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The draft Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford 

Reach of the Columbia River (DEIS) was published in July 1992. The Notice of Availability for the DEIS 

appeared in the Federal Register, Volume 57, Number 133, on Friday, July 10, 1992. The DEIS was mailed 

to federal and state agencies, organizations, and individuals on the mailing list. The public review period 

was extended three times and eventually closed on November 9, 1992. 

Public Meetings on DEIS 

Four public meetings were held in Basin City, Richland, Mattawa, and Seattle, Washington on August 8, 9, 

10, and September 14, 1992, respectively. A total of approximately 150 people provided testimony at the 

public meetings. At the beginning of each meeting, those in attendance were reminded that no tally of 

specific comments would be taken, and that the most important aspect of comments was to bring forward 

new information. Despite this request, many issues were repeated and relatively few new issues were raised. 

The opinions of those speaking were both in favor of the Proposed Action and against the Proposed Action. 

Specific concerns raised included that the DEIS did not reflect decisions made by the Hanford Reach task 

force; inclusion of the North Slope resulted in a study area larger than what Congress intended; salmon, 

recreation, the entire ecosystem, threatened and endangered species, and religious and cultural sites of 

American Indians should be permanently protected; the DEIS does not consider economic ramifications of 

federal designation; instream flows should continue to be subject to existing laws and regulations; DEIS 

does not consider impacts on agriculture; the Hanford Reach is not pristine, wild, or scenic enough to merit 

designation; protection should be up to local governments; Wild & Scenic River designation would be an 

economic asset; local governments cannot sufficiently protect the area; existing DOE/WPPSS facilities 

should be protected; include the DOE 300 Area in the proposed alternative; and the DOE should not be 

allowed to construct new intake and outfall structures on the Reach. The concerns raised at the public 

meetings are fully represented in the written comments received. 

Written Comment on DEIS 

In addition to the public meetings, letters were received from federal, state and local governments, 

organizations and individuals. Altogether, a total of approximately 600 written comments was received 

during the comment period. A master list of commentors, including agency, organization, and individuals is 

provided in this section. The majority of letters received were from commentors expressing support for or 

against the proposal. Of the letters that expressed an opinion approximately 465 letters favored the 

proposal and approximately 70 letters opposed the proposal or advocated another alternative. Those letters 

that raised analytical issues are reproduced in the FEIS and include a response from the National Park 

Service; these letters are indicated by an asterisk (*) in the master list of commentors. Representative 

letters either favoring or opposing the proposal are reprinted on the following pages. Additionally, a 

petition containing approximately 450 signatures was received opposing the proposal. 

As a result of comments, the final Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River has been modified to clarify the description of 

alternatives, correct errors, update information, and provide more detailed maps. 
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Charles H. Odegaard 

The .. ~ 
Nature'7 
conservancy 

Regional Director, Pacific Nonhwest Region 
National Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

November 9, 1992 

RE: Draft River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River / Suppnn for rhe Proposed Action: Option 2 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

The Nature Conservancy strongly endorses the Proposed Action for the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River. the creation of a new National Wildlife Refuge with a National Wild and 
Scenic River overlay to be administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Because it is 
America's last free -flowing remnant of the Columbia River and because public access and 
development have been substantially limited. the Hanford Reach supports a well-documented 
legacy of outstanding natural and cultural resources. The Hanford Reach is clearly a national 
treasure wonhy of national recognition and protection for future generations. 

Of primary importance to The Nature Conservancy is the concenaation of rare species and 
natural communities supported within the Hanford Reach ecosystem. The Hanford Reach 
study area provides habitat for over 40 plant and animal species listed as endangered or 
threatened at state and national levels, including important natural spawning habitat for fall 
chinook salmon. Habitats for most of these species have elsewhere been eliminated or 
seriously diminished by actions such as damming and developmenL 

The Nature Conservancy supports Option 2: the inclusion of private lands within the Wild 
and Scenic River designation. This alternative strengthens potential protection for important 
fish species, critical habitats, and water quality. We support Option 2 knowing that because 
more than 50% of the land within the propost:<l '.Vil<l and Sccui~ River bouo1dary is fodcr.Jl y 
owned. any fee title acquisition of private lands will be from willing sellers only. 

The Nature Conservancy served on the Hanford Reach Study Task Force and appreciates the 
leadership provided by the National Park Service. We feel confident that the Proposed 
Action: Option 2 best fulfills Congressional intent. as outlined in Public Law I 00-605, to 
protect and preserve the outstanding natural and cultural values of the Hanford Reach. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Laura Smith 
Conservation Director 

Washington Field Office 

217 Pine Street, Suite 1100, Seattle, Washington 98101 
(206) 343-4344 FAX (206) 343-5608 

National Park Service 
88 South King Street 
Seattle, Wa. 98104 

Dear Sirs: 

September 20, 1992 

Neal J. Ney 
319 Wildwood 
Park Forest, Il. 60466 

As an outdoorsrran and a student of history I have often read 
about the once mighty Columbia River. Only a fraction of its splendor 
remains today. While I have not yet been able to visit the area, 
I hope that the last wild section of the Columbia River -- the Hanford 
Reach -- will renain free and wild so that I and future generations 
will have the opportunity to see this small part of our heritage . 
I urge you to designate the Reach as a Wild and Scenic River . I believe 
that option two , which would protect t he entire shoreline including 
those portions in private hands is the preferred option. 

Around the world complete ecosystems are vanishing at an alarming 
rate. The Hanford Reach is the last intact Columbia River ecosystem. 
It should be protected as a complete ecosystem. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service ranks this area as Washington State's second most 
valuable wildlife habitat . 

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 

~ I; V 
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September 12, 1992 

The National Park Service 
88 South King St. 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear National Park Service: 

I am writing you to express my support for designating the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River as a wild and scenic river. Once I took a canoe trip down this section of 
the river, and was awestruck by the beauty and solitude the river offered. I saw deer and 
other wildlife on the river shore and islands, and it made me feel, what Lewis and Clark 
must have felt when they navigated the River. Where else can one find deer in a desert 
and paying no mind to people. As a place for outdoor recreation I would put the Hanford 
Reach well up on my list of places to visit, including mountain forests and ocean beaches. 

The Columbia River is one of the largest and most powerful rivers in the world. 
Already it has been commercially exploited along nearly all of its shoreline in the United 
States. By happenstance, the federal government preserved this one section of the river 
for national security and in doing so preserved much of the river's natural state including 
all but a small portion of its shoreline. 

There are individuals in government and industry, who claim that they will suffer 
harm if the river is designated wild and scenic. However, these same individuals cannot 
make such a claim when they do not already possess the resource. Almost all of the 
shoreline is presently federal land. All designation of this section of the river does is 
preserve for future generations, what the government inadvertently preserved for our 
generation. Designation will not require the purchase of private land or restrict the small 
parcels of currently private land from their present use in agriculture. Designation of the 
land will not curb future growth of the Columbia River basin for farming because the 
second phase of the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project , has yet to be completed and will 
tap the remaining potential of the river to provide irrigation. It will not hurt growth of 
private industry in the region, because as the Department of Energy leaves Hanford there 
will be plenty of resources remaining for occupation by private industry. When I look at 
an atlas of cities not on the coastlines of this country, I find that the Tri-Cities ranks 
among the largest of the interior cities that do not have at least three of the following : 
mining; forestry; agriculture; or state government. By these standards the economy here 
has been very healthy without exploitation of the Hanford Reach, and it will continue to 
do so once the Hanford Reach is designated as a wild and scenic river. 

In regard to the two options being considered under the preferred alternative, 
would prefer that the entire shoreline be preserved under the designation. The current 
farms along the Hanford Reach do not detract from its unique beauty, and I do not foresee 

any restrictions within the quarter mile zone that would cause unnecessary hardship for 
current land owners. I do, however, see degradation of the river's solitude and wild 
beauty if these land owners are allowed to sell their land to private landowners for 
nonfarm commercial exploitation. 

In closing I would like to emphasize that I believe that the Federal Government, 
inadvertently preserved a unique national treasure when it restricted access to the river 
along the Hanford Site, and has thus provided our generation with a unique and 
irreplaceable resource for outdoor recreation, and wildlife preservation. Designation of 
the Hanford Reach provides an unprecedented opportunity for the Federal Government to 
preserve this resource for future generations without causing hardship to the local 
economy. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Gerber 
2234 Towhee Lane 
West Richland, WA 99352 
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RICHLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
515 lH !OULEVAllO POST OFFta BOX 637 lllCHlANO. WASHING TON WJ.52 (.509 ) 94'6- 16.5 1 

October 15, 1992 

Ms . Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Ms . Sycamore, 

our board of directors has considered the proposal to designate the Columbia 
River• s Hanford Reach as a w i 1 d and Seen i c R i ve_r and opposes such action -
Although we believe that the area has unique qual i ties and should continue to 
enjoy some 1 eve 1 of protect i on, the proposed designation wou 1 d have an immediate , 
heavy, and adverse impact on agri culture and industry. 

The property can hardly be considered to be "pr i stine " in _that both industrial 
and agricultural land uses have straddled its length for fifty years. Your ow~ 
Deputy Regional Director, Will i am J. Brigg le has stated that the s~ewardship o_ 
federal and state agencies , as well as private owners, has _been . - . g:nerally 
beneficial in perpetuating the natural rP.sources of the Hanrord Reach. 

we agree that there must be some provision to continue the protection of the 
general environment, the archaeological sites, and the rare plants, an imals ~nd 
aquatic life. There must also be provision for the continued and reasoned ~se 
of the property for agricultural and industr i al purposes subJect, of course, to 
the permitting requirements imposed by state and federal laws. In addition, we 
strongly support the concept that the control of the property must be . by 
established local jurisdictions which are aware of the economic and i ndustrial 
needs of the area. 

The Columbia River and i ts envi rons are valued resou rces _ and the inte l l i gen t 
development and use of those resources should not be restricted by appl ying the 
inappropriate designation of a Wild and Scenic Ri ver . 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Clark Crouch 
President 

November 4, 1992 

Mr. Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 

David R. Morgan 
23 Ringold River Road 

Mesa, WA 99343 

Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
N alional Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seallle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

I am a farmer currently negotiating a lease on land near the Hanford Reach. I am 
concerned by the proposal lo designate the Hanford Reach as a National Wildlife 
Refuge with Wild and Scenic River Overlay. I do not feel that this designation is 
necessary to protect the resources of the Hanford Reach. 

This proposal goes far beyond the intent of Public Law 100-605. The study was 
initialed by Congress lo "consider the potential addition of all or a portion of the 
study area lo the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System". The Study Team has 
abused this authority by expanding the study area to grab land for the Park Service. 
The Environmental Impact Statement makes no mention of the agreements made 
with the individuals or the Bureau of Reclamation when the Department of the 
Interior confiscated their land. These agreement stated that the land was to be 
returned lo the original owners when it was no longer needed by the Hanford 
ProjecL 

I feel that Alternative C and Slate and Local Growth Management Acts will protect 
the Hanford Reach while allowing more local control of the area. Management of 
the area by the United Stales Fish and Wildlife Service would not fairly and 
adequately represent the interests of all entities in the Reach. The resources of the 
Hanford Reach can be protected without designating the area a Wild and Scenic 
River. The issue is not if the Reach will be protected, but who will protect it. 

Sincerely, 

J~l'7.A~ 
David R. Morgan 



October J O, 1992 

Mr. Charles H. Odegaard, 
Regional Director, N.P.S. 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, Wash. 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

Re: Hanford Reach situation 

I cannot fathom your thinking. You are bound and determined 
evidently to go against all logic. It obviously boils down 
to just another power play for another land grab . We have 
had enough. Let the government bureaucrats show for once, 
that they can manage what the y already have "TAKEN". 

The private landowners must have a say in the matter. They 
are the ones that have shown that the land can produce in a 
harsh environment and make it pay. You put a couple of them 
on your task force and you did not listen to them. PURE 
WINDOW DRESSING! They have been better stewards of the land 
for generations, and that is the reason you covet it now. 

