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P.O. Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Fems: 
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The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the document entitled Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, (HRA EIS) 
DOE/EIS-0222D. We are hopeful that the concerns expressed here and throughout this 
action will be addressed through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 

WDFW has followed the development of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(Plan) since 1995 and commented on the August 1996 draft HRA-EIS. We have 
provided technical assistance to the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) 
throughout the planning effort in hopes that a Plan is developed that protects the 
valuable biological resources of the Hanford Site. 

We commend USDOE for seeking our technical assistance and involving federal 
natural resource agencies, Tribal Nations and local governments in developing a 
range of alternatives. This was one of our concer:ns with the August 1996 draft 
HR.A-EIS that has been addressed in the revised draft. 

Shrub steppe continues to decline throughout the Columbia Basin of Washington State. 
Less than fony percent of the original shrub steppe remains. The decline can be attributed 
to conversion to other land uses or to significant degradation of ecological structure, 
function or composition since European settlement. The National Biological Service has 
listed native shrub and grassland steppe in Washington and Oregon as an endangered 
ecosystem 1, and WDFW has designated shrub steppe as a Priority Habitat2. Priority 

1 Noss, Recd F., E.T. Laroe Ill, and J.M. Scott. Endangered ec:c;,systerns of the United States; A preliminary 
assessment of loss and de-gradation. Biological Report-28, Feb. 1995, National Biological Service, U.S. 
Ocparunent of the Interior. · . 
2 Washington Depanment of Fish and Wildlife. Priority Habitats and Species List. Habitat Program. Jaa. 
1996, 
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Habitats are defined as habitat types or elements with unique or significant value to a 
diverse assemblage of species. The Hanford Site has the largest, contiguous tract of shrub 
steppe (560 square miles) in the state. It is the large.scale contiguousness that is of 
significance to the native flora and fauna and its importance in landscape planning to 
preserve biological divers•ty. . 

The Hanford Site has' been a wildlife sanctuary for the past 56 years due to USDOE's 
previous mission of nuclear materials production for national defense. The Site's 
ecosystem contains biological resources of regional, national. and international 
significance. The Nature Conservancy's discoveries of 2 plant and 38 insect species 
previously unknown to science confirm the importance of the Site, as do other biological 
'studies. The significance of the Site is accurately reflected in the draft Hanford Site 
Biological Resource Management Plan, (BRMaP) DOE/RL 96-32 rev. 0, by the 
following: .. . .. the percentage that Hanford contributes to the existence of shrub steppe 
within the ecoregion has increased by about 2500/o since European settlement". The 
health of the terrestrial environment affects the Hanford Reach's water quality, and 
ultimately, the productive spawning areas for fall chinook salmon and white sturgeon, 
and proposed critical habitat for federally endangered Upper Columbia River steelhead 
and spring-run chinook. 

We believe the information and analysis in the revised draft HRA-EIS support 
only Alternative 2. Therefore, Alternative 2 is our Preferred Alternative with the 
following modifications: 1). Add a boat ramp facility on the east bank of the 
Columbia River approximately one-half mile upstream of the Vernita Bridge and 
designate as recreation (high intensity) use, 2). Designate LIGO as preservation 
and recognize it as an existing non-conforming use, 3). Designate the FFTF and 
300 Area as Research and Development, 4). Replace the recreation (high 
intensity) use footprint at the B reactor in Alternative 2 with that shown in 
Alternative 1, 5). Include the (low intensity) recreation use areas as shown on the 
Alternative 1 map, and 6). Add the National Wildlife Refuge Boundary 
designation as depicted in Altern~tive 1. 

As previously stated, the revised draft HRA-EIS addressed one of our concerns. 
However, we still have the following concerns: grazing on Central Hanford, an imponant 
wildlife corridor linking the Hanford Site to the Yakima Training Center, impacts to 
shrub steppe on Central Hanford, geologic source sites, mitigation, irreversible and · 
irretrievable language, implementation of the Plan, and recreational use. These and other 
issues are further discussed in our attached technical comments from Mr. 
McConnaughey. In addition, we believe many comments in our December 9, 1996 letter 
on the draft HRA-EIS remain applicable to the revised draft HRA-EIS. 

Again, we thank you for the opponunity of providing technical assistance and 
hope the final product will be based on sound, logical, planning goals. 
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Sincerely, 

~filb~Ls</ 
Director, Region 3 

cc: 
Keith Klein, USDOE-RL 
Susan Hughs, Vice-Chair, HNRTC 
Ecology, 

R. Skinnarland 
Barbara Ritchie 

WDFW 
Larry Peck 
Elyse Kane 
Ted Clausing 
Cynthia Pratt 

Enclosures ( 4) 

- -- - --- - ---------------------

WDFW HR.A EIS Comments, McConnaughey 6/7/99 
DoE, Todd Memo 10/21/98 
O'Leary Memo 12/21 /94 
MOU Ecosystem Approach 12/15/95 
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Mr. Thomas Ferns 
DOE NEPA Documents Manager 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O Box 550, MSIN HO -12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Subject: Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Technical Comments 
To Revised Draft Hanford-Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, (HR.A EIS) DOE/EIS-
0222D. 

The Role of Steward 
The U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) Richland Operations has made some progress 
in recognizing its steward responsibilities since the issuance ofUSDOE P 430.1, Land 
and Facility Use Policy. Biological resources of the Hanford Site are held in public trust 
by the USDOE. '"When the Supreme Court in the nineteenth century enunciated that 
wildlife was not the private property of any individual or group of individuals, but was 
instead the collective propeny of all the people, it established the paramount role of the 
government, as public trustee, in the task of wildlife conservation.''1 Stewardship 
language appears in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), such as in Sec. 
l0l(b)(l) that states, •'fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of this 
environment for succeeding generations" and Sec. 10l(b)(4) "preserve 
imponant .. . natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an 
environment which suppons diversity . . ·. " . The Washington State Growth Management 
Act also includes· stewardship language in its planning goals . One goal states "reduce the 
inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development", 
and another states, ··encourage the retention of open space and development of 
recreational opponunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat . .. " . The land use planning 
effort should utilize the best biological data available and sound principles of ecosystem 
management in determining the wisest use of the public's land for the long-term and 
avoid a shon-term, myopic approach. To ensure the perpetuation of the state's shrub 

1 Bean, M.I. 1983. TI1c evolu1ion of national wildlife Jaw (revised). Praeser Publishers.. New York. 
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steppe, dependent wildlife and native fishes, it will require a partnership between federal , 
state and local governments, Indian Tribes, and private landowners. 

