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1. Procedural Requirements
From a NEPA procedural st
that the future land use o
management by USFWS, p
EIS, is directly and flagr:
Besides making a mocke
discounting the local effo
questionable. Never minc
document was manipule
announcement, the decisiol
being a product of the deci
place, in which case why v
EIS? This decision should
EIS have been taken and r¢
issued.

2. Environmental Justice

The environmental justice s
analysis of the socio-econol
Grant County and Mattawa
from the permanent lock
reasonable expectations of
years, must be assessed.

3. Incomplete analysis

The analyses within the d
consistency with identifiec
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missions are embodied in €
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forward the objectives of
cursory review would indic
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federal missions or private :
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edit) the comments below generally refer to macro
r relate to process; to our expectations from the ROD
not in the draft but should be included in order for it
lecting a Preferred Land Use Map in the ROD.

idpoint, Secretary Richardson’s recent announcement
he Wahluke Slope will be as a wildlife refuge under
r to even the release of the public draft of the HRA-
1y prejudicial to the HRA-EIS and CLUP process.
of the NEPA public comment requirement, and
of the past years, the announcement’s legality is
hat the “Preferred Alternative” within the HRA-EIS
d at headquarters to reflect the Secretary’s
hould be a product of the ROD (rather than the ROD
n) -unless NEPA review was not required in the first
re we doing land use planning for the Wahluke in the
revoked and held in abeyance until comments on the
yonded to, and the ROD for the HRAEIS and CLUP is

tion of the doc nent needs to be augmented with an
> impacts of the alternatives on the residents of south
The loss of tax base to a low income rural community
p of lands with income potential, and for which
-eturn of those lands to the tax base have existed for

t fail to assess discretely each of the Alternatives’
nissions of DOE at the Site, and to compare the
This is a serious omission. To the extent that DC(
sting Site or DOE Complex Policy, this is a legitimate
EIS. For example, how do each of the Alternatives
sonomic diversification, privatization and reuse? A
: that Alternatives 1 and 2 are counter-productive to
e land outside the Preservation designation for future
stor uses; the small areas designated for development
'vation designation, making access and service very
aps would exclude even a benign use such as LIGO if
ernative 4, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative
1eet the objectives of reuse and diversification.

land use designations of all the alternatives would
es, each has desigr tions that are inconsistent with,



or not justified by, the ider
land. The result of such di
use designation is lost opp
such as privatization, mult
Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 gro
to areas of the site where t
for the Site (BRMaP), as v
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extent than Alternatives 1,
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On the issue of diversific
opportunities for more thai
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designations that integrat
development area on Altel
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perpetuate the Hanford driv
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land bank separated from
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mix and acreage of future |
and integration with regione

4. Change the Name of the
The acronym “HRA" is an |
years and millions of dollal
document is about. Sugc
change the title to Hanford

5. Institutional Controls

Add “Institutional Control |
prepared) in Table 6-4, pa¢
appropriateness of the site
Plan (it may or may not be
and since ICs are essentiall
designations, policies and ir
all of which come together
Plan would seem the approj
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ied values and resource inventories ¢ the underlying
onnects between inventoried resource value and land
:unities to realize other values and policy objectives,
: uses, and sustainable development. For example,
y apply the Preservation or Conservation designations
Biological Resources Inventory and Management Plan
| as other data including cultural resources, indicate
il or cultural resources to be preserved (i.e., to areas
MaP ). The Preferred Alternative does this to a lesser
and 4.. Of all the maps, Alternative 3, south of the
and use designations most closely to the underlying
ite-wide data bases. 1 doing this, Alternative 3 both
ical and cultural resources on the site, and provides
multiple land uses and to satisfy Site policy and
federal mis: »ns ¢ d economic diversification and
yrovide an analysis for this issue.