Show me one Wild & Scenic River that has been a success! 
They are over used and the use destroys the surrounding 
land . You have to try and regu late the overwhelming mass of 
people-and then there is unhappiness all around. Some 
wilderness experience! You ca n' t protect the early Indian 
drawings, as all too evident on Hell's Canyon . There is 
graffito and worse on every rock and cliff within sight of 
the river. 

The FERC will be back in power by the time you receive th i s 
letter and be able to put dams anywhere they please-
whether it is a National or State Wild & Scenic River. So 
that is no longer an excuse you can use. 

The National Wildlife Refuge Program cannot fund or impro ve 
what they already have. 

And then there are the Salmon. How do you think they will 
react to the increased traffic on the river--as well as the 
increased polution? Everyone in the state is going to have 
to sacrifice for that program in different ways. In the 
meantime, we will know that you do not plan to help the 
situation. You will be actively working against the 
citizens of the state of Washington. 

Leave it alone! The whole idea! It is a far, far, better 
solution than any that you have come up with in three years 
of study. 

Dea r Study team of the Hanford Reach . 

As a young farmer 1n the Co l umbia basin I am ver y opposed to 
the EIS you have written. This land around the Wahluke Branch 
Canal s noula not be inc l uded 1n the proposal at a l l especiall y 
when Congress n e ver included it 1n the study area. The economic 
value of this 1and to our region was not even considered. The 
Columb i a 3as i n Pro J ect which th e Wahluke canal is a part of is th e 
economic stimulus of Eastern Washington and to give this land 
permanent ly to the f ederal go ver nment is a ~,stake. We are losing 
Just as much farm l and each year as we are w1 l dl1f e hao1tat. Th i s 
land 1s ~eeded and th e water suppl y of the canal will be ne ede d 1n 
th e future also. Th ere are numerous reason that this 
environmental impact stud y misrepresents the area and the impact 
this proposed d e s i gnation wou l a ha v e on this region . 

S1ncer ly. 

?f ;;I-~ 
Rand y rt o yi ance 
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Master List of Commentors 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission* 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (2 letters)* 
U.S. Bureau of Mines* 
U.S. Bureau ofReclamation(l) 
U.S. Department of Energy* 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency* 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service(2) 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminstration (National Marine Fisheries Service) 

WASHINGTON STATE GOVERNMENT 
Representative Gary Chandler 
Representative Dick Nelson 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation* 
Department of Natural Resources* 
Department of Ecology* 
Department of Wildlife* 

COUN1Y GOVERNMENT 
Benton County (3 letters total, 2 have responses)* 
Adams County* 
Grant County (2 letters)* 
Franklin County (3 letters)* 
Noxious Weed Control Board of Grant County* 

CI1Y GOVERNMENT 

City of Richland* 
City of Kennewick* 
Richland Chamber of Commerce 
City of Pasco 
City of Othello 

PORT GOVERNMENTS/ECONOMIC INTERESTS 

Port of Benton 
Port of Mattawa (2 letters)* 
Columbia Basin Development League 
Washington Public Power Supply System* 
Grant County Public Utility District* 
Chelan County Public Utility District• 
Douglas County Public Utility District* 
Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee• 
Northwest Public Power Association* 
Portland General Electric Company* 

1 The Bureau of Reclamation letter has not been printed because the BR advised the Hanford Reach 

Study Team and provided comments which were of a technical nature which have since been resolved. 

It is available at the National Park Service , Pacific Northwest Regional Office. 

2 See Footnote #1, substituting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Bureau of Reclamation. 



Tacoma Public Utilities• 
Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC)* 
National Hydropower Association• 
Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority* 
South Columbia Basin Irrigation District* 

TRIBAL INTERESTS 
Point No Point Treaty Countil 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation* 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation• 

ORGANIZATIONS 
American Rivers• 
Association for Washington Archaeology 
B Reactor Museaum Association 
Central Basin Audubon Society 
Corporate Services of America 
Eco-Watch/Sonoma 
Federation of Flyfishers 
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Hanford Education Action League 
Hawk Migration Association of North America 
Heart of America Northwest* 
Kittitas Audubon Society 
Long Live the Kings 
Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society* 
Lower Columbia Fish Enhancement Group* 
Mid-Columbia Archaeological Society* 
Mike Lowry for Governor Campaign 
National Audubon Society 
National Parks and Conservation Association* 
National Wildlife Refuge Association• 
Northwest Rivers Council (2 letters)* 
Northwest Steelhead & Salmon Council 
Pilchuck Audubon Society 
Richland Rod & Gun Club 
Seattle Audubon Society 
The Mountaineers 
The Nature Conservancy 
The Wilderness Society* 
Tri-State Steelheaders 
Trout Unlimited 
Wahluke 2000 Committee (2 letters)* 
Washington Environmental Council 
Washington Wild & Scenic Rivers Campaign* 
Washington Wilderness Coalition 
Washington Wool Grower Association 
Yakima Valley Audubon Society 



INDWIDUALS 

Abrams, Robert B. 

Adams, T. 

Ancock, Frank 

Andrews, Keit 

Baldi, Gloria 

Barlow, Nina 

Bartosek, Trudy 

Beers, John C. 

Berkowitz, Carl 

Bleogard, Ron 

Booker, Elizabeth C. 

Bradford, Gita 

Breslin, Cecile 

Brimhill, Mr. & Mrs. John L. 

Brown, Madeleine 
Burns, Doug 

Caminiti, Benella• 

Chastain, Lon 

Chute, Toni 
Clarke, Tom & Barbara 

Colton, Jacob 

Cook, Jacqueline M. 

Cramey, Tammie & Mike 

Culbert, Sally 

Cummisk, Gia 

Curtis, James A. 

Danie~ K. 
Dawson, Murrel 

Denton, Charles P. 

Dibble, Katherine E. 

Dingman, Jeffrey & Constance 

Dorr, Laurel Joan 

Drummond, Fred 0. Jr. 

DuMond, Diane 

Eby, Raymond & Waverley B. 

Edwards, Ola 

Ellis, Ed 

Ennnor, Howard* 

Fay,JoyA. 

Fite, Mike 

Fox, George L. & Marlene 0 . 

Frisome, Charles 

Gard, Howard A. 

Gardner, Len 

Gary, Walter 

Achenburger, Terri 
Addy, Martha J. 
Anderson, David 

Ard, Kevin E. 

Baldi, Jeb 

Barmore, William J. Jr. 

Beadle, Don 
Bellefe11ille, John A. 

Bertram, Elaine 

Blume, Martha & Alan 

Booker, William C. 

Bradford, Martha 

Brink, Ray 

Brotherton, Kristine 

Brown, Rodney 
Butin, Dr. J. Walker 

Campbell, Sarah Foy 

Charlebois, Mikelle 

Clagett, Ione 
Clock, Patricia & Charles 

Columbia Vista Farms• 

Conrad,Al 

Cronmiller,MarlM. 

Cummings, Michael R. 
Cupper, Jack 

Cushing, Betsy 

Davidson, HJ. 

Dawson, Victoria 

DesJardin, Donna 

Dimely, David 

Dolan, Laurie W. 

Downs, Janelle 

DueWan,AJ. 

Duncan, Margaret I. 

Eddy, Mr. & Mrs. 

Egan, Joel 

Engle, Helen 

Fager, Don & Thea 

Feiring, Steve, Miriam, & Kelly Kinney 

Fizzell, Robert L. 
Fox,John* 
Gambul, Lionel 

Garber, Sandra 

Garrett, Sharon 

Geist, David 

Adams, Erica 
Alatsis, Despina 

Andrade, Christian 

Ashworth, F.L. Jr. 

Ballou, Nathan & Elaine 

Barrera, Yolanda G. 

Beamer, Dr. Lesa 

Benson, D. E. 

Blakey, Carole M . 
Bodan, Mary F. 

Boots, Dennis & Pearl 

Bradford, William 

Brittsan, Joe 

Brown, Debie 

Bryant, Donald & Karla 
Butler, Zelia 

Canole,Judy 

Chillington, John 

Clark, Paula 
Coe, Ruth Evans 

Conolly, Catherine 

Corcoran, Joyce A. 

Cross, Steve 

Cummisk, Gary 
Curdy, James• 
Dane, Peter 

Dawson, Jack 

Deal, Robert L. 

Dibble, Peter P. 

Ding, Richard 

Doremus, Mr. & Mrs. Ed 

Drake, Robert 

Duke,H.C. 

Dunn, Regina 

Edmonds, Taleah 

Elf, Jennifer 

Engler, A.E. & Eleanor 

Fant, Karen M. 

Fett, Linda A. 

Flatau, Paul• 
Freiberg, Susan D. 

Ganner, James 

Gardner, Howard 

Garrison, Tom 

George, Dennis A. 
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George, Mike 

Gerber, Michele 

Gilmore, Terry & Karen 

Goya, S. 

Greengo, Robert E. 

Grettenberger, John* 
Gruszecki, J.W. 

Hall, David 

Hampton, John P. 

Havens, Lorena 

Haymaker, Alton• 

Hegy, William & Terra 

Herold, Andrea 
Hinman, Roderick T . 

Holland, Jeff 

Houston, Randy 

Hulse, Nancy L. 

Jackson, Martha 

Jarvis, Jean B. 

Johnson, June 

Jones, Dr. & Mrs. David L. 

Jukefsky, Betsy 

Keenan, Susan J. 

Kirkland, N.L. 

Kohler, Arthur D.• 

Kruger, Dona G. 

Kuick, Stan 

Langstaff, Mr. & Mrs. Russell 

Latendresse, Virginia 

Law, Ray & Marilyn 

Lee, Michael 

Leitz, Steven• 
Lichter, David M.D. 

Lilga, Mary 

Linker, Thomas P. 

Liversidge, David & Helen L. 

Lucander, Nils 

Lynch, Tim, Ginger, & Chris 

MacHugh, Will L. 

MacRae, Colin G. 

Manthos, Eddie J. 

Martin, Dan 

Martinez, Simon• 

McClure, James J. 
McGuinness,James 

Mcirvin, Mrs. Clive 

McNeil, John 

Gesse~ Myra 
Giannini, Mr. MJ. 

Gordon, George J. 

Graham, Del. L. 

Greger, G.E. 

Groves, Katherine 

Haaland, Fern 

Hall,John* 

Hansen, Dan 

Hawkins, Charles 

Hedman, Mark 

Heller, Meta 

Higbee, Shari 

Hoey, Carolyn 

Hoover, Sue & Marvin 

Howard, E. Gwen 

Hungerford, Andrea 

Jacob,G.M. 

Jensen, Donald 

Johnson, Patricia 

Jones, Jeffrey T. 

Jung, Robin & Ted Garland 

Kittleson, Alberta 

Klee, Gloria 

Kreid, Dennis 

Kubik, Barb 

LaGuette, Hortense & Julia 

Lanham, John D. 

Latendresse, Leonard 

Lawler, Mark 

Leitz, Lisa• 

Lemburg, E. H. 

Liebetrau, Albert & Suzanne 

Lilga, Michael 

Litzenberger, D.M. 
Longnecker, Wanda 

Lucas, Brad & Joye 

Madeiros, Mark 
MacHugh, Priscilla 

Mahi, Charlotte 

Marchick, Richard 

Martinez, Carol (2 letters)• 

Matthews, Arthur M. 

McConnell, Nanette 

McGraw, Nancie 

McKneny, William A. 

Meinecke, Robert A. 

Gerber, Mark 

Giddings, Roxy 

Gorges, Barb 

Graham, Jody 

Greger,Margaret 

Gruszecki, A.E. 

Halberg, Derek E. 

Hall, Rima 

Harkrider, J. 

Hayes, Edward 

Hedman, Virginia 

Hembree, Christy 

Hinman, Karen 

Hoge, Phil 
Horn, Weldon H. 

Hughes, Jean 

Huntzinger, Tiny (2 letters)• 

Jarstad, Gene 

Johnson, Carol 

Johnson, Stephanie 

Jones,Rick 

Keating, Robert L . 

Kirkham, Randy 

Klein, Lewis L. 

Krilz, Sherry 

Kuciej, Walter A. 