Purpose and Need 
We recognize that USDOE is required to develop a comprehensive land use plan under 
USDOE P 430.1 and USDOE Order 430.1, and Federal law 42 U.S .C. 7274k. It is also 
recognized that USDOE P 430.1 is implemented through USDOE Order 430.1, Life 
Cycle Asset Management. Due to the Inspector General's Report 0399, clarification was 
made to USDOE P 430. l in a memorandum dated October 21, 1998 from G. Thomas 
Todd, Director, Office of Field Management, that included attached ecosystem 
management principles adopted by all land holding agencies. One of these principles 
states, "Use ecological approaches that restore and sustain the biological diversity, health, 
and productivity of ecosystems." The memorandum went on to state, "Its sites would also 
partner with other agencies/governments, measuring results of actions over time, and 
involve the public to conscientiously steward the real property in DOE's charge." Finally, 
it stated, " . . . DOE P 430.1 directs the use of ecosystem management principles to foster 
and guide [emphasis added] the land use planning and management processes.", 
(Attachment). Please describe and explain the application of USDOE P 430.1 in the 
purpose and need statement. 

Overall impressions of the planning effort 
We have reviewed the proposed land use designations, the six alternatives, and 
Implementation of the Plan in the revised draft HRA-EIS . Excluding the no-action, which 
is presented for baseline comparison and as a requirement of analysis under NEPA, we 
conclude the information and analysis suppon only two alternatives. They are 
Alternatives l and 2. The other Alternatives appear to be speculative of potential future 
uses and USDOE missions. The analysis does not support the size of the proposed 
consumptive land uses (i.e. industrial, industrial exclusive, research and development, 
conservation (mining and grazing) and (mining) shown in these other Alternative land 
use maps. They are counteractive of sound, rational and wise land use planning 
objectives and the Washington State Growth Management Act goals. They encourage 
sprawl, low-density development, and conversion of important shrub steppe wildlife 
habitat. They fail to consider the importance of the Hanford Site from a regional 
ecosystem perspective and economic opportunities within or adjacent to the Cities of 
Richland, Kennewick and Pasco where infrastructure already exists that could suppon 
such consumptive uses and demands. Upon closer examination of the analysis performed 
by the Benton County Planning Department and the City of Richland in their own 
comprehensive land use ·planning efforts and presented in the revised draft HRA-EIS, the 
information and analysis support only Alternative 2. 
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Land Use Designations 
We request that the land use designation of preservation be modified to provide 
provisions that would allow active management of game species and compatible 
uses, such as recreation (low intensity). Many National Wildlife Refuges and 
lands designated under the Wilderness Act allow these types of compatible 
activities. 

We believe the research and development designation is an inappropriate land-use 
designation, and the activities identified in the definition could easily fall within the 
industrial use designation. USDOE has been unable to identify any future projects that 
would ·warrant this designation. The Washington Department offish and Wildlife 
(WDFW) requests that this designation be eliminated from Table 3-1. 

l\'lcGee Ranch (wildlife corridor) 
WDFW submitted several letters to USDOE raising concerns about the McGee Ranch 
area of the Site. These concerns were raised again in our December 9, 1996 letter on the 
August 1996 draft .HRA-~IS and were not fully addressed by the revised draft. We 
continue to define McGee Ranch as that portion of the Hanford Site, which lies north and 
west of highway 24 and south of the Columbia River. Our concerns include direct and 
indirect effects to wildlife populations. The no-action, USDOE' s preferred Alternative 
and Alternative 3 do not address our concerns. Only Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 are 
protective of this important landscape feature and fully address our concerns mentioned 
in previous correspondence (please reference our December 9, 1996 letter). We support 
the land use designation of preservation as shown in Alternatives 1, 2 and 4, and in 
addition, support the National Wildlife Refuge designation as depicted in the Alternative 
1 land use: map for this ponion of the site. We requ~ that USDOE modify its preferred 
Alternative to reflect that of Alternative 1 for the McGee Ranch per our definition. 

Central Plateau 
The Central Plateau was originally identified for waste management in the document 
entitled The Future For Hanford: Uses and Cleanup, The Final Report of the Hanford 
Future Site U.ses Working Group, December 1992. The Future Site Uses Working Group 
identified this industrial exclusive area for Hanford Site and USDOE complex-wide 
generated waste. They also recognized commitments made in past actions, e.g. submarine 
reactor compartments etc. However, no analysis is provided in that document to support 
the industrial (exclusive) waste management bounda_ry. ~ NEPA analysis has not been 
performed for the industrial (exclusive) boundary. 

Within the boundary,--a mature stand of shrub steppe exists with shrubs up to 9 feet tall. 
Most of the stand is located between the 200 East and 200 West fence lines. Another 
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portion of the stand lies west of the current developed foot print of the 200 West area and 
is within the 200 West fence line and commonly referred to as the 200 West extension. 

All alternatives support USDOE's cleanup mission with more designated as industrial 
(exclusive) than is actually needed. Please note that Alternatives l and 2 industrial 
(exclusive) bound~ is 1163 acres less than the other alternatives and still supports 
USDOE's on-site and off-site needs identified in the Programmatic Waste Management 
EIS (DOE 1997a) and past commitments identified in the revised draft HR.A-EIS. Given 
this information, the most appropriate industrial (exclusive) boundary is that shown in 
Alternatives I and 2 because it is the most consistent.with sound land use planning 
objectives, the Washington State Growth Management Act goals and the stewardship 
language cited earlier from the NEPA. The industrial (exclusive) boundary of 
Alternatives 1 and 2 prevents sprawl and the unnecessary conversion of valuable mature 
shrub steppe. The other Alternatives fail to adhere to these sound-planning objectives. 
WDFW requests that USDOE modify the Preferred Alternative to reflect the industrial 
(exclusive) boundary depicted in Alternatives l and 2. 

Grazing 
Currently, no grazing is occurring on the Hanford Site. The WDFW grazing lease 
on the Wahluke Wildlife Area was allowed to expire on December 31, 1998. We 
do not support the Conservation (mining and grazing) designation anywhere on 
the Hanford Site, especially on the low elevation soils of Central Hanford and the 
stabilized dune area with extremely sandy soils. We believe the _Conservation 
(mining and grazing) designation should be eliminated from the Hanford Site 
Land-Use Designations in Table 3-1. Furthermore, the designation is not needed 
to reflect the underlying multi-use mission of the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) withdrawn public domain lands on Central Hanford while 
under USDOE control. In the event the withdrawn Bureau lands are relinquished, 
the Bureau would need to develop an appropriate management plan. 

Agriculture 
At this time and into the foreseeable future, we believe it is inappropriate to allow 
agriculture to occur on Central Hanford given the extent of ground water contamination. 
The ground water plumes will exist well into the future. Irrigated agriculture would 
hinder on-going ground water remediation efforts. Some of the ground water 
contaminants pose potential threats to aquatic biological receptors. In a letter dated July 
2, 1996 from Mr. John Wagoner, Manager USDOE-Richland Operations, to Mr. Terry 
Marden, Director, Benton County Planning and Building Department, :Mr. Wagoner 
stated, 
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Although your recognition that rhe Cowuy·s land use plan could only have effect when, 
and if, !he lands pass out of federal ownership is appropriate, we do not believe that 
agriculture use of the Hanford Site should be considered to be an appropriate use for the 
foreseeable .future ... Current technology and planning do not allow easy or early 
remediation of the groundwater. Agriculture has a significant potential for worsening this 
contamination and accelerating !he migration of contamination which could increase the 
risk to human health and the environment 

WDFW strongly agrees with USDOE on this issue. 

