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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION FOR NOANET TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
INSTALLATION, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

Proposed Action: To support the installation of fiber optic cable by Northwest Open 
Access Networks (NoaNet) in order to provide telecommunications service to the 
Quincy, Washington area. 

Location of Action: from the BP A customer vault to the Grant County PUD vault along 
Priest Rapids Road near the Midway substation control house, on the Hanford Monument 

Description of the Proposed Action: DOE proposes to support the following activities 
proposed by NoaNet: 

NoaNet is working with other communications firms to provide diverse communications 
service to the Quincy, Washington area. They have built routes out of the city to the 
north, west and east, and need to provide a southern route. In order to do so, NoaNet 
proposes to connect the fiber leased from BP A, located overhead on the high voltage 
transmission tower near Midway, with the state-wide fiber ring located in the Grant 
County PUD vault. This would be accomplished by trenching from the BP A vault west 
to the-PtJD vault. The trench would be placed to the north of and immediately adjacent 
to Priest Rapids Road. Approximately 700 feet of cable would be placed within PVC 
conduit and buried 3 feet below grade. 

After installation, the side of the road would be recontoured as necessary and planted 
with appropriate grass species to limit erosion and long-term disturbance of the area. 

The proposed activities would also include foreseeable actions necessary to implement 
the proposal, such as equipment and material staging, management of wastes/construction 
debris; maintenance, transport, and use of typical construction equipment and tools; 
project closeout; and award of grants and contracts. 

Cultural And Biological Resources Review: A cultural resource review was obtained 
and is attached to this categorical exclusion (CX). The review and subsequent meeting 
with the Tribes indicate that cultural resources would not be adversely affected by the 
proposed activities, though the excavation will be monitored. A biological resource 
review was also performed and is attached to the CX. The review indicates that the 
project site is dominated by cheatgrass and Sandberg's bluegrass. The recommendation 
is made that to avoid disturbing shrubs to the extent possible and revegetate the site after 
disturbance. Based on these reviews, the proposed action would not result in any impacts 
to sensitive resources in the vicinity. 

Categorical Exclusion to Be Applied: The following CX is listed in the DOE National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing procedures, 10 CFR 1021, Subpart D, 
published in the Tuesday, July 9, 1996, Federal Register (61 FR 36221): 

B 1. 7 Acquisition, installation, operation, and removal of communication ® I§:©rn llW~liristems, data processing equipment, and similar electronic equipment. 
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Eligibility Criteria: The proposed activity meets the eligibility criteria of 
10 CPR 1021.41 0(b) because there are no extraordinary circUJI1.stances that might affect 
the significance of the environmental effects of the proposal. The proposed activity is not 
connected to other actions with potentially significant impacts [40 CPR 1508.25(a)(l)] or 
with cumulatively significant impacts [ 40 CPR 1508.25(a)(2)] and is not precluded by 
10 CPR 1021.211. 

The "Integral Elements" of 10 CPR 1021 are satisfied as discussed in the following table: 

INTEGRAL ELEMENTS, 10 CFR 1021, APPENDIX B, SUBPART D 

WOULD THE PROPOSED ACTIO : COMMENT OR EXPLANATION: 

Threaten a violation of applicable statutory, regulatory, or permit The proposed action would not threaten a violation of 
requirements for environment, safety, and health, including regulations or DOE or Executive Orders. 
requirements of DOE and/or Executive Orders? 

Require siting and construction or major expansion of waste Waste generation is expected to be minimal and 
storage, disposal, recovery, or treatment facilities? would remain the responsibility ofNoaNet. 

Disturb hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants, or There are no known hazardous substances in the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and vicinity of the proposed fiber installation. No 
Liability Act-excluded petroleum and natural gas products that preexisting hazardous substances, pollutants, 
preexist in the environment such that there would be contaminants, or Comprehensive Environmental 
_uncontrolled or-UI1perrnitted re-leases? - - Response, Compensation, and Liability Act-excluded 

petroleum and natural gas products would be 
disturbed in a manner that would result in 
uncontrolled or unperrnitted releases. 