Lane, Lucille 

Lantagne, Daniele 

Lauren, Mariam 

LeBlanq, S.M. & R.S. Krauss 

Leitz, Richard* 

Lewis, William E. 

Lifset, Ted 

Lindner, Judith Clark 

Liverman, Marc 

Loomis, Gary A. 
Lyles James 

MacFarlane, Curtis A. 

MacHugh, Barbara 

Maine,Jim 

Maris, Carl 

Martinez, Lisa• 

McCann, Mark 

McDonald, E.D. 

McIntosh, Thomas H . 

McLester, Betty 

Melrose, Dave 



Mennard, Brent Mennard, Chris Meyer, Andrea 
Meyer, Charles & Gale Meyers, Phyllis & Troy Miller, Diana 
Miller, Edward M. Miller, Jim Miller, Neil 0. & Jennifer S. 
Miller, Steve Mitchell, Eve Moore, Elaine & Paul 

Moore, Elizabeth H. Moore, Heidi Moore, Robert L. 

Morbrogger, Helen W. Morgan, David R. Morrissey,Margaret 

Morton, Craig Morton, Douglas C. Moyer,Lee 

Mucha, John L. Mullins, Daniel W. Mulloy, Violet N. 

Naulty, Mark Nesheim, Sally Newhouse, Keith 
Ney, NealJ. O'Brien, Marilyn O 'Connor, Terry 

Ofsthun, Neil H. Ofsthun, Sharon Olson, Sue 

Ornitz, Ann Ottenheimer, Daniel Overton, David 

Parker, Marji W. Parnell, N. Parra, Eduardo 

Parsons, Christine Patten, Eve Patternson, A.G. 

Patterson, Barry Payton, Nancy A. Peak, Roy 
Pendergast, Jeanne Perdue, Earl V. II Petacgue, Judy 

Peters, Bryan Peters, Mr. & Mrs. Peterson, Betty 
Peterson, Lynn L. Petty, Zilpha Phillips, Marie 

Phinney, Duane E. Piippo, T. Pooler, Mary 

Powell, Patricia Pluntze, John Pryor, Clara M. 
Radke, William & Marcia• Raines, Charles C. Rawhim, John A. 

Rawlins, Mary Wister Rawson, Paul Ray,Don 

Ray,Donny Reading, Gloria Reed, Jean G. 
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Comments 

Department of Energy 
Washington , DC 20585 

Mr . Charles H, Odegaard 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

Enclosed are the Department of Energy"s (DOE) comments on the 
June 1992 Draft Comprehen• ive River conservation Study and 
Enviroruaental Impact Statement, Hanford Reach of the Colullbia 
Ri~er (DEIS). DOE favors the preservation ot the Hanford Reach 
(Reach) but does not have a preference among the alternatives 
that would preserve the Reach . However, DOE believes that the 
proposed management under some of the alternatives considered in 
the DEIS would unduly restrict beneficial DOE activities in the 
vicinity of the Reach, particularly environmental restoration 
efforts at the Hanford Site and the activities of the Bonneville 
Power Administration. 

DOE believes that the Reach can be preserved without precluding 
DOE activities in the vicinity of the Reach that appear to be 
precluded in the DEIS. DOE urges the National Park Servi ce to 
consider alternatives in the final EIS that would allow the 
widest range of DOE activities consistent with preserving the 
important values of the Reach . The enclos ed DOE comments point 
out our concerns in more detail. 

DOE would be pleased to continue to work with the National Park 
Service and the Study Team to provide additional information and 
analyses necessary to addresa its concerns in the final EIS . 

Thank you for the opportunity to cotnlllent on the DEIS tor the 
Hanford Reach. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

#~ 
Paul L. Ziemer, Ph . D. 
Assistant Secretary 
Environment, Safety and Health 

Responses 
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ON THE DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE 
RIVER CONSERVATION STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 

THE HANFORD REACH OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER 

The Department of Energy (DOE) has concerns about how management 
of the Hanford Reach under the alternatives discussed in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive River 
Conservation Study, Hanford Reach of tha Columbia River (DEIS) 
would affect DOE activities in the area of the DOE Hanford Site, 
including the activities of the Bonneville Power Administrat ion 
(BPA). 

G1neral conc1ms Related to BPA Operation• 

BPA is a power marketing agency that is a part of the Department 
of Energy. BPA sells power from the Federal da11a on the Columbia 
River and it• tributaries, and other generating plants , to public 
and private utilities and direct service industries. BPA also 
build• and operates transmission lines and sub•tation• that 
deliver the electricity . 

BPA supports initiatives to protect the scenic and natura l 
resources of the Hanford Reach (Reach), but believes the 
proposals discussed in the DEIS raise a nwaber of concerns . BPA 
is concerned about potential impacts from this propo•al on the 
• ubstantial efforts to plan Columbia River flow• and 
hydroelectric operations to assist threatened and endangered 
salmon species, and the impact• on power generation at existing 
facilities. The DEIS does not appear to fully present or reflect 
the significance of the Reach to fishery and power production in 
other parts of the Columbia River Basin. 

BPA also has concerns regarding how implementation of the 
propoaed action and alternatives D and E would affect its ability 
to maintain and upgrade existing transmission lines and 
substations located in the study area, a• well a• its ability to 
site new transmission line• across the Reach in order to serve 
its existing facilities on the Hanford Site . BPA is further 
concerned about how implementation of the proposed action and 
alternatives Dor E would affect the ability to site and develop 
new generating resources at potentially suitable sites (such as 
the Hanford Generating Plant site). 

Flow Impacts 

one of BPA's principal concerns with the DEIS relates to the 
proposed study and establishment of new inatream flow regimes for 
the Reach. The proposed study would be focused on the Reach"a 
naturally spawning Fall Chinook Salmon and other biological 
resources, particularly Federally and state-listed endangered , 
threatened and sensitive species. However, the DEIS has not 

1-1 . 

1-2. 

Responses 

The proposal no longer suggests that instream flow requirements could 
be changed as a result of National Wild and Scenic River designation, 
and the document has been revised to reflect this position . In 
addition, the text has been revised to address this corrment. Please 
refer to Ch. II, Alternat ives, Existing Legal Requ irements Corrmon to 
All Alternatives, 2) Management of Columbia River Flows. 

The Proposed Act ion , Alternat ives A, D and E would not affect 
Bonneville Power Admin istration (BPA), Washington Public Power Supply 
System (WPPSS), or Grant County Public Utility District's (PUD) 
ability to maintain and upgrade existing facilities, transmission 
lines and subs tat ions . The proposal includes language to protect BPA, 
WPPSS, and the PUD's operation and maintenance of existing 
transmission line facilities. The Proposed Action, Alternatives A, D 
& E would not affect BPA, WPPSS, or PUD' s ability to maintain and 
upgrade exist ing fac i lities (including transmission lines, 
substations, access roads, and generating facilities and their water 
intakes and outfall s). The proposal includes language to protect BPA, 
WPPSS, and PUD's operation and maintenance of existing facilities. 
New facilities are not prohibited by the Proposed Action, Alternatives 
A, D & E, but would be subject to the considerations of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, National Wildl i fe Refuge Administrat i on Act, NEPA 
process and any applicable permits. Please refer to Ch. 11, 
Alternatives, 8. Management of Human Uses and Activities, Water 
Development, Water Rights, and Power Generation, under each of the 
alternatives for a specific di scussion . 

1-3. Due to the complexity of jurisdictions on the Columbia River, the 
managing agency would work within the existing laws, agreements, 
plans, and policies with regards to instream flows. The reference to 
potentia l changes to instream flows resulting from Wild and Scenic 
River desi gnation has been deleted from the final EIS. 
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addressed how managing this one reach of the river would affect 
overall Columbia River system operations. 

The Columbia River and its tributaries form one of the greatest 
natural resources in the western United States and Canada. 
Because the river and one of its major tributaries cross and re
cross the U.5 . -Canadian border, the two count ies have signed 
several international agreements to govern flow releases and 
other operations to maximize the benefits to each country. These 
agreements include, but are not limited to: the Boundary Water 
Treaty and the International Joint Comraission requirements that 
govern flow releases on the Kootenai River; the Columbia River 
Treaty that required the construction of several large reservoirs 
in Canada and that also now governs their power and flood control 
operations ; and the non- Treaty Storage Agreement , which governs 
the operation of a portion of the storage in Canadian reservoirs 
beyond that specified in the Columbia River Treaty. These 
agreements are suppl emented by other agreements between and among 
U.S. parties, such as the Vernita Bar Agreement . 

Due to the complexity of the provision• of these and other 
agreements, the Columbia River is a complex multiple-use system : 
no single use has precedence over another; and no single reach of 
the river can be operated without affecting or being affected by 
another reach. What haooens in one o! the Columbia's tributaries 
aTfects other tributaries and the ou,in stream itself . The DEIS 
does not fully depict or analyze this co• plexity. Consequently, 
a series of alternatives and actions have been identified with 
the intent of protecting the "outstandingly remarkable" resource 
values of the Reach, but the DEIS does not address how the 
alternatives may affect the remarkable values of the Columbia 
River as a whole. 

The DEIS (p. 121) identifies four unavoidable adverse impacts 
that would result for the proposed action, one of which addreases 
the effects of establishing instream flows for the Reach: 
"establishment of water rights for instream flow needs could. 
restrict expansion o! upstraa• hydroelectric facilities." This 
understates the potential adverse impact of new instreaJ11 flow 
regimes. For example, as a result of the recent listing of 
several stocks of Snake River salmon under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), Columbta River flow regimes between January and 
September are specifically designed to i • prove the survival of 
these listed species. Because of limited storage capability in 
the Snake River basin, a high percentage of water used to augment 
flows !or juvenile fish as they migrate through the lower 
Colurabia River comes from the Columbia abov• the Reach . Any 
changes in flow regimes resulting from the proposed studies could 
significantly affect the current operations throughout the 
Colwnbia Basin !or Snake River endangered and threatened salmon. 

2 

Responses 

1- 4. See 1-3. 
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More generally, flow r • gimes for the Reach could affect other 
act ions designed to protect fish and wildlife resources, 
recreation, or other system wide uses above and below the Reach. 
For example, the DEIS indicates that the Priest Rapide Dam 
controls the flow regime in the Reach. Priest Rapids Dam 
is a run of the river plant and, as such, passes inflow sent to 
it by upstream projects. The reservoir behind Prieat Rapid• Dam 
holds only enough water to allow it to meet power and non- power 
requirements on a daily basia. Consequently, any proposed flow 
regime that involves Priest Rapid• a l so requires the 
participation of other upstream dam operators. 

The Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement (a Federal Energy Regulatory 
Co111111ission (FERC) Regulation], which established flow regimes 
designed to protect spawning and rearing Hanford Reach Fall 
Chinook Salmon, is an example of an agreement that cannot be 
observed without the release of water from Federal dam• upstream 
of Priest Rapids. A copy of this aettlement agreement 1• 
enclosed with these co11Senta. 

Finally , in addition to the international agreements noted 
previously, the management and operation of the Columbia River 
for power production has been eatabliahed in a nwnber of laws, 
regulations, and contracts, which include: authorizing language 
written by Congress; operating licenses granted to non-Federal 
operators by F!RC; F!RC ' • Settlement Agreement; the Pacific 
Northwe• t Coordination Agreeaent; and the Mid-Columbia Hourly 
Coordination Agraeaent. Thia operation 1• axtr-ely complex. 
The DEIS indicates that, becauae of this complexity, analyses of 
project operation• outside the atudy area are beyond the scope of 
the study (p.15). However, the DEIS also indicates that flow 
regimes resulting from studies identified in several of the 
alternatives for the Reach may affect the operation of the 
Columbia'• existing dams and reservoirs . 