Geologic Source Sites 
Considerable demands will be made on geological resources to construct 
protective barriers and possibly fill the void spaces in the 177 underground 
storage tanks. However, the demands are not extreme enough to warrant 
designating almost the entire Central Hanford as Conservation (mining and 
grazing) or designating it Conservation (mining). The revised draft HR.A-EIS fails 
to provide adequate NEPA analysis for geologic source sites. The final 
Environmental Impact statement/or the Tank Remediation System committed to 
this NEPA analysis. In our comments on the draft August 1996 HRA•EIS, we 
stated that we considered this a maj'or action and requested NEPA analysis. Our 
request was reiterated in a letter dated 18 May, 1998 to Mr. Thomas Ferns. 
USDOE continues to make decisions, such as the finding of no significant impact 
issued for the Environmental Assessment for the Transfer of 1100 Area, Southern 
Rail Connection and Rolling Stock, that potentially eliminate alternatives from 
consideration in a future NEPA analysis. There are significant cultural and 
biological issues tied to the need for geologic resources and the appropriate means 
for resolving the issue is through a NEPA analysis. 

Mitigation Site Protection 
Several mitigation sites have been established on the Hanfqrd Site for compensatory 
mitigation of adverse impacts to shrub steppe. These include the W .05 8, W-112, and the 
forthcoming mitigation site for the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility 
expansion. Compensatory mitigation sites established by the programs (i .e. TWR.S, Solid 
Waste, and Environmental Restoration) ensure the continual sustainability of shrub 
steppe dependent species at the Hanford Site. 

Considerable funds have been spent on compensatory mitigation sites. The draft 
Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) calls for 
compensatory mitigation sites to be elevated to level IV resources and protected~ 
Protection of mitigation sites is consistent with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
.Mitigation Policy, WDFW Mitigation Policy and a draft Hanford Natural 
Resource Trustee Council document entitled "Recommended Contents for 
Terrestrial Mitigation or Restoration Plans". In addition, this would be consistent 
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with USDOE P 430.1 and the principles of ecosystem management. We request 
that all compensatory mitigation sites be designated as preservation in all the land 
use alternatives. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Q&n 
Section 5.7.2 of the revised draft HRA-EIS States '"The Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
does not !&I commit resources to any specific project of the Hanford Site, but 
does I&I commit natural resources to the land-use designations as allocated by 
Table 3-1." The revised draft funher states on page 3-12 that "Some components 
of the !=Oncretc structures and equipment, as well as about 6,000 ac of desert land, 
are essentially irretrievable due to the practical aspects of reclamation and/or 
radioactive contamination." We question whether it is appropriate for a Natural 
Resource Trustee to try to use this provision for eliminating a large pon:ion of its 
liability. The USDOE has not thoroughly identified the committed resources nor 
developed, and implemented a plan for full and proper mitigation of those 
injuries. Only after addressing these issues, any liability under 107(t) of CERCLA 
and NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500.2(t)) would be reduced. The revised draft HRA
EIS !&I language falls .short of reducing liability or meeting NEPA policy by only 
generally identifying injured nat~ral resources, summarily discussing mitigation 
opportunities, and deferring any detailed mitigation planning and commitments 
until after the Record of Decision. 

Mitigation Action Plan 
The revised draft HRA-EIS states that a Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) would be 
issued after the Record of Decision is made. Technical assistance should be 
obtained from the federal natural resource agencies and Tribal Nations. We also 

· request to be a participant in the development of a :MAP. 

The Southeast Area and Seral shrub steppe 
The southeast area of the Hanford Site contains early seral shrub steppe ranging from 
shrubless to that having less than 10% shrub cover. This early seral shrub steppe plays a 
critical role in sustaining the Hanford Site ecosystem by providing essential habitat for 
numerous native species. The seral habitat in the southeast area has been referred to as 
post-fire shrub steppe, and has been dealt with inappropriately since the 1984 fire. The 
BRMaP categorizes this resource as a level II. The one thing lacking is a 10% shrub 
cover, which was the typical cover of big sagebrush prior to the introduction of livestock 
into Washington. Given time, the shrub cover will increase to that observed in a typical 
big sagebrush stand. The Nature Conservancy's 1997 findings clearly indicate a high 
diversity of native plant communities in the post•fire area of the site. We ~equest that 
USDOE update the biological data to incorporate the findings, such as element of 

P. l~l/28 
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occurrences, from The Nature Conservancy's 1994, 1995, and 1997 annual reports and 
consider these data in determining land use designations. 

The WDFW designated all shrub steppe on the Hanford Site as Priority Shrub Steppe 
Habitat because of the large contiguous blocks. This designation includes the early seral 

, stages, and excludes the old abandoned agriculture fields dominated by cheatgrass. Our 
designation of Priority Shrub Steppe Habitat on the Hanford Site does not distinguish 
between levels II and Ill. Both are important to .shrub steppe species. This Priority Shrub 
Steppe Habitat has comparatively high wildlife density, high wildlife species diversity, 
important wildlife breeding habitat, important wildlife seasonal ranges, limited 
availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, and unique and dependent species. 
What is now considered a level II habitat under BRMaP is extremely important gi.ven the 
conversion of shrub steppe habitat off-site and the continuing increase of shrub cover in 
the southeast area. The Level II resource will play a critical role in maintaining shrub 
steppe, depende~lt species on the Hanford Site in the future. 

A more conservative approach should be taken with Level II habitat. We strongly 
recommend that Level II resources be included in Level Ill. This would be consistent 
with WDFW' s designation of this Level II habitat as Priority Shrub Steppe Habitat, and 
USDOE P 430.1 and stewardship language ofNEPA. We request language be 
incorporated in the revised draft HRA-EIS under mitigation measures for all Alternatives 
that states, 

• Perform compensatory mitigation for adverse impacts to Level II, III, and IV 
biological resources of concern that reflects the in-kind habitat value of the resources 
impacted by improving habitat elsewhere on the Hanford Site. 

This language would be consistent with USDOE P 430. l and the ecosystem management 
principles~ stewardship language ofNEP A, and that of a responsible steward. 

Our concern for habitat located in the southeast area has increased since the area has been 
identified for industrial use in all alternatives of the revised draft HR.A-EIS. If we assume 
the industrial area is fully developed, adverse impacts to Level II resources will be nearly 
70% in the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 3, and nearly 25% in Alternative 4. 
These impacts would have significant detrimental effects to the Hanforrl Site ecosystem. 
The health and integrity of the ecosystem would be compromised by the conversion of 
Level II habitat without equivalent habitat value being restored elsewhere on the Hanford 
Site. 

