2710-W and 384 in the 200 and 
300 Areas respectively at the Hanford Site (HCRC # 96-200-047 and 96-300-025). 

In response, I concur that Building 384 steam power generating facility is a contributing 
structure to the Hanford Site National Register eligible Historic District. Therefore, it is my 
opinion that demolitfon of Building 384 is an adverse effect to the historic district. Hence, I 
recommend mitigation of Building 384 demolition in conformance with the Site-v.ide 
Programmatic Agreement for the built environment of the Hanford Site. Similarly, I concur that 
the 2710-W is a non-contributing property to the historic district according to the 
recommendations of the WHC Historian and the Hanford Site Cultural Resources Task Group. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me at (360) 753-9116. 

GAG:tjt 

RECE~VED 

JUN 1 O 1996 

DOE BL/CCC 
llttr(l <2-P- Dl0 

Environmental Assessment B-14 

]erely,jJJB; 
':.4Gri~r 
~~h~nsive Planning Specialist 

October 1996 
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SALVAGE/DEMOLITION 
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200 WEST AREA, 200 EAST AREA, AND 

300 AREA STEAM PLANTS 

HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
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U.S. Department of Energy Finding of No Significant Impact 

AGENCY: U.S . Department of Energy 

ACTION: Finding of No Significant Impact 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has prepared an Environmental 

Assessment (EA), DOE/EA-1177, to assess environmental impacts associated with the 

salvage and demolition of the 200 West Area, 200 East Area, and 300 Area Steam Plants and 

their associated steam distribution piping, equipment, and ancillary facilities at the Hanford 

Site, Richland, Washington. 

It is proposed that all materials, · wastes, and equipment be salvaged and recycled where 

feasible. The existing coal storage yards of each steam plant would serve as lay down yards 

to store equipment and material during salvaging activities. Foundations and concrete 

footings would be removed in order to return the areas to ground level for potential reuse. 

Waste minimization practices would be in place to keep wastes at a minimum. 

Based on the analysis in the EA, the DOE has determined that the proposed action is not a 

major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within the 

meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq. 

Therefore, the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required. 

ADDRESSES AND FURTHER INFORMATION 

Single copies of the EA and further information about the proposed action are available 
from: 

W. A. Rutherford, Acting Director 
Site Infrastructure Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Richland, Washington 99352 
(509) 376-7597 

1 October 1996 



U.S. Department of Energy 

For further information regarding the DOE NEPA Process, contact: 

Carol M. Borgstrom, Director 
Office of NEPA Oversight 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 586-4600 or (800) 472-2756 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

PURPOSE AND NEED: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to reduce costs of 
future surveillance and maintenance for the 200 West Area Steam Plant, and avoid future 
surveillance and maintenance costs for the 200 East Area and 300 Area Steam Plants . 

BACKGROUND: The transition of the Hanford Site mission from defense production to a 
restoration mission has reduced the large demand for steam required to support defense 
operations. The 200 West Area Steam Plant was shut down in fiscal year 1995 and is 
currently in surveillance and maintenance awaiting decommissioning . The 200 East Area and 
300 Area Steam Plants are currently in operation and are expected to be shut down in the 
near future. The costs for access controls and surveillance and maintenance of the steam 
plants would escalate over time. 

PROPOSED ACTION: The DOE pmposes to salvage and demolish the steam plants in the 
200 West Area, 200 East Area, and 300 .Area with their associated steam distribution piping , 
equipment, and ancillary facilities. Activities would include salvaging and recycling of all 
materials and equipment where feasible, in keeping with waste minimization principles. 
Existing coal storage yards would serve as lay down yards to store equipment and material 
during salvaging activities . Foundations and concrete footings would be removed in order to 
return the areas to ground level for potential reuse. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The EA discussed several alternatives to reduce 
surveillance and maintenance costs for the 200 West Area, 200 East Area, and 300 Area 
Steam Plants, as well as the No Action Alternative. 
No-Action Alternative . This alternative would keep the 200 West Area Steam Plant in 
surveillance and maintenance indefinitely. Following the shutdown of the 200 East Area and 
300 Area Steam Plants, there would be no isolation activities and no decommissioning 
activities for those facilities. The costs of maintaining the buildings would increase over 
time. This alternative was not considered a reasonable alternative. 
Alternative Surveillance and Maintenance. This alternative would keep the 200 West Area 
Steam Plant in surveillance and maintenance mode indefinitely, and the 200 East Area and 
300 Area Steam Plants would be put into surveillance and maintenance mode indefinitely 
after deactivation activities. Costs of maintaining the buildings would increase over time . 
This alternative was not considered a reasonable alternative. 
Alternative Uses. This alternative would reuse the three steam plants for other activities. At 
this time, no foreseeable reuse has been identified. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: All areas involved in the proposed action are previously 
disturbed areas. No Federally or State listed, proposed or candidate, threatened, endangered 
species are expected to be · effected by the proposed action. However, to avoid adverse 
impacts to cliff swallows, demolition of the coal ramp building in the 200 West Area Steam 