This lack of consideration of the impact of new flow regimes of 
the coordinated power aystam concern• BPA. Beyond the potential 
impact• on operations designed to protect natural resources above 
and below the Reach, n- flow regime• may further constrain the 
generating capacity of the coordinated power •ystea. For 
example, a significant change in the Reach Flow regime would 
require change• in .Grand Coulee flow rel•••••· The Pacific 
Northweat coordination Agrae111• nt and the Columbia River Treaty 
operating procedures allow, and can require, Grand Coulee 
reservoir and flow impact• to be distributed to other Pacific 
Northw••t rasarvoire, including those in Canada and even tho•• 
waat of th• cascade• that may not even be tributaries to the 
Columbia. Because Grand Coulee•• operation reflects a 
complicated balance between power and non-power need• at ~oat 
Pacific Northwest reservoirs, any aignificant change to th• Reach 
flows could affect virtually all regional water resource uses . 

3 
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1-5. See 1-3. 
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At least two existing proce• aea already provide the beat mean• to 
provide in11treaJ11 flows for the unique features of the Reach. 
Theae procedures are the System Operation Review (SOR) and the 
current recovery planning process for Snake River endangered and 
threatened salmon stocks . Thay would both protect the value• 
identified in the DEIS and would not require new institutions 
and/or management structures. Each of these processes is 
evaluating the Columbia River system as a whole, seeking to 
balance competing uses of the water resource for the maximum 
benefit of each use . In the near term, the Northwest Power 
Planning Council ' • (Council) Fish and Wildlife Program (enclosed) 
has established act i ons that protect salmon stocks listed as 
threatened or endangered under the ESA and other fish and 
wildlife resources including Hanford Reach Chinook Salmon. The 
Council's Fish and Wildlife Program may be adopted by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as the ESA Recovery 
Plan . over the longer ter111, the SOR ls defining the requirement s 
for all water usera and will develop information that allow& for 
fully informed declsionmaking leading to trade-offs and balancing 
•-~•v•dual uses of the water resource. BPA recommends the Study 
Team rely on these process•• for the management ot 1n11tream Iluw" 
on the Reach and the long-term protection of the Reach'& unique 
value• . It will be extremely difficult to address Hanford Reach 
flows in a separate process under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
• inca that process l• not daaigned to consider the far - reaching 
regional consequences of controlling flows through the Hanford 
Reach . 

To reflect these concern•, BPA asks that all alternatives include 
language that would ensure that any flow studies and any 
resulting recoamendations pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivera 
Act designation will be consistent with and considered under 
existing international, Federal, and regional treaties, programs, 
and agreements that regulate flows throughout the Columbi a River 
Ba• in. Without thi• clarification, regulatory confusion would 
result if authorities under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act were 
interpreted to control or otherwise affect flow• through the 
Reach, To eliminate possible regulatory confusion, BPA suggests 
that the FEIS include language slmilsr to that found in the 
statute establishing the Hell's Canyon National Recreation Area 
on the Snake River, 16 u.s.c. 460gg-3 (enclosed) . The Snake 
River provides an excellent example of how the Pacific Northwest 
region has addressed the issue of flow authorities on a highly 
developed river system. BPA also provides below alternative 
language that would not preclude studies o! flows, but would 
ensure that such studie• or resulting reco...,endations, 1! any, 
are consistent with existing international, Federal, and regional 
proceases that already regulate flows throughout the Basin, 

Hanford Reach flow studies shall reflect and be conducted 
consistent with existing established international, Federal, 
and regional treaties, agreement&, and progra.lllS governing 

4 
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1-6. See 1-3. 

1- 7. See 1-3. 
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flowa throughout the Columbia Basin. Any reco111111endations 
resulting fro• these studies will be consistent with 
existing regional multi - agency enviro1111ental analyses such 
as the System Operation Review conducted by the Corps of 
Engineers, BPA, and the Bureau of Recl4111ation, and shall be 
implemented to the extent conaiatent with the exiating 
international, Federal, and regional treaties, agreements, 
and progr4111S governing flows throughout the Columbia Basin . 

Transmission System Impact• 

In addition to being the location of a main electric power 
generation resource (the Washington Public Power System Plants), 
the Hanford Site is a major hub of the Northwest ' s transmission 
system. Three najor substations which support interregional and, 
in the near future, possible international power transmission are 
located on the Site. Restrictions on BPA's ability to cross the 
Reach with new transmission lines or maintain and upgrade 
existing lines or substations could seriously impact its ability 
to transmit energy through or to this area. 

Aa shown on the enclosed map, BPA owns eleven transmission lines 
that cross the study reach of the river : three 500 - kilovolt (kV) 
lines, four 230-kV lines, and four 115-kV lines. Washington 
Public Power supply owns, and BPA operates and maintain• two 
additional 500-kV line•, Grant County Public Utility District 
No . 2 owns and operates four additional 230-kV lines, and 
Washington water and Power own• one 115-kV tran• mission line, all 
of which also cross the Reach . BPA also owns, operates, and 
maintains three substation• located within 1/2 mile of the Reach, 
one of which is within 1/4 mile of the river . 

It is essential to the raiaslon of BPA that operation and 
aeintenance of its existing facilities in the Reech area not be 
affected by any ot the alternatives. BPA must retain the ability 
to repair its facilities , provide vegetation management, and 
maintain access to its facilities, BPA's uin concern 1• that 
existing rights (which have been acquired to maintain its lines 
end facilities) ere sonetimes brought into question when a new 
aanagement entity ls created to menage an area. BPA has 
experienced major delays in its ability to act on maintenance 
items due to the need to work with a new managing entity and go 
through its administrative procedures . 

A notice of Intent to prepare en EIS for a new tran• mi • sion line 
between BPA's Bell Substation, near Spokane, Washington, end its 
Asha Substation on the Hanford Site, ls in preparation. A• 
currently planned, this line would need to cross the Reech in 
order to access the Ashe Substation. In addition, long-range 
plans cell for new or upgraded 500-kV line• to the lower Snake 
River and Seattle areas, and possible upgrades of BPA's 115-kV 
lines to 230 - kV . While it appears that BPA would be able to site 

5 
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1-8. See 1-2. 
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these new lines next to existing crossings to avoid impacting 
additional sections of the Reach, it is concerned about the 
possible restrictions that could be imposed on the construction 
of these new lines and on existing operations and maintenance 
activities under the various proposals addressed in the DEIS. 

BPA ls also concerned about the future need to expand the Hanford 
and Benton substations in conjunction with the transmission 
plans. The Hanford substation ls within the 1/4-aile area 
identified in the proposal as National Wildlife Refuge, and the 
Benton substation is barely outside of this area . As discussed 
with the Study Team, BPA recommends altering the boundary of the 
proposed National Wildlife Refuge to exclude these substation 
sites. 

BPA ls committed to meeting its obligations to customers in the 
most environmentally sound manner possible . However, due to the 
presence of the above-mentioned existing and planned facilities 
within the proposed area, BPA requests that the final EIS clarify 
that it will always be allowed access to maintain, upgrade, and 
expand existing transnussion lines, rights-of-way, and 
substations in the vicinity of the Reach when necessary. 

Gen;ral concern• of the Richland Field Office 

The Richland Field Office is concerned about how implementation 
of the proposed action, no action alternative, and alternatives D 
and E would affect its operations at Hanford. Information about 
existing contamination issues should be presented in the final 
EIS , DOE'S Richland Field Office will provide additional 
information on the extent of contamination in the Reach for 
inclusion in the final EIS through its Study Team participation. 
Other agencies, such as the Washington State Depart.lllent of 
Ecology, should be requested to identify issues related to non-
Hanford origin contamination, including irrigation return water 
(containing pesticides, etc . ). 

The final EIS should reco .. end that any legislation designating 
the Reach as a Wild and Scenic River contain specific language 
which would exempt DOE from an increase in regulatory burdens 
beyond those presently applicable to DOE'• Envirol\lllental 
Restoration and Waste Management activitie•, under which 
environmental values are already adequately protected. 

It la unclear which agency would be responsible for security 
patrols to protect cultural resources . On page 101, it ls stated 
that river patrols would be increased under the preferred 
alternative. On page 21, it ls stated that "law enforcement 
staff will be trained in cultural resource law and management . .. " 
Whose law enforcement staff would this be? Hanford Patrol? Fish 
and Wildlife Service? Benton County Sheriff? In view of the 
downsizing of DOE security on the Hanford Site, the final EIS 

6 
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See 1-2. 

Text has been revi sed to address corrment. Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment, Hanford Reach Contamination. 

Text has been revi sed to address corrment . Pleas e refer to Ch. II, 
Alternatives , "Uses on Federally Owned Lands", and Ch. IV, 
Environmental Consequences, Proposed Action, "Effects on DOE 
Activities on the Hanford Site. 

Under the Proposed Action, the USFWS would be respons ible for security 
patrol s to protect cultural resources within the boundary of the 
refuge after the land is trans ferred. The DOE would remain 
responsible until such transfer is complete. 
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should consider a larger role for the Department of Interior 
agency that would manage the Reach in providing protection of 
cultural resources. 

Specific Co,a1nts on the Draft EIS reflecting both Richland Field 
Office and BPA conc1rn1 

l. 

2, 

3. 

4. 

Page 15, Project Operations outside the Study Area - The SOR 
is intended to provide information that will lead to the 
balancing of uses of the Columllia River's finite water 
resource. This section indicates the operation of the 
hydroelectric system is too complex for inclusion in the 
DEIS and should be covered in the SOR. BPA does not 
understand why the Study Tea111 would than promote 
establishment of flow regimes that could alter the operation 
of the dams for protection of resources in the Reach , BPA 
suggests that the resource requirements of the Hanford Reach 
be studied and established within the SOR . The NMFS is a 
cooperating agency in the SOR process. 

Page 15-16, Other Relevant Studies and Plans - l'Jnong the 
aeveral ongoing activities identified in this section, the 
SOR and activities under the ESA directly affect flows in 
the Reach. There is no indication of how these activitie• 
would be integrated into the alternatives proposed in the 
DEIS , BPA believes these activities should be identified as 
the means to establish future flow regimes in the Reach. 
Alao, the next to last sentence of the first paragraph on 
p«ge 16 should be corrected to read, "The one year atudy 
began in early 1992." This updates the status of the 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS Working Group. 

Page 17, Actions Coaamon to all Alternatives - In a meeting 
with the study Telllll on August 31, 1992, BPA agreed that 
additional information on the 11Ana9emant of the Columbia 
River flow• for both power production and fisheries 
· (including the endangered and threatened stocks of the Snake 
River aalmon) would be added to thi• section. BPA's draft 
is enclosed with th••• c0t11111enta . In addition, BPA also 
agreed that the Study Teo will draft language clarifying 
how new transmission facilities would be affected under the 
alternative•. 

Page 19, Management of Colullll>ia River Fisheries - Of the 
several fishery manag-ent activities on the Colullbia 
identified in thi• • action, no priority or significance is 
indicated . Of those listed, BPA believes that the Northwest 
Power Planning Council's Fish and Wildlife Progrlllll is the 
sinqle most important document currently guiding management 

1 · 13. 

1·14. 

1·15. 

1 · 16. 
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See 1·1. 

See 1·1. Text has been revised to address colllllent regarding the 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS working group. Please refer to ch. 1., 
Purpose of and Need for Action. 

Text has been revised to address colllllent. Please refer to Ch. I 
Purpose and Need for Action, Other Relevant Studies and Plans a~d 
Ch. II, Alternatives, Existing Legal Requirements Colllllon to All 
Alterna!ives, section #8, Yater Development, Yater Rights, and Power 
Generation. 

Text has been revised to address colllllent. The Northwest Power 
Planning Council Fish and Yildlife Program is now di scussed in Ch. I, 
Purpose of and Need for Action, Other Relevant Studies and Plans, 
Columbia Basin Anadromous Fish Recovery Actions. 
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of the Columbia River fishery resource. This should be 
recoanized in the final EIS. 

Additionally, the NMFS is developing a Recovery Plan for 
Snake River salmon recently listed under the Federal ESA. 
While the region is seeking to develop recovery action• in 
the Pacific Northwest Power Planning Council' • Fiah and 
Wildlife Progrlllll that satisfy the requirements of the ESA, 
the NMFS may not be able to accept that outcome. If this is 
the case, then the NMFS Recovery Plan will become the most 
important fishery management document affecting the Colwnbia 
River. 