Our concern for habitat located in the southeast area is further heightened by the lack of 
mitigation commitments for any biological resources bound by Route 4S and Route l O as 

P. ll/28 



~ - - - - - - - -

J UN 07 '99 04:07PM WDFW REGION 3 OFFICE 

HRAEIS 
June 7, 1999 
Page 8 

stated in BRMaP. This needs to be corrected. As steward, USDOE needs to pursue the 
full mitigation hierarchy as identified in 40 CFR 1508.20 to ensure the sustainability of 
the Hanford Site ecosystem. USDOE has stated "It is DOE's policy to follow the letter 
and spirit ofNEP A; comply fully with the CEQ Regulations . .. " ( l O CFR § l 021 .1 O 1 ). 

The USDOE's primary mission at Hanford is environmental restoration. The WDFW 
staff requested on several occasions a list of potential future projects such as that 
provided in the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group's report for the Central Plateau 
and the southeast area of the Site. The US DOE could not provide a list since there are no 
identifiable future projects. Given that, it appears the size of the industrial use area 
depieted in the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 land use maps. is 
entirely speculative. We believe USDOE O 430. l does not stress this type oflogic nor 
encourage the use ofUSDOE real propeny for non-federal governments' missions. We 
would encourage USDOE to review its USDOE P 430. l and USDOE O 430.1 and 
reconsider the appropriate land use for the southeast area of the Site. Recognizing the 
valuable biological resources and groundwater contamination plumes that are present, the 
wisest decision is to designate this area as preservation. This would allow USDOE
Richland Operations Office to_ remain focused on its primary mission of environmental 
restoration mission. 

Implementation of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
The revised draft HR.A-EIS contains only a map(s), and policies that would apply to the 
final land use map identified in the Record of Decision. In comparison, the counties are 
required to develop a map, policies and goals, and develop regulations (ordinances) to 
proteet natural resource lands and critical areas. The regulations are a critical part of the 
requirements. The Growth Management Act requirements allow the public an 
opportunity to review the different components for consistency. It is impossible to ensure 
the valuable biological resources of the Hanford Site are protected without the inclusion 
of implementing procedures/controls, i.e. the equivalence to ordinances under the Growth 
Management Act, in the revised draft HRA-EIS . We believe the public deserves the 
opportunity to review the implementing procedures/controls for consistency. Otherwise, 
the public is not presented information to decide whether significant actions are being 
taken. The implementing procedures/controls, i.e. design standiµ-ds, location and 
development requirements and resource management plans (RMPs), need to be an 
appendix in the revised draft HR.A-EIS. 

The WDFW believes to fully implement USDOE P 430.1, RMPs should address impacts 
in all land use designations and fully mitigate any adverse impacts that occur to maintain 
no net loss of habitat-value. Anything less would not sustain the Hanford Site ecosystem, 
be consistent with USDOE P 430.1, or reflect the actions of a responsible steward. 
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We are very troubled with the language found in Chapter 6 of the revised draft HR.A-EIS 
regarding the BRMaP and the draft Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitiga1ion 
Strategy Plan (BRMiS). Particularly, language found on page 6-6, Section 6.3.2, CLUP 
policy (2)(a) that states, "Modify the BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) and BRMiS (DOE-RL 
1996) to be consistent with this policy and with implementing procedures." This 
improper interpretation of the purpose of the BRMaP and the BRMiS continues to arise 
by the writers of the revised draft HRA-EIS and the cooperating local governments. It is 
important that this issue be resolved once and for all. If you carefully read our comments 
regarding this issue below there should be no doubt as to the relationship of the BRMaP 
with the CLUP. 

P.13/ 28 

In December of 1995, several government agencies including USDOE signed a 
memorandum of understanding to "Foster the Ecosystem Approach" (please see 
Attachment). If you read the memorandum, you will see that the federal government 
agreed to provide leadership in and cooperate with activities that foster the ecosystem 
approach to natural resource management, protection and assistance. These principles are 
to apply "in carrying our federal responsibilities" which would include land use planning 
efforts. The memorandum also provides a lot more detail about policy, background and 
approach. 

In October of 1998, USDOE issued .. Ecosystem Management and Land Use Principles" 
(please reference attachment). This memorandum clearly defines how land use planning 
efforts should be conducted. The policy in question, USDOE P 430.1, Land and Facility 
Use Policy states that the Department's stewardship will be based on ecosystem 
management principles. These principles integrate and place in perspective the hundreds 
of regulatory, mission, and policy requirements that face planners and managers of land 
resources. In summary, USDOE P 430.1 directs-the use of ecosystem management 
principles to foster and guide the land use planning and management processes. When the 
policy is implemented through USDOE O 430.1, Life Cycle Asset Management, sites 
integrate mission, economic, ecologic. social, and cultural factors within a comprehensive· 
planning process to establish land uses. These land uses support the USDOE's missions, 
including environmental research, stimulate the economy, and protect the environment. 

The BRMaP and BRMiS will be the USDOE policy documents that provide guidance 
regarding the protection of habitats and species based on the ecosystem management 
principles stated above. These documents are completely independent of any land use 
planning effort and are not subordinate documents of the HRA-EIS . As stated earlier, it is 
USDOE's policy that any land use planning effon conforms to ec?system management 
principles. At Hanford the application of these principles are found in the BR.MaP and 
BRMiS. 
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The BRMaP is not a sub-tier document of the comprehensive land use plan. For instance, 
if a threatened or endangered species were found anywhere on the Hanford Site, then the 
guidance in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the land use 
designation. Within a few months, the BRMaP will be a USDOE-RL policy document 
and there needs to be a clear understanding of the jurisdictional differences between the 
BRMaP and the comprehensive land use plan. Just because an area may be designated a 
particular land use does not preclude the guidance ofBRMaP from being followed if a 
sensitive species, unique habitat,. or element of occurrence is identified in that area. We 
encourage you to read the attachments, and request language be eliminated in the revised 
draft HRA-EIS that indicate the_BRMaP and BRMiS are. subject to the comprehensive 
land use plan and policies. 

Recreational Trail (West Bank) 
Several Alternatives discuss a trail on the West Bank and within a --1/, mile of the 
Columbia River as shown in Alternative 3. Many biologically sensitive areas exist along 
the length of the trail between North Richland and the Vernita Bridge and within a¼ 
mile of the river. Some of these areas include bald eagle roost and potential nest sites, and 
terrestrial plant community element of occurrences. We believe that there are significant 
biological issues tied to the trail' s path and supporting facilities that it warrants NEPA 
analysis. 