2 October 1996 



U.S. Department of Energy Finding of No Significant Impact 

Plant would be undertaken outside the nesting season that extends from April 1 to July 30. It 
is planned during the salvage/demolition phase to remove all foundation and concrete 
footings and the steam distribution system poles . If any hazardous or radioactive 
contamination is found in the soils during excavation, the contamination would be covered 
with clean soil and left in place awaiting remediation of the Operable Unit, or otherwise dealt 
with in a manner acceptable to the relevant regulatory agency. All voids that would occur 
during this phase would be backfilled. Because the amount of soil disturbance would be 
minimal and temporary, anticipated impacts to the environment are not expected to be 
consequential. 

DOE and the State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) concur that the proposed action 
would have no adverse effect on the Hanford Site Historic District, of which the 284-West 
Powerhouse is part. The SHPO has concurred with DOE that the 384 Powerhouse is a 
contributing structure to the Hanford Site Historic District. Since the Programmatic 
Agreement between the DOE, SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
allows mitigation of buildings through preparation of an Historic Property Inventory Form 
(HPIF), it is expected that there would be no adverse effects on the cultural resources of the 
proposed action. 

It is expected that only nonhazardous solid waste would be generated during the 
salvage/demolition phase of the proposed ,action. Any hazardous substances or materials that 
might be discovered later in the buildings would be managed in accordance with applicable 
federal and state regulations. Waste resulting from the proposed action i~ expected to be 
minimal compared to annual Hanford Site waste generation. The proposed action would not 
release any particulate matter, thermal releases, or gaseous discharges in significant amounts . 
Therefore, these impacts to the environment are expected to be small . 

Accident Impacts 
The only reasonably foreseeable accidents under the proposed action would be typical 
construction accidents associated with salvage and demolition activities , including blasting, 
and subsequent backfilling activities. Areas would be roped off and cleared of personnel 
prior to any blasting. Areas affected by blasting would be restricted to the building sites . 
Personnel handling recycle and salvage/demolition activities would follow approved safety 
procedures. Typical construction hazards would be present, however the risk of a severe 
accident is small . 

3 October 1996 
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U.S. Department of Energy Finding of No Significant Impact 

Socioeconomic Impacts 
Only small numbers of workers would be involved at any one time. Therefore, no 
socioeconomic impacts are expected from the proposed action. 

Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires that federal agencies identify and address, 
as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
their programs and activities on minority and low-income populations. With respect to 
Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice, distributions of minority and low 
income population groups have been identified for the Hanford Site. The analysis of the 
impacts in this EA indicates that there would be minimal impacts to both the offsite 
population and potential workforce by implementing the proposed action, because the entire 
proposed action would occur on the Hanford Site and the offsite environmental impacts from 
the proposed action analyzed in this EA are expected to be minimal. Therefore, it is not 
expected that there would be any disproportionate impacts to any minority or low-income 
portion of the community. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Waste generation and disposal resulting from the proposed action are not expected to be 
considerable and would not substantially effect any associated operations or disposal sites; 
therefore, the proposed action is not expected to result in any cumulatively significant 
impacts. 

DETERMINATION: Based on the analysis in the EA, and in the absence of any public 
comments, I conclude that the proposed Salvage/Demolition of the 200 West Area, 200 East 
Area, and 300 Area Steam Plants at the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington does not 
constitute a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human envfronment 
within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, an EIS for the proposed action is not required. 

Issued at Richland, Washington, this 21st day of October 1996. 

Manager 
Richland Operations Office 

4 October 1996 