Page 22, Protection of Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, 
and Candidate Species - The Final EIS should consider the 
impacts on recently listed endangered Snake River salmon 
species. The coordinated hydroelectric system relies 
heavily on the storage capacity of the upper Columbia River 
to meet flow requirements for these species in the lower 
river . Conaequently, flow proposals in the Reach must be 
set within the constraints established to protect endangered 
Sna""e nt .. er ••lmon -•--'--

6. Page 23, Designations and Boundaries - There are variations 
in the text between the first and aecond printing of the 
DEIS. Specifically, in the description of option 1, the 
first printing contained the sentl!nce "The southern 
boundary, RM 346.5, wa• revi • ed to exclude the DOE " 300 
Area "." This sentence wae omitted entirely in the second 
printinq. 

7 , Page 23, Management Agencies - The NMFS oversees !SA 
activities tor Columbia River Salmon and should be mentioned 
here. 

8. Page 26, Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, and Candidate 
Specie• Manegeaent Actions - The preferred alternative 
would establish reintroduction programs for native • peciea 
which have been extirpated along the Hanford Reach. Thie is 
a worthwhile goal, but until the cleanup activities are 
coapleted, the introduction of aenaitive species could delay 
cleanup effor~e . Sensitive species could migrate or expend 
their range, causing • ignificant scheduling and siting 
Droble111S for the Hanford cleanuD Droqrem. 

9, Page• 27 and 29 - In Section 7, Management of HWIUln uses and 
Activities, under the heading "Actions Related to Water 
Development and Water Rights " on page 27 and under the 
heading "Actions Related to Uses on Public Lande " on 
page 29, the draft • tatea that under the proposed action new 
transmission lines crossing the section of the Reach to be 
designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would be 

8 

I 

1-17. 

1-18. 

1-19. 

1-20. 

1-21. 

1-22. 

See 1-16. 

See 1-16. 

Responses 

The deletion was accidental and text has been restored. 

The final EIS has 
Fishery Service's 
anadromous fish. 
Purpose and Need, 

been revised to acknowledge the Nationa l Marine 
role in managing threatened and endangered 
Please refer to the revi sed discussion in Ch. I, 
Other Relevant Studies and Plans. 

Under the Proposed Action, the USF~S would prepare a refuge management 
plan with input from all affected parties including the DOE. At that 
time, if any reintroductions are proposed, the USF~S would coordinate 
with the DOE to prevent conflicts. 

See 1-2. 
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1-23 

1-24 

1-25 

1-26 

1-27 

10 . 

11. 

prohibited. However, on page 205, the DEIS states that the 
Reach would be classed a • a "recreational" river under the 
provisions of the Act. This classification would not 
preclude construction of new transmission lines. BPA would 
l ike thi• apparent discrecancv clarified in the final EIS 

As a result of discussion with the Study Team, BPA 
understands that the intent of the proposal is to prohibit 
new transmission line crossings of the river. As outlined 
above in the general discussion of transmission system 
impacts, this may hamper BPA'• ability to access existing 
• ubstations on the Hanford Site. The final EIS should 
clarify that this pertains only to crossing the river in a 
totally new corridor, not to constructing new or upgraded 
lines at an expanded existing crossing. Expanding existing 
crossings would impact only an additional 150 feet at each 
of the crossings. If all five of the BPA crossings were 
expanded, this would amount to a maximum of 750 feet of 
additional right-of-way width crossing the total 50-mile 
stretch of the rl ver <'n- - · 0 

- • -- --- - --

recommends altering the boundary of the proposed National 
Wildlife Refuge to exclude the Hanford and Benton 
substations. The final EIS should also state that existing 
operations and maintenance activities would not be affected 
by any of the orooosals. 

Page 29 - The DEIS states that the preferred alternative 
would allow DOE and it• contractors to conduct a broad range 
of activities related to cleanup of the site, including the 
construction of temporary structures. However, new 
permanent structures within 1/4 mile of the river would be 
prohibited. "Temporary" and "permanent" should be defined . 
Site cleanup conceivably could require construction of 
barriers, extraction wells, water treatment facilities, or 
other structures within 1/4 mile of the river. Would a 
30-year cryogenic barrier and associated structures l>e 
considered "temporary" or "perrunent"? See also BPA 
concerns regarding access to and upgrading of its facilities 
near the river in co1111ent« 12 1' ~-.. ,, ·,.._, __ _ 

Maps of the Proposed Action, Option• 1 and 2. Although both 
option• state . in the text that the downstream border ls 
Rlvermile 346 . 5, the map showing the borders of option 2 
extends the Wild and Scenic boundary to Rivermile 345, not 
346. ~ . 

12. Under the description• of the no action alternative on pages 
31-34, and altarnative .C on pages 35-38, no mention is made 
of transmission lines, but BPA asslll!es that there would be 
no restrictions on the construction, operation, or 
~aintenance of transmission lines under th~se two 

1-23. 

1-24. 

1-25. 

1-26. 

1-27. 

Responses 

See 1-2. 

The boundary has not been altered to exclude the Hanford and Benton 
substat ions. However, t he text has been revised to clarify that 
exi sting operations and maintenance activities of the BPA, which 
includes these substati ons , would not be affected by the proposal. 

The reference to "temporary structure" has been deleted from the text. 
Please refer to Ch. I I, Alternatives, Proposed Action, "Uses on 
Federally Owned Lands", for a revised discussion of allowable uses . 

Map has been revised to address corrrnent. 

Text has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch. II, 
Alternat ives, No Action Alternative and Alternative C, 11\./ater 
Development, \.later Rights, and Power Generation". 
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alternatives. The intent should be clarified in the final 
EIS, 

These discussions understate the level of protection 
available for the fiah and wildlife resources of the Reach 
from existing institutions and processes. The Northwest 
Power Planning Council's Power Plan and Fish and Wildlife 
Program have established procedures tor fish and wildlife 
protection that go wall beyond the level described in the 
DEIS. For example, the Council's Protected Areas Progra~ 
prohibits construction of hydropower facilities on streams, 
or reaches of streams, with significant anadromous fishery 
resources. Further, specific fish and wildlife recovery and 
protection plans can be developed for individual subbaslns 
or reaches of river, and the entire program has recently 
been amended to deal with wild salmon and steelhead and ESA
listed sal110n • tocks. The Council' • Power Plan provides an 
analysis and review process for development of all new 
energy resources. Thia highly public process would provide 
significant regional scrutiny of any proposal to construct a 
dam on the Reach. The program's emphasis on wild and/or 
naturally spawning populations of salmon would also seem to 
be a significant impediment to construction of a navigation 
channel through this reach, As stated in previous collllllents, 
the SOR i • another ongoing process that seeks many of the 
sa,ae type• of protections outlined under the other 
alternative listed in the DEIS. Consequently, BPA does not 
agree that another study and consequent eatablishtlent of new 
instre&111 flow requireaants are the only way to protect the 
natural resource values of the Reach . 

Finally, the DEIS states that "of the species that pass 
through or reside in the Reach, none ls more significant 
than the Fall Chinook Salmon." (p. 64). Recognizing the 
importance of the resources, FERC approved the Vernita Bar 
agreement in 1988. The settlement agreement establishes 
specific "obligation• of the parties with respect to the 
protection of Fall Chinook Salmon at Vernita Bar" 
(Section B.l, Vernita Bar Settle~ent Agreement). The 
parties to the agreeaent are the three mid-Coluabia Public 
Utility Districts, BPA, the NMFS, the Washington Department 
of Fisheries,' the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
the Confederated Tribes of the Yaklu Indian Nation, the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and 
the Confederated Tribe• of the Colville Indian Reservation. 

13. On pages 33, 37, 41 and 47, the names of the island 
archeologlcal sites should not be included in the final EIS , 
The specific location of archeological resources la 
protected under the Archeological Resources Protection Act 
(16 U.S.C, 4700AA-470ll). 

10 

1-28. 

Responses 

Specif)c locat)ons_were not ~iven in the draft EIS and no information 
was printed w~i~h is not available to the public. Nevertheless, the 
names _of sensitive cultural resource locations have been deleted from 
the final EIS. 
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14. 

1-29 

1-30 

15. 

1-31 

16 . 

1-32 

1-33 
1

17. 

Under the descriptions of alternative D and Eon pages 43 
and 48-49, the DEIS states that DOE would be allowed to 
construct new intake and outfall structures, and the 
transmission lines and access roads necessary to serve them, 
within the designated area. From conversations with the 
Study Team, BPA understands that this would not apply to 
transmission lines other than those needed solely to serve 
new intake and outfall structures . However, all of the 
transmission lines in the system are interconnected, and 
additional lines and substation expan• ions may be needed in 
order to serve the Hanford Site cleanup activities . 

No other mention ls made under the descr i ptions of these 
alternatives of new transmission lines, other than the 
statement that new permanent structures would be prohibited 
within 1/4 mile of the river . Would this include 
transmission line conductors as well as structures? What 
about access roads for con• truction and maintenance? Again , 
BPA would like the EIS ( 1) to state how this would apply to 
new crossings, new lines at existing crossings, upgraded 
lines, maintenance of existing lines, and 11aintenance and 
expansion of exi• ting sub• tations, and (2) to provide for 
management of the Reach in a aanner that would ensure that 
BPA could continue its existing activities and pursue 
olannad activities on the Hanford Site. 

On pag• 6 of the issues table, "Departnient of Energy 
Industrial Activities on the Hanford Site" i • included . BPA 
activities related to transmission line construction, 
operation and maintenance would fall under this heading. 
BPA is part of DOE, and its transmission systen, supports DOE 
activities on the Hanford Site, including the cleanup 
activities. Th• DEIS • tate•, for the proposed alternative 
and alternatives D and g that no new permanent facilities 
would b• constructed within the designated corridor. Again, 
BPA would like the EIS to state how this would apply to 
BPA'• tran• nii •• ion facilities • 

Chapter III, Affected EnviroMl• nt, does not mention axiating 
tran• niisaion lines, acce• a roada, and substation• located in 
the study area which are owned and operated by DOE and 
others. BPA ·suggeats that the•• facilities be mentioned 
under the heading of "Land U• es on the Hanford Site." See 
th• enclosed map and list of BPA facilities. Also, no 
mention is aad• of the importance of the Reach to the 
overall operations of the Colunbia River Basin hydroelectric 
system, or to the endangered Snake River salnion mitigation 
plane. 

Page 51, Land Uses on th• Hanford Site - Tha second 
paragraph contains inconsistent inforaation about 
decommissioning the reactora. Eight of the reactors have 

11 

I 

1-29. 

1-30. 

1-31. 

1-32. 

1-33. 

See 1-2. 

See 1-2. 

See 1-2. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to addres s conment. Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment, Land Uses on Hanford Site, for a revised 
discussion of existing BPA facilities. The Columbia River system is 
discussed in Ch. II, Alternatives, Existing Legal Requirements Conmon 
to All Alternatives, and the Snake River mitigation is discussed in 
Ch. I, Purpose and Need for Action, Other Relevant Studies and Plans. 

Text has been revised to address conment . Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment, Land Uses on the Hanford Site. 
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1-34 

1-35 

1-36 

1-37 

18. 

19. 

been proposed for decom1issioning by DOE , not all of them . 
N Reactor has not yet been proposed for decoiamissioning by 
DOE. 

Page 77, Endangered and Threatened Specie• and Species of 
Concern - snake River salmon recently listed as endangered 
or threatened should be added to this and other lists in the 
tinal EIS. Protection of these stocks relies on volumes of 
water passing through the Reach to support flow regimes 
established in the lower Colurobia River . 

Forty-eight plant and wildlife species classified as State 
threatened, endangered, or species of concern, and/or as 
Federal • ansitive, candidate, threatened or endangered 
species are mentioned. However, the accompanying table 
li• t • only the federally designated species . Th• State 
deaignated species should alao be listed, or the reference 
for the appropriate appendix should be provided. 

Paga 92, Enforcement - The first sentence of the second 
paragraph should ba deleted . Hanford helicopter patrol• 
have been discontinued . 

