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—- - Dear Tri-Party Representatives:
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1701 S, 24th Ave., Yakima, WA 98902-5720 Tel. (509) 575-2740

February 7, 1994

Mr. Bryan Foley Ms. Pam Innis

_U. S. Department of Energy- - . .- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Richland Operations Office 712 Swift Avenue, Suite 5
P. O. Box 550, MS:A5-19 Richland, WA 99352

Richland, WA 99352

- — Mr. Norm Hepner
Washington Department of Ecology
7601 West Clearwater, Suite 102
- - Kennewick, WA 99336

The Washington Department of Wildlife (WDW) appreciates the opportunity to

provide comments on the scope of environmental impacts and alternatives to be
evaluated as part of the proposal for an Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility

_ (ERDF). The WDW rer:()gnizes that an on-site disposal facility of some signiﬁcant
- dimension is inevitable in order to accomplish envirenmental restoration at Hanford.

The WDW trusts, however, that the Tri-Party Representatives understand that the

:.:‘.:t:“'lQGaEiQﬂ;iSjZ.\‘E' COY lﬁz ur éil.iui'\_, EﬁgiﬁEEﬁi’lg, and oper ation of such a facility will
- have signiﬁcant impacts on the biological resources of Hanford's Central Plateau.

Accordingly, the WDW appreciates the sensitivity the Richland Field Office of the

.. United States Department of Energy {DOE-RL) has shown, as indicated within its
notice of intent to operate an ERDF (Reference 1), toward the importance the State of
Washington places on mature shrub-steppe habitat. Thus, the comments provided
herein are intended to help ensure that biological resource values are addressed
adequately as part of the ERDF proposal.

Some of the comments are based on information presented by the Tri-Party

~ Representatives and concerns expressed by the public at the January 25, 1994 public

scoping meeting for the ERDE preposal. -Some of the public comiments echoed
concerns previously raised by the WDW in Reference 2. The comments also

- represent the WDW's comments to the Washington Department of Ecology's (Ecology)
uetermination of blgmncance (DS) for thlS proposal and, as a result of this

- State Enwronmental Policy Act (SEPA). Finally, specific comments are offered to

E-RL's notice of intent (Reference i) and to the SEPA checklist that is included
-within that document. Comments-are organized under major subject areas.
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_Adequacy of Proposed Alternatives

The WDW supports Ecology's determination that the ERDF may have significant
__adverse impacts on the environment; however, WDW concludes that the alternatives

that are proposed for additional evaluation in the Draft EIS are insufficient, This
deficiency results in an inadequate evaluation of potential impacts to biological
resources because not all appropriate alternatives are evaluated. To correct this the
SEPA EIS (and NEPA HIS if this is the regulatory path that eventually is chosen)
should evaluate alternative locations within the Central Plateau for the ERDF.
Because the ERDF will impact a potentially large land area, the correct place to

- ---evaluate the ecological-impacts-at different candidate sites is in the Draft EIS and not
in a separate site evaluation report. _The evaluation should include an-adequate
analysis of the biological resources that could be impacted For two reasons this

o oo - 20ASES sheuld not be-limited to consider just threatemed and endangered species.

First, the DOE-RL has indicated that it intends to treat federal candidate species as if
they are threatened or endangered (Reference 3). Candidate plant and/or animal
....._..species are probably present on potential ERDF sites; for example, loggcrhead shrikes
~__ (Lanjus lggl(mgmng_) nest.on the Central Plateau. "‘hus potential impacts to these
S - species should be evaluated to the same degree that this would occur for a listed
species.

" Second, the siting of such a potentially large facility as the ERDF should take a more

e ———he-hstte view of the biological resources to be impacted. Potential candidate sites for

the ERDF on the Central Plateau will to different degrees impact the shrub-steppe
habitat characteristic of the area. Less than 40 percent of the original acreage of

- - shrub-steppe in the State of Washington remains today. Much of what remains

either is already degraded and fragmented or it is threatened by development and

- - agricplturai- expansion: - Moreover; much of the shrub-steppe habitat om the Central

~_ Plateau could be desmnated as Priority Habitat under the WDW's Priority Habitat and
bpecxes Program. Such a designation represents a proactive measure to help prevent

- - . . species from becoming threatened and endangered in habitats that support a unique

or wide diversity of wildlife. Shrub-steppe is a fragile ecosystem that is easily
" disturbed. Moreover, it supports a number of obligate species [e.g., sage sparrows
(Amghmn,zg belli)], many of which in Washington have experienced population

~ dedlines. Thus, the potential impact.of siting the ERDF should address, for each
candidate location, the significance of impacts at the habitat level, as well as the

impact 16 individual protected species.