Comments on the Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative 
As stated earlier, this alternative appears to have applied a speculative approach in 
defining land use boundaries, specifically for the consumptive land uses. Furthermore, 
the logic is contrary to sound land-use-planning principles. The Alternative encourages 
sprawl and fails to recognize its primary mission of cleanup. A good example of sprawl 
and speculative planning is the industrial use area near the May junction as well as the 
expansive area designated industrial use in the southeast area. USDOE should develop 
the land use plan based on its current mission as stated in the purpose and need section of 
the revised draft HRA-EIS and avoid speculation. If another mission is identified in the 
future, then USDOE should revisit the land use plan and make the necessary 
modifications to accommodate the new mission. 

Alternative 1 
WDFW would recommend converting most of the conservation (mining) north of the 
Central Plateau, except quarry sites already in existence, to preservation for management 
purposes. The reactor areas should be depicted as a non-conforming use for the 50year 
planning period since remedial actions will still be occurring. 
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Alternative 3 
This alternative was developed under the Washington State Growth Management Act. It 
has the same problems ·as the preferred Alternative. It is extremely speculative and 
counter to sound land-use-planning principles. Alternative 3 encourages sprawl ·and fails 
to recognize the importance of the Site in maintaining the State's natural heritage. The 
proposed agriculture on the Wahluke Slope poses serious threats to the productive fall 
chinook salmon spawning areas in the Hanford Reach by allowing irrigated agriculture to 
occur in the geologically hazardous area identified by the Bureau of Reclamation as the 
Red Zone. 

The industrial, and research. and development areas in Alternative 3 are based on pure 
conjecture and not supported by the Benton County Planning Department analysis 
included in section 5.1.6.1 of the revised draft HR.A-EIS . The analysis resulted in an 
estimate that approximately 3,000 acres would be needed. This was adjusted to 4,050 
acres to account for supporting infrastructure. The Planning Department assumed future 
.needs would be met using lands on the Hanford Site. We request that the county explore 
non-federal lands currently zoned industriaVresearch and development, such as within the 
Cities of Kennewick, West Richland, Richland, Pasco, and Finley urban growth areas, to 
meet the identified need. 

The HRA-EIS analysis fails to consider other lands in the study area that are zoned for 
industrial use. WDFW requests that this analysis be p,erformed and included in the fin~l 
EIS. 

Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 has the same problem as the Preferred and Alternative 3 for industrial, and 
research and development needs. It encourages sprawl and is not supported by the 
analysis. We are not sure why the mature shrub steppe habitat surrounding the Central 
Plateau was not designated as preservation. We suggest to those that developed this 
alternative to consider the level III resources ofBRMaP and terrestrial plant element of 
occurrences identified in T.he Nature Conservancy reports and make revisions to reflect 
that information. 

Specific Comments 

ES-1, line 8. Change the word "Recovery" to "Liability" . 

ES-44, line 53. Please update this information. Refer to our general comment about 
grazmg. 
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. . 

ES-84, Table ES-5. The table also should present Level II resources impacts since they 
play a critical role in sustaining the Hanford Site's ecosystem., especially in the next SO 
years. 

ES-91, line 38. The City ofRichland Comprehensive Land-Use Plan is not compatible 
with Alternative 1. Please delete from list. 

ES-93, lines 29&30. The cumulative impact analysis should include Level II resources, 
especially for future habitat losses, since most of the proposed industrial use would 
significantly impact Level Il biological resources. Please include in the analysis and 
reference our general comments. 

ES-96, lines 1-4. Please discuss in more detail the land-uses that would be permitted by 
local governments in areas surrounding the Hanford Site. 

ES-100, lines32-33 . The correct title of the document mentioned is "draft Hanford Site 
Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy Plan" (BRMiS). 

P.16/28 

1-23, Table 1-2. The Table also should mention that the HRA-EIS would fulfill the SEPA · 
requirements for the Counties, and as cooperating agencies, they could identify another 
alternative as their preferred alternative. 

3-3, lines 13 and 15. First, please refer to the l" paragraph of our general comment on 
implementation of the plan. Without implementing procedures, we are not sure how these 
2 designations would differ. Again, we request that the R&D designation be deleted from 
the list. 

3-16, line 21 . We believe badge requirements for accessing the ALE are not necessary. 
The USFWS is actively managing the property and is developing an ALE reserve 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan that will determine the level of access and identify any 
areas open to the public. 

3-19, Box. The planning described here is purely speculative. USDOE should plan 
according to its current mission, and if a new mission is identified in the future, then ~he 
plan should be revisited and revised to accommodate the new mission. 

3-28, Table 3-2. This Table should be in Chapter 5 under section 5, 1.6. 

3-46, line 25. Please aelete the sentence referencing grazing. See general comment on 
grazing. 
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3-51, lines31-33. We consider the land use designations, such as preser.ration and 
conservation, only as the first tier of the mitigation hierarchy and that additional 
mitigation should occur by proposed projects to_ fuHy mitigate the impacts. 

4-4, lines 11-13 . Please refer to general comment on grazing. 

4-62, lines 46 and 47. Please note the fire that occurred in 1998 and burned 
approximately 10,000 acres of the Hanford Site. 

4-81, lines 41-42. Please see earlier comment for correct title ofBRMiS. 

5-4, lines 1-3 . This sentence should mention the National Marine Fisheries Service too. 

5-13, Table S-4, Alternative l. Check marks should be superscripted with letter "b". 

6-6, line l. Please see earlier comment for correct title ofBRMiS. 

6-13, Table 6-4. We request that a 200-area management plan be developed. The plan 
should foctis on avoiding/minimizing impacts to the mature shrub steppe found there. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments . 

Sincerely, 

~j~ 
rJay McConnaughey, WDFW 

CC : Clausing, WDFW 

P.17/28 
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The Secretary of Energy 
· Washingten. DC 20585 

MEMORANDUM rOR SECRETARIAL OFFICERS 
A.ND OPERATIONS OFFICE MANAGERS -. . 

FROM: HAZEL R. O'LEARY JS/ 

SUBlECT: · Lan~ and Fadlicy Use Policy 

Today. I issued an innovative Depanme·nw policy that suenguiem the Stewardship of our Va.st. 
lauds and facilities and encourages the rctum !J{ some of these national .resources to their 
rightful ownas - the Ameriaa public.. . 1lie policy will .samular.c 1~ cccnomics. cut CQStS 

alld redr.apc. and ensure public participation in our pla7DW?g p~s The new policy scw:s: : . , 

It is Dcpanment of E=rgy policy to manage ~lt of irS. land and faciluics as· valuable 
national ·resources. Our s~wardship will be ba.,cd on the princip.lc.s 0( ecosyst=m 
management and su.uainahle de\'Clopmenr.. We w.ill int=~_ mission. cco~mic, · 
ecologic. social and culmral faCUJrS in a ~mpm=si~ plan for each site that will 
pidc W1.d and bcility use decisions. EKh compiebensive plan will consider the si='s 
larger ~gional cont.ex1 and be de~p&d with _snli:rbolder participation. This policy 
..,jll ~ult iii Jana. aml fadlitY uses which suPP.)R the Depanmcm•s critical missions. 
stimulilrc the e1;0110my, and·· prc=;t the cnyiroameDL , . . 