20. Chapter IV, Enviro11111ental Consequence•, does not mention t.ne 
possible consequences of the proposed alternative or 
alternatives Dor Eon BPA's ability to operate and maintain 
existing transmi •• ion facilities or site new transmission 
lines across the Reach, or to expand the existing Hanford 
and Benton sub• tations sited near or within 1/4 mile of the 
river. Expansion of these sub• tations will be necessary in 
conjunction with our long - range plans mentioned above . The 
new lines ID8Y require additional access roads, as well as 
new structures within 1/4 mile of the river. If new lines 
are prohibited from crosaing the Reach, the lines would have 
to be routed around it. This would potentially cauae a much 
greater impact to the human environment due to the greatly 
increased length of transmission lines that would be 
required to circumvent the Reach. 

BPA is al• o concerned that the draft EIS doe• not fully 
present or reflect th• significance of the Reach to fishery 
and power production in other parts of tha Colull\bia River 
Basin. Restrictions i mposed .to protect aquatic resources on 
the Reach could have significant impacts on: 

0 

0 

late fall and winter operations of upstream 
hydroelectric facilities designed to provide sufficient 
water to keep Hanford Reach Fall Chinook Salmon redds 
submerged (Vernita Bar Agreement) 

spring operation• designed to pass vol umes of water 
downstream to enhance successful migration of Snake 

12 

1-34. 

1-35. 

1-36. 

1-37. 

Responses 

See 1- 16. 

The State of ~ashington list of Endangered , Threatened, and Sensit ive 
species is located in Appendix H. 

Text has been revi sed to address conment. Pl ease refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Env ironment. 

See 1 -1 and 1 -2. 
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21. 

1-38 

22 . 

1-39 

23 . 

1-40 

24 . 

1-41 

25, 

1-42 

River endangered/ threatened salmon stocks (Water Budge t 
Agree111ent ); 

0 BPA ' s abi l ity throughout t he year to match 
hydroelec tric generation to energy requ i rements through 
controlled releases of water from upstream projects 
(Pacif i c Northwest Coordinati on Agreement ). 

BPA believes that the Pacific Northwest power Plann ing 
Council as well as the NMFS should be consulted on these 
i ssues. 

Page 98, Study and Maintain I ns t ream Fl ow Needs !or 
Resources - Thia brief d i scussion , which is enhanced 
elsewhere in the DEIS, implies inadequate flow regi111es exis t 
to allow successful mi gration, spawning and rearing of 
Hanford Reac h Fal l Chinook Salmon. As poi nted out elsewhere 
in the DEIS, some of the largest runs of th i s stoc k ever 
recorded were measured within the last five years. 
Consequently , the current flow regimes appear to be more 
successful than is indicated in the DEIS, without the need 
for studies of new flow regimes . Insti tutions (d i s cussed 
previously) already exist to conduct, evaluate, and adjust 
operations of the Columbia ' s dams and reservoirs to 
acco111111odate these and other uses of the water resource . 

Page 106, Study and Maintain , nstream Flow Needs for 
Resources - As pointed out in previous comments, flow 
regimes for the Reach must be developed in concert with 
other uses of the Columbia River above and below the Reach. 

Page 11 4 , Effects on lnstream Flowe - In addition to those 
uses listed in this section , the Columbia River ' s mult i p l e 
uses include: flood control, navigation, irrigation , 
domestic and industrial water use, and recreational use . 
The section should also address prot ection requirements for 
fish and wildlife resources, particularly spec i es of salmon 
listed under the ESA. 

Page 122 - Unavoidable Adverse Impacts - In addition to 
foreclosing options for other segments of DOE, BPA and other 
Pacifi c Northwest utilities opt i ons for resourc e development 
will also be foreclosed. 

Page 138, Effects on Fall Chinook Salmon - Protection for 
Fall Chinook Salmon is no greater or lees under 
alternative C than any other alternative . An advantage of 
alternati ve C is its r eliance on existing institut i ons and 
existing programs des i gned to protec t this and other 
anadromoue fishery resources . 
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1-38 . 

1-39 . 

1-40. 

1-41 . 

1-42. 

See 1-1 . 

See 1- 1. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address corrment . Please refer t o Ch. 1, 
Purpose and Need, Columbi a Bas in Anadromous Fi sh Recovery actions . 

Text has been revised to add ress corrment _ Please refe r t o Ch. IV. , 
Environmental Consequences , Unavoidabl e Adverse Effect. 

The d iscussions of the No Action and Al t ernative c have been revised 
t o reflect t he changes i n t he DOE' s mission a t the Hanford Si te since 
th e ~raft EIS was prepared. Additiona l ana lys is has al so been 
prov ided. 
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26. Page 147, Study and Maintain Instream Flow Needs - The 
assumption tha t instream flow needs would not be addressed 
under alternative C is incorrect. As mentioned in previous 

1-43 co!Mlents, several ongoing processes and institutions are 
currently ex&lllining instre&lll flow needs t hroughout th• 
Columbia River with the intent of resolving conflict• over 
the use of the finite water resource of the Columbia River . 

Comments concerning instream flows and other natural 
resource protective measures apply equally to a lternatives D 
and E as wall. The only major difference between these 
alternatives rests in management responsibilities being 

1-44 transferred to the Bureau of Land Management or the National 
Park service respectively . The individual capabilities of 
each agency to over••• all aspects of natural resources 
protection outlined in each alternative is solely a function 
of the individual agency's authority . 

27 . On Page 205 and on map t4, only five o-f eTx existing 
transmission line crossings are mentioned or located. The 
transmission line• in five of these six crossings belong to 

1-45 BPA, while the sixth la a 115-kV transmission l i ne owned by 
Washington Water Power Company. Please refer to the 
enclo• ed map for the locations o_f the BPA line crossing 
areas . 

28. Appendix J, Map 8: This indicate• that Baager s1ope 1s a 

1-46 
proposed SLM Area of Critical EnviroM1ental Concern (ACEC). 
Our understanding is that BLM has completed their action and 
Badger Slope is now an ACEC. 

1-47 
29. Appendix J, Map 9: It would be useful to inc1uae the D1&Jor 

irrigation canals. 
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1-43. 

1-44. 

1-45 . 

1-46. 

1-47. 

See 1-1. 

See 1-1. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to ~ddress _conment. Please refer to Appendi x F 
for the di scuss ion of National ~ild and Scenic River Eligibility and 
maps. 

According !O th7 Bureau of Land Management, the proposed Badger Slope 
ACEC described in the draft EIS was dropped from consideration 
because, "the ACEC reconm7ndat)on has been rejected for the following 
reasons: 1? There are no 1nmediate threats to raptor nesting habitat. 
It ~as believed that restricting ORV use to designated roads and 
trails would have the same effect as designating the area an ACEC. 2) 
The sceni c _qualities could be mainta i ned by managing this area as a 
Cl~s~ II Vi s~a l Resource Management area except for the 200 foot wide 
utility corridor, which would be managed as a Class III area." (BLM 
8/13/93) ' 

A map ill ustrating the Columbia Basin Project Facilities has been 
added to the map section in the Appendix. 
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I@ @. • <& l'l 1~- FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTO N O C 204 26 ., .• 
OHL/ OPCA 

Charles H. Odegaard, Director 
Pacific Korthwest Regional Office 
National Park Service 
83 south King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard : 

Thia refers to our review of your draft Comprehensive River 
Conservation Study Report and Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Reach of the Columhia River dat.-d .Tune 1992 . The 
study report and environmental impact statement analyze the 
potential impacts of five different alternatives !or future 
management o! the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River . 

The study area extends fro• one mile below th• Priest Rapids 
Dam downstream approximately ~l mile• to the McNary Pool north of 
Richland, Washington. The Priest Rapids oa-. is the site of the 
Priest Rapids Project (FERC Ko. 2114), a non-federal hydro
electric project licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory 
co• -ission (Colllllission). The Public Utility District Ko . 2 of 
Grant County is the licensee !or this project. In addition , 
other hydroelectric projects licensed by the Col!lllli• aion are 
located on the coll.lllbia River upstream o! the Priest Rapids 
Project. 

one o! the potential alternatives is to combine a Wild and 
Scenic River designation o! the Hanford Reach with a National 
Wildlife Refuge designation o! upland areas iulediately north and 
east of the river. This alternative would prohibit the 
construction o! dams in the Hanford Reach. Your report and 
environmental impact statement indicate that a study would be 
co~ducted to deter111ine appropriate flows !or salmon, critical 
habitats, and rare plant and animal species and that the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would work with appropriate 
agencies to secure sufficient water to protect these !lows . 
Further, you state that expansion of generating capacity at the 
Priest Rapids Project and other upstream projects would be 
contingent on meeting established !lows it additional water 
rights are required. Finally, you stat• that existing water 
rights would be unaffected. 

In addition, your report and environmental impact statement 
consider a no action alternative . Under this alternative, there 
would be no study to examine flow needs for resources and no 
coordination with other agencies to secure su!!icient water to 
protect these resources. Your report states that flows could be 
modified by the establishment of naw water rights within or 

Responses 
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2-1 

2-2 

2 

up•treaa ot the reach and changes i n the operation of upstream 
and downstreaa dams. This alternative would not prohibit dam 
construction in the Hanrord Reach. 

It appears that these alternatives could have a potentially 
adverse affect on the operation of the Priest Rapids Project and 
other projects upstream of the Hanford Reach and might impede the 
Collllllssion's ability to authorize future improvements as such 
projects. Based on the infoI111ation provided , it is unclear how 
the various alternatives would ultimately affect th• operation 
and existing water rights o! the Priest Rapids Project and other 
upstream projects. Regarding project operations, how would the 
various alternatives affect power generation and reservoir levels 
!or these projects? It ls important to note that any changes in 
operation for these projects would require an amendment of 
license. 

In addition, you should note that the primary transmission 
lines for the Priest Rapids Project and certain portions o! its 
pro j ect property are located within the study area. How would 
the various alternatives impact the license••• rights and 
responsibilities under its license to operate and maintain such 
project works and property and how would they impact the 
Comaission's authority to require the licensee to take actions 
regarding project works and property within the study area? 

Your final report and enviroruoental impact statement shou ld 
specitically address the above concerns. In addition, you may 
want to consider whether the existing license provisions for the 
Priest Rapids Project and any other agreements for the area, 
combined with a prohibition on dams and dredging in the Hanford 
Reach, could accomplish your conservation goals for the reach . 

If you have any questions , please contact Mr . Jon E. 
Cofrancesco at (202) 219-2650. 

/ 1 f 
Sincere[ 

./ 1--c; • ,.--,I../"'-"~ 

F/;.d E . Springer 
Director, Office of 

Hydropower Licensing 

2-1. 

2-2. 

See 1- 1. 

See 1-2. 

Responses 
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3-1 

3-2 

3-3 

• 
United States Department of the Interior 

Bl'REAU O F ~IINES 

6-r:.f 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

WESIBIIN FIEW OPER>.TI01'S CE."fIBR -- -- . 
EAST l60 lRD AVENUE 

SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 992:0'2-141J 

September 25, 1992 

Charles H. Odegaard, Regional Director-National Park Service, Pacific 
Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington 

Supervisor-Environmental and Regulatory Analysis, Branch of Engineering and 
Economic Analysis 

Draft Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 

Because the entire Hanford Reach area has been withdrawn from mineral entry and location, 
except for private land holdings, for nearly 50 years, there Is little recent mineral resource 
Information that the Bureau of Mines can provid11 that has not already been considered In this 
EIS. However we are concerned that the mineral sections ere inappropriate as a result of the 
length of time the area has been withdrawn. Much could have changed over the course of 
50 years as to what are developable mineral resources within the area. Increasing demand 
and changing uses for mineral resources, along with improved technologies to develop them, 
have made valuable reserves out of depos~s never before thought economical. Likewise, 
materials never thought to be a mineral commodity are now mined. Therefore It is necessary 
to field check the area for aM possible mineral resources, particularly the various Industrial 
mineral types, and to prepare a mineral potential map showing the extent of those resources. 