Adversely affect environmentally sensitive resources, including, No environmentally sensitive resources would be 
but not limited, to: adversely affected. Refer to the attached cultural and 

(a) property of historic, archeological, or architectural 
biological resource reviews. 

significance designated by federal, state, or local The proposed action would not adversely affect 
governments or property eligible for listing on the National threatened or endangered species or their habitat; 
Register of Historic Places floodplains; wetlands regulated under the Clean 

(b) federally listed threatened or endangered species or their Water Act; national monuments or other specially 
habitat, federally proposed or candidate species or their designated areas; prime agricultural lands; special 
habitat, or state-listed endangered or threatened species or sources of water; or tundra, coral reefs, or rainforests. 
their habitat 

(c) wetlands regulated under the Clean Water Act and 
floodplains 

(d) federal- and state-designated wilderness areas, national 
parks, national natural landmarks, wild and scenic rivers, 
state and federal wildlife refuges, and marine sanctuaries, 
prime agricultural lands, special sources of water, tundra, 
coral reefs, or rainforests. 
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Che cklist Summarizing Environmental Impacts: The following checklist summarizes 
ronmental impacts that were considered when preparing this CX determination. 
wers to relevant questions are explained in detail in the text following the checklist. 

env1 
Ans 

IMPACT TO AIR 

Woul d the proposed action: 

Woul 

Woul 

Result in more than minor and temporary gaseous discharges to the environment? 

Release other than nominal and temporary particulates or drops to the atmosphere? 

Result in more than minor thermal discharges? 

Increase offsite radiation dose to >0.1 mrem ( 40 CFR 61 Subpart H)? 

IMP ACT TO WATER 

d the proposed action: 

Discharge any liquids to the environment? 

Discharge heat to surface or subsurface water? 

Release soluble solids to natural waters? 

Provide interconnection between aquifers? 

Require installation of wells? 

Require a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures plan? 

Violate water quality standards (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-200, 
Table 1)? 

IMPACT TOLAND 

d the proposed action: 

Conflict with existing zoning or land use? 

Involve hazardous, radioactive, polychlorinated biphenyl, or asbestos waste? 

Cause erosion? 

Occur on the Hanford Reach National Monument? 

Require an excavation permit? 

Disturb an undeveloped area? 

GENERAL 

Woul d the proposed action: 

Cause other than a minor or temporary increase in noise level? 

Make a long-term commitment of large quantities of nonrenewable resources? 

Require new utilities or modifications to utilities? 

Use pesticides, carcinogens, or toxic chemicals? 

Require a radiation work permit? 

YES 

YES 

X 

YES 

X 

X 

X 

YES 

X 

3 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

NO 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Explanations: 

1. During construction, there might be minor and temporary amounts of localized dust 
and fumes from trenching equipment. These would be minimized as necessary, 
using water applications or other means of dust suppression. 

5. It is possible that minor quantities of liquid effluents could be generated, for 
example, water applications for dust control. These effluents would be managed in 
accordance with applicable State of Washington environmental protection 
standards. 

13 . Fiber installation might generate small amounts of waste that might be hazardous, 
such as excess components (fiber, PVC conduit, etc). If not recyclable, such wastes 
would be the responsibility of NoaNet and be packaged, transported, stored, and/or 
disposed of in appropriate waste-management areas or in existing permitted 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities in accordance with applicable regulations . 

15. The installation would occur on the Hanford Monument, within the previously 
disturbed area directly adjacent to Priest Rapids Road. It is not expected to 
adversely affect native plants or animals in the vicinity. 

16. An excavation permit would be obtained as necessary for any excavations to 
identify the presence of any underground utilities and to make certain that sensitive 
cultural and biological resources are protected. 

18. Temporary construction activities would increase the noise level in the immediate 
area for short periods of time. Workers would use hearing-protection devices as 
necessary. 

20. Fiber installation would involve connecting two existing commercial fiber systems. 

Compliance Action: 

I have determined that the proposed action satisfies the eligibility criteria, does not pose 
extraordinary circumstances, and meets the requirements for the CX referenced above. 
Therefore, using the authority delegated to me by DOE Order 451. lB, Change 1, I have 
determined that the proposed action may be categorically excluded from further NEPA 
review and documentation. 

Signature:~~~~~- ~ ___ _ Date: ~ dtP£l~ 
W~ell 
Han PA Compliance Officer 
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20 February _008 

Ms. A.ngela Bennin. · 
Nom'•k:t 
_ I :50 42r. · A venue S. #J-4 
Se,1 c, WA. 99352 

Dear }.fa. Bennink: 

Pacific Northwest 
National laboratory 

Operal<=d by Bandle for the 
U.S. Departme1 t of Encsrgy 

BIOL OGICAL REVIEW OF THE NOA 'ET FIBER OPTIC INSTALLATION PROJECT, 600 
AREA ECR ii:.008-600-012. 

Projeet .Dc-Scription: 

Dig a trench to i.nstall ap1m..>Xirnatdy 620 feet of 4 inch PVC conduit for fiber <>plic cab e 
___ --------0-.n--tfie--n<>r--tc"h-edge-()f Priest-R:api&-0, mty-Roa-d:-artire-}.,1idway-su:ostarion.~ lne cable 

will con ect existing vnul s near the b·-se o: wo existing transm ission towers. 