. . 

The new policy is higb.lighccd in du- anached book, DEP~'IMENT OF ENERGY . ._ 
SI'EWARDS OF A NA110NAL RESOURCE. 1bc book describes how_~~ are changing the 
way we manage our lands and facilities. .It also dcsaibe.s some of cur rea:nt suc:ce~ in 
fincling new uses for our stttplns _bnd aud faclilie.s. These succesvs range fu,m n~w lcaaca 
at the f0mlC:r Mound facility IDd the use of an idle reacll)1' for bmn ana:r- tn:amient at the 
Iclal,o Naiional F.n,&illcc:mg LabmaJmy to the crcaricm of an urban park ndjaa:m to our 
headqaarTas and the dc:vclopmcnt of the. National. W"i.a.d Tec:fmology Cc.nca BI tbe Rocky 
Flats pwit.. Th& book pro Yi~ infarmmon about our major siu:s 111d conta.et nmnbcl:3 far 
each public a1faia · cffic:e. it cnco1nge& b~pcoplc:, public ofncials. ci=n crgmiz.ariom... 
and pur sue neighbors to provide thm ideas for new site and fa.cility uses. 

This new policy has alR:ady Ulldergone the initial cfueaive.s review process and will be 
incorporated in ~.Dcparuncut's·broidcr.C~ Facilities Managcrneot Dilcaive initiat:lvc 
tl!at ~ have commis~ned 19 ~nd to ttlc-Na.tional Perfnaoance. Review •. 

I k;ncr,v you ·share my ex~c;ic.nt about the oppormnir:ics we ~vc · in finding new uses for 9W' 
· Imds ~ ~cs. I ioak forwanl to wori:ing·with you to fulfill the responsibility· eaausu:d 
m us by the citi~ of the Umr.ed St.llCS for mamging ~ vaw.able ~onal re.sources. 

-1 
' 
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MEMORANDUM OF tJNDERSrANDING 
TO FOSTEll TSE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DEPARTMENT OF A.GRIClJLTVRE 

DEPARTMENT OF TBE ARMY 
DEPARTMENT 01' COMMERCE 

DEPAR.TMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF_.ENEKGY 

DEPARTMENT 01' HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
DEPAllTMENT OF TBE INTERIOR 

DEPARTMENi" OF JVSTICE 
DEPARTMENT or LABOR 
DEPARTMENT OF ffATE 

DEPARTMENT or TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECOON AGENCY 

OfflCE or SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POUCY 

I. DEFINITIONS 

~ ,cosynem is an in.tcn:omiectl:d comm~ of living things, includmr lmrnans, and the 
physical environment within which they inrmct. 

~ ,a,systtm approach is a memod. far sustaining or ruroring ecalogical systems and their 
fWlctiom and values. It ls soaJ driven. and il u based ca a collabomively developed v~ion 
of desired fumre conditions mat miegrau::s ecological, . economic. ml social racton. It is 
applied widlia a geogn.pbic lramniodc deflDed primarily by ecological bamldaries • . 

The goal of t/16 ecosy~an approad& is to mtore and sumin the health, productivity, and 
biological divenity of ccosystlmS aml the overall quality of lite dlrougb a oamra.l re.source 
D:WLagement approach dm is fvlly integrated with social 1ml ecoimmi~ goals. 

D. POLICY 

Tbe federal government sbauld provide leadmhip in and cooperate 'With acdvides 11w fosr:r 
the ecosystem approach to mnm1 resaur= mamsemeat. protectioa, am assiscauce. Federal 
agencies should ensure that they utilize meir authomics .iD a way ma& facilliaca, and docs 
not pose barriers m, the ecosystem approach. Comisrmt wich cheir assigned missiom. 
federal agencies should =-drniuu~ Their programs m a manner dlat is semiave to the DCCd.t 
and rights of landowners, local communities, and the public, and shculd work with them u, 
achieve common goals. · 
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m. BACKGROUND 

In its June 1995, report amdcd. TM E'4systan Approad&.· HtlllllrJ Ecosystems and 
SwraiMbll Economiu, die Im.mgency Ecosyscan Mamaemcn& Task Poree sec forth specific 
reCftmmendartom with respect to how federal ageadcs could bcuer' implem= die ecosystem 
approach. 'lbe Tast Paree recomm~aded chat member agency rcpn:sentalivcs sign a 
memorandum 1>f Wld~g affirming their int.cm 10 implement the rea:>mm=idations. 

IV. THE ECOSYSTEl\{·APPROACB 
. . ' 

Hcaldly and wen f\mcdonin& ecosystczm arc vital to lhe pmrec%ioD of out mcion's 
biodiversity I co the acbicvcmcm of quality of life objedives, and t.o die suppon of economies 

~ and comrnuniacs. ne ecasysa:m approach recogmm me imm'eladansbip betweell healthy 
ecosysrems and sustainable ccouamies. It is a c:omman sense way for federal agencies co 
carry out meir rnandarc:s widl crcatcr efficiency-_ and efteaiveaeu. The approach 
emphasizes: 

• Striving to comider all rclevw a.ad idcndfiabJ~ ccclogk:al am economic 
consequences Oons tam as well as shon term). 

• Improving coordimtioa among fed.cral agencies. 

• Forming parmmhipl betwea federal. sr=, am local govamu:ms, IwUan mbes, 
landowners, foreign govermaems, imc?natioml ~nizariom" andothc- 112teboldcrs. 

• Improving communication with me ge=ral public. 

• Ca.nying out federal responsibilities more efflcicmly_·and cast-effecuvcly. 

• Basing decisions on lhe best science-

• Improving lnformadoa and dm mamgemmL 

• . Adjustin& mam1emem dira:d0J1 u new m!omwiau ba:oma available. 

V. THE COOPE.RATORS AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING: 

A. Each federal agency dw is a party to this Mc:marand\lm of Undenanding 
shall dcsignaie an individual .who will be rcspomiblc far coordinating the 
agency's in~ and inlengerscy activitlea iD support of tbis Mcmonadum of 
Undcrswiding to implement the recommcndalioas of the Task Force rcpon u 
appropriate. Su.eta dc:sigmtion shall be reported ta lb& Imeraaency Ecosys1.1m1 
Mam1cmcm Task For= within 30 days of lianamre. The collective agciKy 
dcsignces will scne as au Implcmcncaliau Commiuee. The Coam:icee will 
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meet regularly to share inf'onnation oa progress in implementing 1bis 
Memorandum of UademmdiDg. problem encounccred. and solutiam 
pruposed iD resolvinl tbem. The Cnmrrunee shall provide ~ at meednp 
of the Intmgency Ecosysicm Mamgemm Task Poree. Such repans should 
mclude any unresolved issues thal may require lhe aacutioD of the Ta.sic Fm=. 