A major objectlve of an EIS is to assess the impacts to natural resources. No assessment of 
the Impacts to mineral resources as the result of the various proposals was given in the 
Environmental Consequences chapter of this EIS. Alt of the given proposals contain total 

· -• •L- •L--, •-'- · ·· n! -v'•''M -'"'drawals and deslanation of new 
w~hdrawals. Minerals are only a resource or potential resource if they can be developed. 
Total mineral withdrawals, except for valid existing rights, make those resources valueless to 
the local and regional community. This loss to the public, as the resutt of new and continued 
withdrawals, needs to be evaluated. 

Thank you for providing us wtth the draft document for our review. If you have any questions 
about our comments, please contact Michael Dunn at (509) 353-2664. 

~~~~ 
Burton B. Gosling ~ 

3-1. 

3-2 . 

3-3. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address conment . Please re fer to Ch. Ill 
Affected Environment, Mineral Development. Ch. JV, Environmental ' 
Consequences, also includes di scussions of m1n1ng and mineral 
development under each of the alte rnatives . 

See 3-1. 

See 3-1. 
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_..,. /@11 l 1~NITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
\~if u I REGION 10 

~ . • ,,.o,t '"' 1200 Sixtti Avenue 
Seattle. Washington 98 101 

.. , , u 

ATTN OF: WD-126 

Charles H. Odegaard, Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

NOV 12 1S92 

Ra: The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
Draft River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft River 
Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Hanford 
Reach of the Columbia River in eastern Washing1on. Our review was conducted in 
accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act and 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, which directs the EPA to review and comment on all 
federal draft and final EIS's. 

We are rating this draft EC-2 (Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information). 
Our primary concerns are surface water and groundwater contamination from the 
Hanford Site. Other concerns include the proposal's impact on future Hanford Site 
use planning and cleanup standards, interagency coordination, and land and 
easement acquisition. Additional information is requested to clarify the site's 
contamination problem; the ramifications of establishing a river designation that could 
increase recreational use and human exposure to contaminated areas; interagency 
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildl~e Service, Bureau of Land Management, and 
Bureau of Reclamation; and acquisition authority for land and easement acquisition. 
We have enclosed our review comments and a summary of our rating system for your 
information and use. \ 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments on this draft 
EIS. Please contact Ruth Siguenza at 206/553-2143 ~ you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~e~ 
Program Coordination Branch 

Enclosures (2) 

Responses 
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LETTER 4 Comments 

4-1 

4-2 

4-3 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
Washington 

November, 1992 

Cooperating Agencies 

The draft environmental impact statement (EIS) indicates that the Pacific 
Northwest Regional office of the National Park Service is the lead agency for this 
project. It further states that representatives of the Department of Energy (DOE) and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) were invtted to sit on a study team. Toa 
discussion also includes references to a study task force wfth a seemingly broader 
membership than that of the study team (page 179). 

The various alternatives presented in the draft EIS include significant land 
management roles that could be assumed by the Bureau o! Land Management (SLM) 
or the FWS. Little mention is made of any interest(s) that the Bureau of Reclamation 
may have in the Hanford Reach. However, none of these agencies are identified as a 
cooperating agenc, in the preparation of the draft EIS. Under 40 CFR § 1501 .6, 
• ... any other Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law shall be a cooperating 
agency." 

Further, the draft EIS states that the task lorce was not able to resolve 
questions regarding the principal administering agency and roles for other agencies 
(page 182). The draft EIS ou1lines specific roles that these agencies could have in the 
Mure management of the Hanford Reach, but leaves a question as to the input and 
agreement the FWS, SLM, and/or Bureau of Reclamation may have in defining these 
roles. We would suggest inclusion of these agencies as formal cooperators in the 
preparation of the final EIS. In add~ion, we would suggest that the final EIS clarify 
whether or not the fu1ure land management agency will be preparing a specific river 
management plan and associated EIS and what specific decisions and resource 
a llocations might be made In such a document. 

Lastly, the draft EIS states in a number of places that proposed federal projects 
outside the river corridor would be subject to review by the lead agency. The 
authority of the lead agency in reviewing such projects should be clarified to indicate 
whether the lead agency will have formal jurisdiction over such projects or whether ~ 
will simply have an advisory role in project implementation. 

4-1. 

4-2. 

4-3. 

Responses 

The full citation from 40 CFR 1501.6 is, "Upon request by the lead 
agency, any other federal agency . ... ", and the NPS did not request it. 
However, under the authority of the Secretary of the Interior in 
consultat i on with the Department of Energy (in accordance with PL 
100-605) the res pective Interior agencies (BLM and BOR) were active 
participants in the Tas k Force and contributed to the development of 
the final EIS. 

Though not formal cooperators, BLM, BOR, and the USFWS have been 
involved in prepara tion of the f i nal EIS. If the des igna ting 
l 7gislation proposed to Congress is passed, refuge management and 
river management plans would be prepared to address all pertinent 
management activities . 

Under the Proposed Action, USFWS would prepare both a ref uge 
management plan and a river management plan, pleas e refer to Ch. II, 
Alternativ7s , section 5: Planning and Public Participation. The 
res~u~ces involved would be those listed in the EIS, and the s pecific 
decisions would be how bes t to protect the res ources on public and 
private lands given the USFWS mission and Wild and Scenic River and 
National Wildlife Refuge requirements. Appropriate documentation 
would be prepared in compliance with NEPA . 

Water resource development projects affecting the river which require 
federal action would be precluded if they have a direct and adverse 
effect on the res ources of the National Wild and Scenic River. The 
determination of effect would be made by the managing agency and its 
determination to the federal action agency would be binding. Under 
the Proposed Action, the USFWS would make the determination on behalf 
of ~he Secret~ry of th7 Interio~. For non-water resource development 
proJects outside the river corridor, the USFWS would play an advisory 
role. 
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4-4 

4-5 

4-6 

Hanford Site Issues 

The draft EIS clearly states that Tri-Party Agreement activities will proceed 
unimpeded under 8f1Y ol the alternatives. However, the adoption of any of the action 
alternatives wil have an Impact on these activities. EPA has already seen Iha wild and 
scenic river planning process impact planning for Mure Hanford Site use and cleanup 
standards. Prior to draft EIS release, DOE considered th_e starting point for evaluating 
contaminant risks as an industrial scenario for the entire Hanford Site. In this case, 
more restrictive land use scenarios would only have bean used in special cases. 
Following draft EIS release, the non-industrial scenario has become an alternative. If 
the Preferred Alternative is adopted, it could influence the limitation of cleanup 
scenarios evaluation based largely on recreational, not ndustrial, use. 

The signatories to the Tri-Party Agreement (DOE, EPA, end the Washington 
State Department of Ecology) are involved in a process for determining future site 
uses which includes Input from numerous interest groups through the Hanford Future 
Site Uses Wori<ing Group. Although the draft EIS states that it • ... is likely that the 
Hanford Reach area will be included .. ." in the Working Group's study area, the Reach 
is already included in the study area. 

The Workng Group has been involved in a one-year process (rather than a 
two-year process indicated in the draft EIS, page 16) that wiN result in advisory 
recol'TVl1endations issued in December, 1992. A considerable public involvement 
process will follow before the Hanford Site EIS is issued in 1995. It is important that 
the Hanford Reach final EIS include the Working Group's recommendations, since 
failure to include them could give the impression that the Hanford Reach decision 
process is circumventing the Hanford Site Future Uses Working Group process. 

The draft EIS raises an issue of concern on page 18: 

Because the Hanford Site has been included on the National Priority List under 
CERCLA, any Federal agency which assumes management responsibility of 
lands affected by releases from the site may also assume responsibility for 
cleanup actions required by CERCLA, the State Model Toxics Control Act, and 
other federal and state laws. While the Department of the Interior and DOE 
agree that responsibility and Nability for clean-up should remain with the DOE, 
this issue needs to be fully resolved before protection actions are 
consummated. 

The final EIS should clearly identify the methods and means by which liability for s~e 
clean-up will be formally and legaHy vested with the DOE so as to avoid transferring 
such ~ability to another land management agency. 

Responses 

4-4. We agree with the conment and the text has been revised. Please refer 
to Ch. II, Alternatives, Existing Legal Requirements Conmen to All 
Alternatives, Hanford Site Cleanup_ 

4-5_ 

4-6. 

The final reconmendations of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working 
Group have been included in the final EIS, please refer to Ch. I, 
Purpose and Need for Act ion. In addition, the Hanford Future Site 
Uses Working Group was formed to provide input to the Hanford Remedi al 
Action EIS regarding potential future uses of the Hanford Site to 
assist in determining cleanup levels needed. It was not formed to 
make land use determinations. 

It is the Proposed Action that the study area be designated a National 
Wildlife Refuge with a Wild and Scenic River overlay. Proposed 
language for the Congressi onal action necessary would address the 
issue of managing agency liability for existing contamination. It is 
the declared position of the DOE that liability and cleanup 
responsibili ty for existing contamination would remain exclusively 
with the DOE. The reconmendation of the Secretary of the Interior is 
contingent upon the inclusion of language in the legislation relieving 
the Department of the Interior of liability and cleanup responsibility 
for existing contamination. 
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4-7 

Our Hanford Project office has noted that contaminants have not been 
thoroughly addressed in the draft EIS. The contamination problem within the 
proposed site should be a major discussion topic. The draft EIS emphasizes that the 
river qualifies for preservation primarily under the recreational rivers provision of the 
Wilrl "nrl Scenic Rivers Act. The final document needs to consider the ramifications of 

4-8 
endorsing a river designation that could increase recrea1IonaI use ano numan 
exposure to contaminated sites in light of the fact that DOE has only completed three 
years of its 30 year Hanford Site cleanup plan. 

4-9 

Conversely, the document needs to clarify what risk, if any, exists for Wild and 
Scenic River resources from contamination from the Hanford Site's past and present 
operations and activities. On page 60, the draft EIS notes that "Radionuclides in the 
study area have decreased significantly since shutdown of the plutonium production 
reactors in 1971 and the installation of improved effluent control systems at the N 
Reactor .. . However, radionuclides are still detectable in water quality samples .... These 
discharges are attributable, in part, to contaminated groundwater discharges ... ." (page 
60). In addition, in the discussion of the environmental consequences associated with 
the Proposed Action, the document admits that "DOE cleanup activities in the corridor 
may result in localized and temporary siltation in addition to potential chemical and 
radiological contamination. This alternative ... would have no impact on control or 
cleanup of contamination from prior Hanford Site nuclear activities which may impact, 
specificany, riverine and aquatic habitats· (page 103). If cleanup activities will have 
impacts on Wild and Scenic River resources, those impacts should be identified and 
clarified. 

4-10 

Anally, the discussion on the B Reactor should note that it has been listed on 
the National R.egister of Historic Places and is no longer being considered for 
demolition. However. it is still under consideration for decommissioning and could be 
disassembled and then re-assembled elsewhere (pages 12, 19, 83, and 100). 

Water Quality 

Toe main concern related to water quality is identified as the potential for 

4-11 
contamination from nuclear and hazardous waste storage facilities on the Hanford Site 
(page 13). However, the document expands very little on this issue. The discussion 
regarding water quality should more thoroughly explain what potential for 
contamination exists, the sources and magnitude of such contamination, and how 
such contamination could impact Wild and Scenic River resources. 

4-12 

The discussion on page 18 regarding groundwater contamination and actMties 
that could be used to address it seems overly general. For example. the major waste 
units within and impacting the draft EIS's 1/ 4 mile corridor are solid and liquid waste 
disposal facilities rather than buried tanks. The tanks, primarily in the 200 area, are sc 

4· 7. 

4· 8. 

4· 9. 

4·10. 

4·11. 

4· 12. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address coITT11ent . Please refer to Ch. Ill, 
Affected Environment, Hanford Reach Contamination. 

The CE~CLA ri sk assessments would incorporate assumptions appropriat e 
for thi s land use scenario. 

See 4- 7. In addition, Ch. IV Environmental Consequences ha s been 
revi sed to update contaminant~ information where available. 

Many coITT11ents were received concerning the future of the 100 B 