The WDW understands that the ERDF is a time-critical project. Therefore, the WDW
_suggests, at least for the purposes of comnaring the biological impacts for alternative
___ERDF locations, that the hmlooxcal evaluation be limited to the following. First, a
qualitative evaluation of the habltat quality at each candidate site should be
conducted that is based on available data and a reasonable amount of walking

-~ .. . . surveys. This m’&iuﬁtmn should include estimates of shrub cover and relative

__percentages o of native versus non-native vegetation. If the sites are heterogeneous
in regard to their habitat quality then a reasonable amount of habitat categories
should be created in order to enable comparisons between sites. The habitat
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_evaluation should not require any additional detailed measurements of habitat

variables beyond that which is already available. Second, and in conjunction with

| the above walking surveys, the relatme ne&mgdensmes of loggerhead shrikes and

e — - —-sage-sparrows at each candidate site should be determined. Loggerhead shrike
surveys will enable DOE-RL to indicate their concern for the potential threat posed

S --by the ERDF-t0-a candidate species. - Sage sparrow surveys can serve as a rough index

R -of wildlife usage by an eb'}gate shrub-steppe species. During all aurveys there

—_ ____should be an attempt to note the : presence of any- p'ant species of concern. The

L. “information gathered from the above effort also can be used to support mlugation

iy requirements for the ERDF (see comments below).

!

- A potential aiternative site for the ERDF that should be evaluated in the EIS is the B/C
=52 Cribs Surface Contamination Area. This alternative was proposed by the public at the
e j'am:tafy-z-s public scoping meeting. In our previous comments (Reference 2), the

~WDW- suggested that areas that have current pro'biem's with surface contamination
—should be given consideration in the site evaiuation process for the ERDF.
 Remediation of surface contaminated sites may destroy habitat and further impact
wildlife populations. Consideration of these sites for the siting of the ERDF could
minimize the potential loss of habitat resulting from environmental restoration
activities on the Central Plateau. The WDW is concerned that the shrub-steppe
habitat of the Central Plateau may receive a double blow by first the ERDF and then
by eventuai remediation of large land areas containing surface contamination. Such

el _an approach is inconsistent with the guiding pnncxple that environmental
' restoration should "do no harm" to the bioclogical resources of Hanford (see
Reference 4 for a similar viewpoint).

Besides evaiuating the B/C Cribs Surface Contamination Area as a separate candidate
site, the EIS should address it as a part of a potential reconfiguration of the currently
proposed ERDF site. The intent would be to evaluate alternatives that limit the
extension of the ERDF into presently uncontaminated areas that are also outside the
"squared off" boundaries of the 200 Areas (Reference 4; see cornments below), By

- staying-within the "squared off" boundaries the additional impact from
fragmentation of the shrub-steppe habitat to the south of the 200 Areas can be
minimized.

~_ Operation of the ERDF may require large amounts of backfill. Thus, alternatives that
e reqmre Oljl.dlllmg backfill from 4 borrow area should evaluate the impacts to the
biological resources that may resuit at the borrow site. Moreover, the impact from
any new transport corridors that will be used to haul waste or borrow material should
" be évaluated in the Draft EIS.

Consistent with other criteria used to evaluate trench-design alternatives, the WDW

_supports the concept of a single large trench.. Such an approach should limit the

land area requirement for the ERDF. Based on just the amount of habitat directly

“affected, the mega trench alternative should result in less of an impact to the

biological resources compared with other trench designs. Should the trench not

o _provide adequate capacity,.the direction o£ future expansion of the ERDF is critical to
- . -the protection of biological resourees on the Central Plateau. rarly' consultation with

WDW and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is recommended should
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wo- - == - - thig situation arise-{sec-the-comment above related to the B/C Crib Surface
Contamination Area).