B. Each sigaatcrf agcacy sba1I evmine die &peeific r=ommffldadcms made in lbc 
report of the Imaagc=y Ecolyawn.M~I'"==' Task Poree in light of its 
aumoritie:1, policies and procedures. and idc:Dtify recamma2datiom thai may 
apply to its prognms. Based on 1his ~. agencies shall delamiDe wbai 
changes at imengm:y aaiom are D10Nsary or desirable, undemD 
appropriate aceiom. mordi:ar &ec0mpiishmao, ml 1epart 1beir '5ndinp· and 
actions chrough the lmpJemenration C"ommittee IO die lmengency Ecosystem 
Mamgemeat Task Fonz, OD a schedule ID be dttt:rwin~ by the Task Force. 

c. The Inreragem:y Ecasyst&m Mam1emem Tut Force shaJJ eamurage regional 
directan or comparable em:mive4 of die fldml .. agende, iD the various 
regirm to have regular and sysrmatic exchaqa of inf'ormatioD abom plam, 
priorida. and pn,blem,. "Iba purposea are ID eliminate ~eir:ncies and 
dupllcadOll of d!'ort. !O mp m:auiva lub:lli!d lbolll fedml government 
activities outside of il1eir' qm:ics, to clarify 1ha ~ cmmiburirm ID 
ecosystem acavida or federal agcacies widl varying rniwoas (sacb 11 1mt 
_managcmem., resource mamgemc:nt. regalatory, n:scan:li. illfralU'uCUZR. 
technical usimnce, and ~mdkll), m:I to &ermphm em:utive-~ support 
for the inten&=CY ecosystem acdvitics of field pcnonm:L 

D. Each signatory ag=cy &hall pmjdpare, u appropria&e ta its rnanita,-.,, in 
ecosystem management effons iDiciated b)' odier federal agm:iel, by srate, 
local or tribal govemments, or u a result of local grus-roocs efforts. 
Memben of dle Implam:madQQ Commiuee sball idcmity dleir ongoing 
ecosystem etrons mt other eff'ons dial came ta dlcir auem:ioa. share 
information about mare effom. d1scu.u appsopdate 11em:y ardom widl rep.rd 
lO paniciparin& iJl those effons, and idmrify succmfu1 and IJli.meceuful 
cowpoDcall of dlOlc cffcn. Slgnaay apa:ia sball also look for 
opponwuacs in new geographic rm for fcda11 cffbm ID collabcnaoo 'Hilb · . 
stab.holders. 

E. The Intmgcncy P.rmys=n Macagam:m Tut force ~ pcopose. u 
appropriaa:, new rqicml ccosysca.u dc:momtndOD itddati,res. These 
initiatives will build upon cbc knowledge pined mm evaluating tbe seven 
ecosyst=is that were the subject of the Tut Force rcpons. 

F. The Intcr21eacy Ecmystem Managcmem Task Force will evaluate die potential 
for joint tn.ining progrims for the ccosy~ approach. in whic:11 all sigmu,ry 

3 
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agencies cowd panicipate, and in which persomic:1 from all signatory panics · 
could receive traming. The Implemenwion Ct1mmittee mmnbm will share 
information OD agcacy cnimDg programs related to Ille ecosys~ approach. 
arid sip,rory agc:ncies are eacouragcd to accommodate traiDcc:s from other 
agencies ill such courses u appropriaie. 

rr IS MUTUALLY AGRDD AND UNDERSTOOD BY AND AMONG THE 
COOPERATORS THAT: . . 

A. Spcci1ic work projecu or activities 11w involve tho cranifcr of funds, services, 
or propcny amms ~ Cooperaron will require chi execmion of iepanie 
iata'agcm:y agr,-,maan~ coonngem upall die availability . of fwJda as 
appropriarcd by Oxlpas. Each subsequm&. aanemcm or arn.ngam:m 
involving dJe crmsfcr of funds, semccs, cir piopeay amang me ~ 
muse ·comply wiib all applicable mtutet mi reauJatiom. indudiag thoSc 
stacuw and regv.ladom applicable ~ procurem:ni . acdvnit·. and · muse be 
indepademly autharizc:d by appropriate statmdty a~Jbority. · · · 

B. This Mcmorudum of Undmlandmg 1D m way RSUicu the Coapcaior$ from 
~cipadnl iD siJnitar agjyjtics or JIIV11mCNS wim edler public or-private 

C. Nothing iD this Memonndwn of Undcntaw!ing shall obligate me· Cooperators 
ra upend _app,opiialiom or ea= into any~ or ocbcr obligations. 

. . 

D. 1'bis Memorandum of Unda'staDdirlc may be- :modified or 11ma,ded upcm 
wriam request of any party berc1o ml me subsequcat wriDeD CCJ!IC'lmCD? of 
Ill of tbc Cooperamn. Coaperaror panu;ipadaa iD dlls Mcmarmclum of 
Undentan<UDI may be termiDated- with the 60-day wmrm r,ace. of any pany 
ta die other Cooperators. Ualess ie:rminatcd uadlr die tams of ibis 
pangraph, chis Memorandum of Undcnmncuas will remain iD full force and 
in c:ft'Cd un~ September 30, 1999. 

E. This MemorarJdum of Understanding is intcaded anly to improve me iDu:nw 
mam.aem.nt of lhc c:uculive bIUICh ml is ACX mrc:ndrd to, nor docs lt cicate 
any right. benefit. or uust responsibility. mbscandve or procedural. 
cntori:eable a1 law or equity by a party 1pmsi 111c Unued Stw:s. bs age~. · 
it officers. ar any penoa. · 

F. The ~ at this Memorandum of Underiraading are not iDlcudcd to be 
enforceable by any pany other lban the signatories hercco. 
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VD. SIGNAnmES 

• UOMO, 
for C~ Planning ml Dne1apmes. 
Depar=mr of Housing aDd Urba 
Dcvclopma& 

, ...,""" .. --.... ----

or 

AN • amt. 
Secrea.ry for Policy. PJannrn1 IDd Pragrma 
Eva.l~tadon. · · 
Depanma of Emqy 

NNJE 'wWl~1 

Policy, Maaasama aa1 Budgcc. 
Depanmcm of die Ioccrior 

or 

------------- - ----- - -



m"~~-sccrmry fot Occam IIJd IDrrmal:ioml · 
&vwmnaml and Sciemiflc Allain. 
Dcpanmca.t of Sease · 

Deputy Admhv~ 
EnviromDcmaJ riot=ioD A&m:y 

Dated:· Dec~ 1.1. 19~5 

- ( , . \ 
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or 

• 
!l«J:em:,e ml t~logy Policy 
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Department of Energy. 
W~hlnglan, DC 20585 . 

October Zl, ."1999 .. 