Survey Ohjectives: 

D terrnine the occurrence in the project are·'l. of plant and. animal species protected under 
t e Endangcr.::d Species Act (ESA), candidate · for .·uch protection, ~md SJi-,cies listed as 
threatened, enda1 gered, candidate. sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washingron, and 
speci 'S pro1ected under the Migratory Bi ·d Treary Act (MBTA). 

fa·aluate and gua11tify the potential impacts. of disturbance on priority hahitats and 
prorccted plant and animal species identified in the survey . 

Suney Methods: 

11 

Pedestrian and visual reconnaissance of 1he proposed proj ect site was performed by . _.R. 
Sackschev,,s.ky on 20 February 2008. The per ·ent cover of dominant vegetation ,,.-as 
visually estimated. 

Priority habi tab and species of C{)nc 'rn are docwneni.ed in: Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (2007a, 2007b), an' Washi1 gton St,lte Department of 'atw·al 
Reso irces (2007). Lists of animal a 1d plant '"pedcs c.onside.red Endang"red, Threaten d, 
Pn nosed. or Candidate by the U.S. Fish an Wildlife Service are maintained at 50 CFR 
l , 11 an<l 50 CFR 17.12;.the list of birds protected ut der the tvfBTA is maintaine ar .::o 
CfRto.13. 

902 13 .. lh:U-, Rmlcv,;rJ • PO. Rm.: 999 • Richland, \\?A. 99352 

Telephone (509) 371-7187 D E-mail: rnichad.,-arksd1c1,filiv<il'1pnL!!n,· D FAX: (:09) 17l-7160 
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Survey Results:. 

12 

The p ·oposcd project ·ite is dom1nat"d by heat:g;,ass (Bromus tectorum) and andberg ' s 
bluegrass (Poa secunda), vri'h a smaller amount of sand dropsee<l (Spuroboius 
cryptt11td1 us), and scattered sagebrush (Artemisia tride11tma) and gray rabbiibmsh 
(Ericameria nauseosa) shrubs. 

• No migratory bird species were observed >stjng in the vicinity of the proposed site. 

Considera tions and Recommenda tions: 

• No plant or animal species protecmd under the ESA, candidates for such pr( tection, or 
s ccics listed by the Washing on s ate gover 1ment as threatened or endange red ·were 
observed in th vicin.ily of the proi:osed site. 

It is reeommcnded that damage to existing shrubs be m1nimi%ed to the extent ossibk. 

iris r· ommended that seed of a native UHchg:rass such as Sandberg;s bluegrass be 
app ied to the di. t1.1rbed are.as once the ojee is completed. 

• A hougl1 no birds were seen at th' sit , several species of migratory birds could se t e 
si e for nesting or foraging during the 1farch through July time frame.. ft would be 
pr~forabte to avoid this time period if possibl . If work does occur during the nesting 
season, ·ontactme at 509,-371-7187 ifworkers observe birds displaying def, nsi\'e or 
iistrnc ting behaviors. 

No adverse impacts to species, hab.·i:ats, or o!.her biological re~ources are expected o 
resul · from th proposed action, 

• T ·, Ecological Compliance Re i w is valid w1til 15 April 2009. 

Sin rely,/'jf;~? 
,,,~-rv~--~~, 

j ~ ~ -:::~-; ~ 
~cha~l R. ~a ~ks~hcw~ 
Comphance Assessment: Manager 
Ecological Mo 1iloring and Compliance Project 

LB:m.rs 
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,Vashingmn Departmcm or Fish and Wildlife. 2007h. Priority Habitats and Species Lisi.. 
\VDFW weh site., httl)://wdfw. vva.gov/hah/pbshabsJnrn 
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Cultural Resource Review of the NO ANET Fiber Optic Installation Project 
600 Area, HCRC #2008-600-012 

February 26, 2008 



February 26, 2008 

Mr. Rob Hastings 

Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory 

O perated by Batte lle for the 
U .S. Departme nt of Energy 

Acting Assistant Manager for Safety and Environment 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
825 JadwinSt., MSIN AS-19 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Hastings, 

PNWD-3921 

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW FOR NO ANET FIBER-OPTIC CABLE INSTALLATION 
AT MIDWAY STATION, 600 AREA, HANFORD SITE, BENTON COUNTY, (HCRC# 2008-600-
012). 