ion and multiple use: only Alternative 3 provides
oken non-industrial related land uses (high intensity
and a trails system that connects regional points of
nly Alternative 3 contains a range of land use
with regioni land use activities. The limited
tives 1 and 2, and the narrow range of land use
1, 2, 4, 5, and e Preferred Alternative, merely
mono-industrial land uses of the past 50 years on the
DOE is to keep the whole site as a federal industrial
e socio-economic fabric of the larger region, the
| as “Preferred” (in the ROD) has to ovide a viable
1 use opportunities that enable a brei from the past
ind uses.

scument

levant vestige of a more confused time. After eight
there should be a little more clarity as to what the
tion: per page nine of the Preamble in the draft,
mprehensive Land Use plan/EIS (HCLUP/EIS)

n” (ICP) to the list of Implementing Controls (to be
6-13. There should be some discussion as to the
anning Advisory Board reviewing the mplementation
ypropriate), but that aside, an ICP will be necessary,
)and use restrictions at will integrate with land use
'ementation procedures, and site development review,
or around the Hanford Comprehensive Plan, then the
ite point of residence for the ICP.



6. Difference Between th
Map and Public Perception
As a Cooperating Agency,
Meetings held by the DOE
come to our attention that
comments and concerns ol
land use alternatives play ir
Agencies involvement was
of people believe that th
Alternative, call for a trar
particular alternative map.

The Final EIS needs to cla
Alternatives for NEPA re\
transferring land use autho
and considered by DOE for

7. The Meaning of “Local C
Relative to the above comi
number of the public at the
rc : that local government:
The EIS/CLUP also must m:
are not a part of the feder:
related to cleanup, are subj
authority (i.e., the underlyir

For example, the LIGO f:
perhaps the proposed B-Re
of Benton County relative
launch near the Vernita Re
Managenr it Act imp nq
authority of local governmr
federal or private activiti
circumstance.

8. A Vision For The Preferr«
The Preferred Alternative
objectives. It relies on the
however the Strategic Plan
and remediation is land use
example of a land use Visi
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‘ole of a Coc erating Agency’s Alte ative Land Use
the Alternative Maps.

nton County participated in the HRA-EIS/CLUP Public
ver the past few weeks. At those meetings it has
significant nun er of the general public that provided
he Draft EIS do not fully understand the role that the
iis EIS process and what the intent of the Cooperating
the development of this EIS. For example, a number
alternative land use maps, excluding the Preferred
er of DOE lands to the sponsoring agency of that
is is not the case.

/ that the Alternative Land Use Maps are the DOE's
~, and that the / ernative Maps are not about
/ but rather they are land use options to be reviewed
e use over the next 50 years.

trol” of Hanford Lands in the HRA-EIS/CLUP

nt, and in light of the concerns expressed by a large
JE public meetings, there is a misconception as to the
\ave relative to and use authority o Hanford lands.
+ it clear that on Hanford lands, land use activities that
nission, e.g., non-federal or private developments not
t to review and/or approval by the local jurisdiction of
local county or city)

lity, the Energy Northwest (WPPSS) complex, and
tor Museum, are subject to the jurisdictional authority
the use of land and structures. The proposed boat
Stop is subject to the requirements of the Shoreline
ed by local government. The regulatory permit
t ex s within all of the alternative maps for non-

The Final EIS document needs to clarify this

Alternative

without explicitly stated land use Vision, goals or
rategic Plan and remediation objectives for reference,
vals and objectives do not refer to or include land use,
eutral, at least without an adopted land use plan. An
and goals and objectives is found on page 3-38 of
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Alternative 3. The Preferred Iternative land use map should be based upon a clear
land use Vision with goals a | objectives sufficient to help DOE achieve that vision
over time.

Sincerely

(et 5 (e

CLAUDE L. OLIVER, Chairman

o M Bwrin

LEO BOWMAN, Member
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MAX E. BENITZ, Jr.,

cc: Mr. Keith Klien, Hanfc  Site Manager,
Mr. Lloyd Piper, Depu Manager DOE-RL
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