. . 
MEMORANDUM FOJt. DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

G. 'fflOMAS TODDt DIRE~Oll, oi,is;E ~ dmu. 
MANAGEMI:m ~ ./ fwV""Y ~ 
EQOl)'Stffll Manaaement and Uae Pri~fplc1 

One of'tha rccommendadon, in IG 'R.aport 0399.,'"'Audic of the U.s~ ~t ·orEne:a,fs 
Jdtati&ation and Disposal otNmic:ssm&ial 1.uld, '-)e&Jled.~r.~ Dqanmcnito rHYiluata h 
policy or dtfinins eeoayltem rnuaapmeai u a valid new ~ for. and basis for raainiq i 
D~na ~ or ~Rod rul propat)' • . In ir.&Jµno ·1, 1-ftl. Manapmenl Dkllion, 11G: 
Diplriinem disi~ witll the recommendation in princ:iple bu& 18feecl wz: dlrlllcuion of the/ 
policy wu uedocl. This memo~ prgYidu the clarUlcazlon. 1 · 

... , 

· · ; ne pc,Dcy in, quutioft, PQB P 430J, LAND AND fACILITY USE POLICY; 1t1tcs lhal thl! 
Departmcat', ltewU'dsbip will be fla1cd on c,sy11em rnuapma principlu.fTbe attached . 

. principles were developed by the Pruidcnt •• Couni:it oa Environmental Quality ind adapted by all 
1ud hotdiq qmciu. They help m wepo and place in penpactive 1he hundreds ~regulatary1 

mb,icn, and policy reqtdremcnts which face tna planners and ~vi.~f land re1ourcos. · 
.: . . . . 

Under tho poky DOE. u lhe responsible mama• of site's naiunl resources would conduCII 
coaditipn auessaneats of ratoUl'QN and &ciUtlu_ loak_·aJ -~!~¥1CAtu1-1;?'aL cultural. l4CIJ 
econo~t imp&Gta within and beyond DOE borders,ilti 11te1 WO\lld al10 partner wilh other t 
agcnc:ies/govemmenu, meuwina naul.ta of aaiona o~~ Jime, and _inVGJve ~ public 1:5' 
cionsclentlo111Jy iatewanl the nal property in DOI'• di• . ·. : ··/. w • • • • ; • •• : • • 

' . 

In l\lininary, DOi P 430.1 directs the use of ecosystem~- prindpJ_~ 1t~ ~-~• -,id. 
p~de_ the I~ use pllllllins and rnanaprnent pr«aSH!~ W,. t~ ~~~-~.-.il'.l:IPl,men~ed throush 
DOE 0 430. I. UFE CYCLE ASSET MANAGEMENT. sk-.._i~t-~t~ ·~ ..»~mic. . 
CGOlogie, aodal. and cultural C.'10n within • c:omprcbensiva pl~na process to establish land 
uaea. Tbese land uaes nspport the Depannwu's miillonst i.ac1udiaa cnwoamantal research, 
sdmulat1 the economy, and protect tbo enviranmal ·: 1_ . .. . · _,. .. : . .... 

t .. . , ' .. , . 

. •. ': .... ,: . 

• : t ·: • ~~ • • 

.. . : . 

P.25/28 



.. 

' J \ \ 

13.JUN 07 , 99 04: 13PM WDFLJ REGION 3 OFFICE 

Mr. Andrew Duran o!ttrJ sad' can provide fiutber iatarmadan on "'°'ysteai-.naaemmt and 
camprahcmlve land u,c planniq. Your ICdmay =ttlet ~ ,IL(201) S16--4548. 

cc: 
INCaillaar, ALO 
Pat Brewiagroa. CHO 
0uak Spoons. ORO 
ToAySy.,OAK 
KnintbortDG.NVO 
Dan Shlrle,. JDO 
Ouct·Borup. sas 
CnsColletic,OPO 
Clwryl Row, ltF0 
Bill Edwards, BLO 
Irma Brown. OHO 
1oeED&~G 

' ' . 

. • . 
• • • · • . 4'·•· }' • . -

" . 

2 

-. 
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DJsti:Jbgt1on 
Bruce ct. i-inlaa. Manapr, AlbuqutrqU• Openlicm ~mce 
Mt. JohnXcnnldy. A=aManapr. Ch1cqo Opntiona Otlict 
1ruk M. St.wart, Maapr, Ooldm Field 0:lice 

Johft M. Wde),uld. Manaatr. Idaho OperatlODI 0mct 

Octald W. Johalaa, Mwpr. Nevada 0},tndON Olice 

J..-M. Tumlr, Manapr. Oakland 0pnliam Oh 

Junes C. Hall, Mama•. ~ lUdp Opntlona Oeice 

~ Devlr, Mlnipr, Ohio Pleld 05ce . . 
John Waaow, :Mwaer, RlollllDd 0pwalioDI Ollce. 

1cule M. Robmon. Manaacr, Jloc:ky JIJats .Field Ollce 
Orasmy lllady, Manag.-. Smnnah liver Operataolll OfBgc 

lita Ba.jun. Director, F.edetal Eaera, Tedmalaa, Center, 
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Ecasya!MI Management Princlpl• 

1. Establilh baleline c:onditiOna for eccayatem func:tigning and auatainabiUty a;atnat 
which china• can be maaaurad. Monitor end evaluate actions and their autcom .. ta 
determine whether go.a. and objedlv1s ara being achieved. 

2. lntlQt'ate the bat science and lcnovtiedge a\lailable Into the ded1,on-making process 
'Aftlle contfnu!na adantific ruaarch to improve tt,• kMwladQe bue. 

3. Racogniz• that ecoaystem1 and institutian& •• chncterlatlcany complex. dynamic. 
hatercgeneous ovar spam Ind time. and are constantly changing, . 

,. Develop a Wred VIiion d the duitad OCOlyatern eonditian, taldng current IOclal 
· - and acanomlc conditions Into accounl and identifying W1Y1 in whfch all parties can 

c:iontrlbute to achieving c.ornman ecoey1~m ;oal,. · 

5. Support ac11cns ~ incorporate auatalned economic,. IOCi~. ancl cammunlty 
goals con1f1tent with the vi1ian. 

. 
8. Develop coordlMted approaches amon; Federal ..... io aa.=ampll1h ec:osystam 
objecdvee, and caUabc:nted with loc:al. State, and Tribal •• baa-. on recognition 
Of mutual cane.ems. 

7, Respect prlv•• property rightt, end work coopara~y Wllh 1.-,d owners to . . 
a=cmpli1h lhared goals. · · 

e. Use -=taalcal ,approechel that rutore and sustain,~ blotoat~I q~ty. health, 
end productlvlty.af ecosystems. .- •.· . . 

9. Use an adapti~• approachio management to acnJeve.both ~-~ goals and a new 
und•ratandin; of eccl)'llams. . · . . . · · · . . . 

.. 
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