In compliance with 36 CFR 800, a National Historic Preservation Ac,t (NHP A) Section 106 cultural resources 
assessment-of the-subject project has been-completed for NoaNet. The attached document-provides a 
summary of the project, components of the assessment and a finding of effect. Twenty-five copies have been 
provide~ for further distribution to the Washington State Historic Preservation Office and tribes as 
appropnate. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800, SHPO and tribes have 30 days from receipt of this document to comment. 
Following receipt of any comments, the project will be notified of any additional conditions required in order 
for the project to proceed. 

As you are aware, this document contains sensitive cultural resource location inf onnation and should be 
distributed accordingly. If you have any questions, please call me at 371-7105. 

Very truly yours, 

Ellen P. Kennedy; Project Manager 
G.iltural Resources Project 

EPK: cas 

Anachment (1) 

cc: File/LB 
HB. Hathaway A2- 15 
Annabelle Rodriguez (25), AS- 15 

902 Battellc Boulevard • P.O. Box 999 • Richland, WA 99352 

Telephone (509) 376-4626 • Email ellen.prendergast@pnl.gov • Fax (509) 376-2210 

RECEIVED 
FEB 2 9 2008 

DOE-Alce 
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LEGAL NOTICE 

This report wa~ prepared by Battelle Memorial Institute (BatteUe) as an account 
of sponsored research activities. Neither Client nor Battelle nor any person acting 
on behalf of either: 

MAKES ANY WARRANTY OR REPRESENTATION, EXPRESS OR 
IMPLIED, with respect to the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of the 
information contained in this report, or that the use of any infonnation, apparatus, 
process, or composition disclosed in this report may not infringe privately owned 
rights; or 

Assumes any liabilities with respect to the use of, oLfoLdamagcs resulting from 
the use ot: any information, apparatus, process, or composition disclosed in this 
report. 

Reference herein to any spt.-cific commercial product, process, or service by trade 
name, trademark, manufucturer, or oth~ise, does not necessarily constitute or 
imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by Battelle. The views and 
opinions of authors expressed herein. do not necessarily state or reflect those of 
Battellc. 

@This document was printed on recycled paper. 
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Summary 

This document is a National Historic Preservation Act of 19661
, Section 106 cultural resources 

assessment of a NoaNet project occurring on the Hanford Site, which is managed by the U.S. Department 
of Energy, Richland Operations Office. 

The Area of Potential Effect {APE) was defined as being contained to the project area. Per 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations 8002

, the Washington State Historic Preservation Office, Yakama Nation, Nez Perce 
Tribe, Wanapum, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and the Confederated Tribes of 
the Colville Reservation were notified of the Area of Potential Effect on February 7, 2008. A literature 
review indicated that the project area has been surveyed for cultural resources and most of the project area 
is disturbed. A field visit with tribal participants confirmed disturbance and the absence of cultural 
resources within the project area. Based on the field visit and tribal input, this project should not affect 
historic properties. However, given the ethnographic sensitivity of the general project location, and based 
on tribal input, cultural resources monitoring of excavation activities should be performed. 

1 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. 2000. Public Law 89-665, as amended, 16 USC 470 et seq. 

2 
36 CFR 800. "Protection Of Historic Properties." Code of Federal Regulations, U.S. Government Printing Office. 
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APE 

BPA 

CFR 

CHRP 

DOE-RL 

HCRP 

NHPA 

PVC 

SHPO 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Area of Potential Effect 

Bonneville Power Administration 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Cultural and Historic Resources Program 

U. S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Hanford Cultural Resources Project 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

polyviny I chloride 

Washington State Historic Preservation Officer 
- ------
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1.0 Introduction 

In compliance with 36 Code o/Federal Regulations (CFR) 800, this document is a National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Section I 06 cultural resources assessment of a NoaNet project 
occurring on the Hanford Site, managed by the U. S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
(DOE-RL). This assessment has been completed for NoaNet and the DOE-RL Cultural and Historic 
Resources Program (CHRP). 

2.0 Project Description 

NoaNet, a fiber-optic cable company, will connect a :fiber-optic cable near the Bonnevi11e Power 
Administration (BPA) Midway Substation at the 600 Area located within the Hanford Site (Figure 2.1 
and Figure 2.2) . At this location, NoaNet will iJ1stall a fiber-optic cable to connect with existing cables. 
Connection will require that a trench be excavated between the BP A customer vault and the Grant County 
Pubic Utility District transmission line tower, which is located adjacenttQalldnortl1.-0£.P.riest-Rapids 