Compatibility of the ERDF with Proposed Future Land-use Options

The final report of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (Reference 4)
provides guidance to the Tri-Party Agreement Agencies for land use and cleanup
" options at Hanford. Because in most instances use of the land in a manner that
_ promotes biological resource values-is a viable option, misinterpretation of this

o - _document to justify certain remedial actions poten ally{-ould{ause significant
<3 impacts to the biological resources of Hanford. In Reference 2 WDW stated its

- contention that DOE-RL inappropriately interpreted the recommendations of the

(g Working Group in regard to where waste management activities are appropriate and
f:r:;} to where they are not on the Central Plateau. This misinterpretation was repeated at
ik the January 25 public scoping meeting.

o

o The Working Group clearly assumed that the land outside the confines of the

" ‘"squared off" boundaries of the current 200 Area was to be used as a buffer zone
where : "...environmental restoration, but not waste management activities would

-.goccur..." This buffer zone has-potential value as wildlife habitat {especially those
areas that retain their shrub cover), which is compatible with the uses of a buffer
S fzone Thus, incorrectly dehneaﬁng the location of the buffer zone could lead to

the cand_l_date s;tes_ fO_r_the_ERDE,extend.mto J:he buffer zone to some degree; however,
the presentaiion on January 25 implied a larger waste management area (inclusive
of the proposed ERDF site but not the other candidate sites) than the Working Group
envisioned. The finai size of the ERDF may result unavoidably in the use of some
portions of the Working Group's buffer zone for waste management activities. The
C ' Draft EIS should clearly indicate that this possibility exists for all the candidate ERDF

- .- - -..sites, including the proposed-site:- Moreover; t:heWD‘v‘v‘ suggesis that if in the future
B — ig & Tri-Party Agreement Agencies need to assess additional waste management
activities on the Central Plateau, that they consider both the true locaton of the
buffer zone and the zone's value as wildlife habitat. Until final land-use decisions

---- —---are made-for the Ceniral Plateau, maintenance of the undeveloped areas as wildlife

--habitat is the best way toc preserve all future options,
Mitigation

The Draft EIS should address mitigation requirements. A significant loss of habitat,

- more than iikely most of it a continuous stand of mature shrub-steppe, will result
from the proposed ERDF. For habitat loss the appropriate level of mitigation is
accomplished by restoring and/or protectmg habitat away from the project site. The

o0 e oo owildlife usage value-of mature shrub-steppe is-notreplaced overnight. Moreover,

the formula for mitigation is not a trivial matter and needs to address habltat quality,
ioss of habitat use through tunekandlhecumulanve effects of fragmentation. In
- . order to evaluate the amount of mitigation that will be necessary an appropriate

.. —-— - habirtat evaluation procedure should be used that is sensitive to the habitat

T requirements of obligate shrub-steppe species.
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"‘_hﬂ USEWS has developed a habitat-based methodology that can be used to assess
impacts to biological resources from projects such as the ERDF (References 5 and 6).

__ This methodology, entitled Habitar Evaluation Procedures (HEP), can be used to

document the quality and quantity of available habitat for selected wildlife species.
The added advantage of applying HEP is that the impacts from the ERDF to biological
_resources.can be guantified in a manner-that probably is acceptable to those natural

“resource trustees who have trust responsibilities under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) at Hanford. It is

-WDW's conclusion that the provisions of Sections 107(a){(4)(C). 107(f}(1), and 301(c) of

CERCLA, which address liability and assessment of natural resource damages, will
apply to the ERDF (see Reference 2 for a more detailed discussion). The HEP

—-methodology is recognized by the Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA)
regulations (§ 11.71(1)(8) of 43 CFR Part 11; the regulations implement Section 301(c)
of CERCLA) as an acceptable method for measuring habitat quality. Thus, it can be

-used to quantify the impacis to biological resources resulting from the release of a

hazardous substance and its subsequent remediation. Guidance for the use of HEP as
it appiies to CERCLA is available (Reference 7).

S _.._Tha. complexity of the wildlife-habitat relationship models that are a part of HEP can

- tha d!ﬂ:g alla A

--differ according to the needs of the project. The structure of the model can be based

-on simple theoretical Lclauuuau.ips between habitat variables and the capacity of the

habitat to support species, or the model can be based on empirical observations and

statistical inference concerm'ng the relationship between habitat variables and

species popuiation variables. The ch01ce of model depends on, among other things,
able ua%a, Lhe resources available to collect additional data, and the

mpacts of the proposed project as determined by the amount of

at will be Equlre” as compensatioir The WDW strongly

- eNEourages tie }}C'E=r¢ o 'ti"" e HEP approach as a means of determining the

appropriate | level of or the ERDF; however, it should do so in consultation

B
ag
8]
.'.'T.