--:R:c:laa a:n~BPAs M.laway substation control house (Figure 2.3). Approximately 188 m (620 fl) ofcable 
will be placed within a 10-cm (4-in.) polyvinyl chloride (PVC) conduit and buried 0.9-m (3-ft) below 
grade . 111e work will be perfom1ed \vith equipment, such as a trencher or back hoe. Work staging ar ~as 
will be confined to the existing roadway . 
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Figure 2.1. General Location of Project Area of Potential Effect in Relation to tbe Hanford Site and Area 
of Potential Effect Overlaid on U.S. Geological Survey 2 .2-m (7.5-ft) Series Priest Rapids 

and Emerson Nipple Topographic Maps 
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Figure 2.2. Area of Potential Effect Overlaid on 2002 Aerial Photograph 
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3.0 Notifications and Public Involvement 

Per 36 CFR 800, on February 7. 2008, the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

and area Tribes were notified of the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE was defined as being 
confined to the trench area to be excavated and the roadway just south of tbe trench as delineated in 
Figure 2.1 and 2.2. On February 8, 2008, SHPO concurred with the APE. The project was also presented 
at the DOE-RL CHRP cultural issues meeting on .February 21 2008. There was agreement among tribal 
cultural representatives that cultural resources monitoring should occur during excavation activities. 

4.0 Historical Background and Cultural Overview 

TI1e historical background infonnation for the Hanford Site can be found in the Hanford Site National 
En\'ironmemal Policy Act (NEPA) Characterizarion (Duncan et al. 2007) and the Hanford Culh1ral 
Resources Management Pl,an (DOE/RL 2003). 

S.0 Literature Review and Identification of Historic Properties 

A records and literature search was completed to detem1ine if the APE had been surveyed, and to 
identify historical references to the general project area. This search indicated that the entire project area 
had been surveyed for cultural resources in 1998 under HCRC # 98-600-028 (Hale and McClintock 
1998). No archaeological resources were located by this survey in the APE. Aerial photographs and 
construction records indicate that the project area is C\.1ensi ely disturbed as a result of the installation of 
several (eight) transmission line tO\Yers and the paved road kno,vn as Priest Rapids Road. There a:re 
several precontact-era isolated finds and archaeological sites within 1 km of the proj ect area consisting of 
lithic flakes, lithic scatters, and talus pits. TI1e closest significant precontact era site is 45BN566, an 
extensive lithic scatter located on the Co.lumbia River within 1 km of the project. Severa] talus pits 
(45BN546) are located 500 m south of the project APE, along the foothills of the Umtanum Ridge. The 
general location is also kno,vn to be in a significant ethnographic fishing and traditional-use area as 
documented by Rice (1987) and Relander (1986), and confirmed by Wanapum tribal elders. Historic 
archaeological sites within close proximity to the project APE include 45BN991 , a farn,ing-era historic 
debris scatter located 250 m south of the project APE, and pre-1943-era historic fannsteads (4 ~BN l ~44 
and 45B 1992) within I km of the project APE. Th.e ational Register-eligible Midway Substation, 
constructed in 1941 , is located just south of the project APE. 

According to the 1880 Genera] Land Office maps, a trail wh.ich may be the modem-day Priest Rapids 
road is located just south of the project APE. TI,e road continues to appear in 1915 topographic maps, as 
well as the 1943 Hanford Atomic Works property maps and aerial photographs. Historic aerial 
photographs depict e,~dence of e).iensive disturbance occuni.ng at the project APE. Several transmission 
lines were installed in the project area between the I 940s and 2005 . A reconnaissance field visit was 
completed on February 14, 2008, by the Hanford Cultural Resources Project (HCRP), NoaNet, Yakama 

Nation and Nez Perce Tribe staff. This visi t confinned C\.'1.ensive disturbance in the project area and tJ1e 
absence of cultural material in the project APE (Figure 5. I) . No concerns were expressed regarding 
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impact to the traditjonal-use area. Additional consultation with Wa.napum elders also indicates that 
project activities should not affect the traditional-use area. 

Figure 5.1. Photograph Showing Location of Trench to Be Excavated Along Existing Priest Rapids 
Road. View is to the east. 

6.0 Findings 

Based on the literature review tribal input~ and recom1aissance research, it is the staff's opinion that 
the project will not affect historic properties because none are known to be located in the project APE. 
Consultation indicates there is no affect to the traditional-use area. Given the overall. ethnographic and 
traditional cultural significance of the area, archaeological resources monitoring should be performed. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800, SHPO and tribes have 30 days from receipt of this document to comment. 
Following receipt of any comments, the project will be notified of any additional conditions required in 
order for the project to proceed. For questions regarding this project, please call Ms. Ellen Kennedy at 
(509) 376-4626. 
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