As site development and environmental restoration proceeds at Hanford, the DOE-RL
will continue to encounter projects that remove or disturb habitat and that will, as a
result, require some level of mitigation (e.g., see Reference 3). The WDW suggests

- thatit’is in the DOE-RL's best interest to mitigate for the ERDF as part of a

comprehensive strategy to mitigate for current and proposed site development and
~ environmental restoration prejects. - The effects of habitat loss and fragmentation
are cumulative and are inefficiently addressed on a project-by-project basis. The
advantages of melementmg a comprehenswe mitigation plan now are: (1) costs for

- the development of wildlife-habitat relationship models and habitat restoration

methods can be spread across projects, (2) the cumulative effects of habitat loss are
addressed more directly, (3) the DOE-RI. can plan early for the cost of mitigation
‘when it is most cost-effective to mitigate, and | (4) the blologlcal resources can be
restored earlier (and the liability reduced for loss of use of resources). In separate
discussions from this letter the WDW has tried to encourage the DOE-RL to consider a
comprehensive mitigation plan for the Hanford Site, and we repeat that
encouragement here,
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Specific Comments to DOE-RL's Notice of Intent to Operate an ERDF and

TDA MNMean~llia
the SEPA Checklist

Text Portion of Natice of Intent
1. Section 2.Z, iast paragraph:

————————————— This-paragraph creates some confusion as to the disposition of decommissioning and
___decontamination wastes. Are not these wastes already identified for disposal in the
_. .~ 200 West Area?_The obviaus.cancern here is with double-dipping: waste volume
projections should be used to justify land set-asides only once.

2. and subsection 2.4.1.4.3:

ection 2.4.1.4
-~ — - --Although commendable as a siting criterion, the ability to avoid siting the ERDF
- —within 1-quarter mile of WDW designated Priority Habitat is not definable ar this
time; moreover, the criterion was not considered as part of the initial site selection
process for the ERDF. The present designation of shrub-steppe Priority Habitat
—-- —------ -locations on Hanford should be viewed as draft. For two reasons the designation is
not ready to be used for decision purposes. First, the initial designation was based on
limited data. Some additional habitat data for the Central Plateau has been collected;
- .- . however, its adequacy has yet to be evaluated. Thus, based on current criteria
- -additional'habitat may qualify for Priority Habitat designation. It is probably a
reasonable assumption that the proposed ERDF site contains at least some Priority
~_Habitat. Second, the criteria for classifying portions of the shrub-steppe habitat type
__as Priority Habitat are still under consideration. It is possible that a more regional
versus state-wide approach to classifying shrub-steppe habitat may result. A

- - regional approach conceivably could increase the amount of habitat designated as
Priority Habitat on Hanford.

In addition to the above considerations the DOE-RL should realize that designation of

-~ ----- Priority Habitat does not have the statut ~welght assigned to habitat that is
designated as essential by WDW to the maintenance or recovery of any state-listed
threatened or endangered wildlife species. Designation of Priority Habitat is a
proactive measure designed to prevent species from becoming listed; however, it is
not meant to act as an absolute obstruction to development.

SEPA Checklist

- ...Some of the SEPA checklist responses.repeat the information DOE-RL provided in the
text of the notice of intent. See comments Nos. 1 and 2 above for applicable WDW
. ..comments. The comments below apply.to information contained within the SEPA
checkiist and not addressed eisewhere in this Jetter.
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___3. Sections B.1.g., 2nd paragraph, and B.4.d., 1st paragraph:
The WDW realizes that waste isolation concerns may govern the type of cover that is
to be used atthe ERDF; however, the DOE-RL should recognize that the proposed cover
will not resuit in the restoration of a shrub-steppe community that is typical of the
site. This increases the long-term need for mitigation of this project and possibly
1r1r'rp:|cpc the extent of mitication that will be necessary.

e e sase ikt WL AAUW /UL Lial Yy W
4. Section B.5.a., 2nd paragraph:

Altheugb other animals alse may be present-onthe-proposed ERDF site, add
- burrowing-cwls-{Athene cunicularia) and Woodhouse's toads (Bufo _Qming_mm) to the
list as they are a state candidate and state monitor species, respectively. Striped
-whipsnakes (Masticephis taeniatus),-ancther state candidate species, also frequent
--—-- shrub-steppe habitat; however, they have been oniy rarely seen on Hanford.
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Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any
questions, you can either contact me at the letterhead number or John Hall of my
staff at 509-372-1189.

Sincerely,
'S ,):ﬂ, 7 7
Ted Clausing

Regional Habitat Biologist
P RPOiOn Thl'ee
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John Hall, WDW
- ~Larry Popejoy, WDW
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