Reactor, wh ich was added to the National Register of Historic Places 
in 1992. The te~t has been modified to reflect this change. Although 
the fut~re of this s tructure has ~o! yet been decided, existing 
r egulations do not preclude demolition. Preservation can be 
accomplished by o!her_alte~natives, wh ich may inc lude extensive data 
recovery and compilation with deposi t ion of same to a federal archive 
The B React?r is ?utsi de the s tudy boundary and therefore outside the· 
scope of this proJect. 

See 4·7. 

See 4·7. 
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4-13 

4-14 

4-15 

4-16 

large that they may be stabilized in place. Local aquifer characteristics are such that a 
pump-and-treat system is more likely to be used than slurry walls to intercept 
contaminated plumes. Lastly, most of the contaminants within the study area are 
radionuctldes and metals which are not amenable to biostabilization. EPA's Hanford 
Project office is willing to provide advice and assistance regarding Hanford Site 
deanup issues. 

A smaller issue regards control of unwanted and exotic vegetation. The draft 
EIS presents a conflict regarding the control and management of Eurasian milfoil. On 
page 24, the document states that mittoil will be controlled • ... through chemical and 
mechanical means.' In contrast, on page 98, the document notes that management 
of mWfoil • ... will be through mechanical means as opposed to chemical, in an attempt 
to reduce plant populations which impact salmon habitat." The final EIS should clarify 
which methods will be used to control milfoil and what environmental impacts could be 
associated with each method, including impacts from chemical use and siltation 
caused by mechanical techniques. 

In addition, the draft EIS discusses methods to manage exotic vegetation by 
chemical and/or biological methods (pages 103 and 153). The final EIS should 
identify any environmental impacts that could be associated with each method. In 
addition, It should identify whether or not future National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) analysis will be conducted for site-specific vegetation control projects. 

Finally, the draft EIS notes that dredging • ... would increase stream velocities .. ." 
While dredging could have adverse effects on the river ecosystem, dredging in the . 
reach would increase the cross section area of the river and would generally result 1n 
reduced water velocities for the same amount of river flow. The resulting channelized 
flow and slower overall velocities between the shore and the edge of the channel 
could impact spawning and other processes that require fairly rapid flow in the 
shallows. 

Private Lands 

The draft EIS leaves a number of questions regarding private lands within the 
proposed Wild and Scenic River corridor unc;ler the Proposed Action, Option 2. On 
page 117, the document states: 

The inclusion of private lands in the designated area would reduce the amount 
of conversion of lands to nonagricultural uses through the acquisition of 
easements and/ or revisions to local zoning ordinances. Condemnation 
authority for fee acquisition would not exist because over 50% of the land 
administered within the boundary is owned by the Federal Government... 

4-13. 

4-14. 

4-15. 

4-16. 

Responses 

Di scussions with the DOE indicate agreement that pump-and-treat may be 
the primary active action for groundwater remediation and 
contaminant s are mostly radionuclides and metals. However, at least 
one slurry wall is presently being considered in the 100 Area for 
groundwater interim remedial measures. Hydrocarbon and solvents may 
be stabilized by biologic techniques. EPA' s Hanford Project Office 
has been most helpful in the development of the EIS and will be 
instrumental in any future management option chosen for the Hanford 
Reach. 

Under the Proposed Action, the USFWS would develop a refuge management 
plan which addresses management of non-native terrestrial and aquatic 
vegetation. The management plan would be subject to NEPA analysis. 
Based on management techniques used on other refuges, the methods used 
would be the least environmentally disruptive available and would not 
be done at the expense of wildlife. The specific methods would be 
developed s ite by site, species by species, and be implemented only 
after review and approval by the Regional Integrated Pest Management 
Coordinator. Non-native vegetation which provides important habitat 
would not be removed. Management would be concentrated on noxious 
weeds and non-native vegetation which is competing with desirable 
native vegetation. Control methods for mil foil would be carefully 
designed to prevent spread of the species, and to protect water 
quality. 

See 4-14. 

Text has been revised to address comment. Please refer to Ch. IV, 
Environmental Consequences , Proposed Action, "Effects on Fall Chinook 
Salmon." 
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4-17 

4-18 

However, on page 25, the draft EIS states that the FWS would "Halt development 
which would have a significant adverse impact on salmon habitat by acquiring an 
easement or fee tit1e to the subject property." Funher, on page 29, the FWS would 
"Acquire land and easements when offered by willing sellers and otherwise only when 
absolutely necessary to protect critical areas or stop clearly incompatible 
development. · These discussions also include the use of condemnation for some 
acquisitions in which there is not a willing seller. These statements seem to contradict 
each other because there does not seem to be any current authority for either 
acquisition or condemnation. 

These discussions raise the following questions: 

(1) Does the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act authorize land or easement 
acquisition from willing sellers if the Federal Government already owns 
more than 50% of the river corridor lands? If not, would the proposed 
Hanford Reach wild and scenic rivers legislation include different 
acquisition provisions? 

(2) What authority is proposed to authorize purchase or condemnation of 
lands in the corridor? Would this be a special provision in the Hanford 
Reach wild and scenic river legislation? 

(3) Is it real istic to propose acquisition or condemnation of lands in cases in 
which private development poses an immediate threat to the resources of 
the Hanford Reach given the l ime required for federal acquisition of 
private property? 

These questions should be more thoroughly addressed in the final EIS. 

Monitoring 

The final EIS should include a discussion of monitoring for each resource 
category that has been determined to be significant, including fisheries, point pollution 
sources, non-point pollCJtion sources, and water quality. A properly designed 
monitoring plan will demonstrate how well the preferred alternative resolves these 
issues. A comprehensive monitoring plan will measure the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures to control or minimize potential adverse effects. The monitoring 
plan should Include types of surveys; location and frequency of sampling; parameters 
to be monitored; indicator species; budget; procedures for using data or results in 
plan implementation; and availability of results to interested and affected groups. 

The final EIS should describe the feedback mechanism which can use 
monitoring results to adjust standards and guidelines; Best Management Practices; 

4-17. 

4-18. 

Responses 

Whi l e private lands are inc l uded i n the Proposed Action condemnation 
for fee title i s not an option under the National Wild ~nd Scenic 
River s Act becaus e the federal gover nment owns 50% of the land within 
th e proposed ri v er cor ri dor (Public Law 90-542, as amended, Section 
6(2)(b)). For a more detailed discuss ion of impacts to private 
landowners, ~lease refer to Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, 
Propos ed Action, Effects on Land Owner sh i p and Use. The USFWS 
reco~nizes th~ t the ~ondemnat i on process is often lengthy and cou l d 
require remedial action if acqui s ition of an easement cannot be 
effected quickly enough. 

Monitor i ng of res ource values and potentia l impact of refuge 
operations on those resources would occur. The management plan would 
address the extent and specifi cs of these monitoring efforts. 
Monitoring results wou l d then be used on an ongo i ng basi s to update 
refuge managemen~ practices i n order to preserve, protect, and enhance 
resources for which the area was designated. 
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• 
standard operating procedures; and monitoring intensity at first detection of adverse 
effects. Providing such a process for adjustment wil ensure that mitigation win 
improve in the Mure and that unforeseen adverse effects are identified and minimized. 

Other Issues 

~• sitilr'.i: Threa\!l1Jad, a•d Endl!!lgered sgecia:; 

The draft EIS notes that the • ... study area has never been thoroughly surveyed 
for rare plant species." EPA suggests that the following publications may be useful in 
identifying information gaps on plants in the area: 

4-19 Sackschewsky, M.A., April 1992. aiologj.;.il I\S:ill:i:ilDI!•! foe Bari! and 
Eni;langar!!d Plant Specie:,. Westinghouse Hanford Company, 
Publication # WHC-EP-0526, Richland, Washington 

Sackschewsky, M.A. , D.S. Landeen, G.I. Baird, W.H. Rickard, J .L. Downs, July 
1992. Vascular Plant:. of the Hanford Site. Westinghouse Hanford Company, 
Publication # WHC-EP-0554 UC-702, Richland, Washington. 

Regarding fisheries, the draft EIS assures tribal access for fishing in all usual 
and accustomed places under the Treaty of 1855. However, the document does not 

4-20 address what, ii any, impacts listing or proposed listing of salmon species under the 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act might have on such rights. This should be 
clarified in the final document. 

~ 

The draft EIS notes in a number of places that a wildfire suppression program 
will be maintained. However, it does not explain the rationale behind this policy, nor 

4-21 
does it identify the natural role of fire In the Hanford Reach ecosystem. The final EIS 
should discuss the natural fire cycle in the area, the ecological role of fire in the area, 
the rationale for the pollcy decision to suppress lire, and the potential environmental 
ccnsequences of excluding fire in the area. 

~ 

On page 92, the draft EIS indicates that the Department of Energy patrols the 

4-22 river end Hanford Site lands south of the river by helicopter. However, it is our 
understanding that the DOE no longer patrols the site by helicopter. 

4· 19. 

4·20. 

4· 21. 

4·22. 

Responses 

These docl.lTlents were not available at the time the draft EIS was 
prepared, but were considered in preparing the final EIS. 

The draft _EIS recognizes the provisions of the Treaty of 1855, 
however, it cannot and does not assure access in all usual and 
accustomed places should salmon stocks in the reach be listed. Should 
the salmon_stocks be listed, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and NEPA 
d~cumentation of the recovery efforts will address tribal fishing 
rights. The effects of the ESA on tribal fishing rights is outside 
the scope of this study. 

Wildfire is a natural component of almost all upland habitat areas. 
However, the shrub-steppe habitat of the study area is not fire 
adaptive, is_slow t~ recover from fire, and is heavily affected by 
m~n-caused _fires which are much more frequent than naturally occurring 
fires. While there may be some potential to use prescribed fire to 
assist in ~evegetating d i sturbed areas with native species, the main 
focus of fire management programs deals with wildfire control as 
discussed in the final EIS under the Proposed Act i on and Alte~natives 
A, D, and E. 

Text has been revised to address corrment. Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment, Enforcement. 
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4-23 

4-24 

In addition, there is a contradiction regarding Alternative E on page 168: 
"Under this alternative, river patrols would be significantly Increased. Patrols would net 
be significantly increased under this alternative." Since the draft EIS places such 
emphasis on the benefit of patrols In addressing the problem of unauthorized access, 
the final EIS should clarify whether or not patrols will be increased under this 
alternative. 

Interpretatioo 

While the lead land management agency under Alternative E is given as the 
National Park Service, the text notes on page 169 that "Interpretation and public 
education efforts will be included in the BLM cultural resources program." Since the 
management of the Hanford Reach falls under the Jurisdiction of more than one federal 
agency, the final EIS should clarify how many agencies are expected to be involved in 
the management scheme for each of the alternatives. 

4·23. 

4·24. 

Responses 

See 4·22 . 

Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to Ch. IV, 
Environmental Consequences, Alternative E. 
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5-1 

5-2 

5-3 

5-4 

Environmental Resources Section 

Kristen Sycamore, Project Manager 
Hanford Reach Study Task Force 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, suite 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement 
(EIS) for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River with respect to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' area of special expertise and 
jurisdiction by law as designated by the President's Council on 
Environmental Quality on December 21, 1984 . 

The Corps of Engineers feasibility studies undertaken over 
the past 25 years were also conducted under Congressiona l 
mandate, and contributed significant information tor the existing 
environmental data base which was used by the Task Force and the 
National Park Service to prepare their study report and EIS. 
Request this infol'llation be included in the introductory portions 
of the EIS and study report. 

Suggest the final EIS include information concerning the 
resource management capability of the key agencies under each of 
the potential alternatives (Depart~ent of Energy, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife service, etc.) . Such an analys ia would include an 
assessment of current agency size and specialty, breadth of 
resource management experience, knowledge of hydrology/ 
hydraulics, recreation staff, office location, and other key 
factors. What additions in currant agency capability would need 
to be made under each alternative? 

The outcome of the Colulllbia River System operation Review 
(SOR) could affect the ability to manage some Hanford Reach 
resources , because certain effects relating to stream flow belong 
to the system, and may not conform to individual river reach 
considerations. 

Under Section 404(b) (1) of the Clean Water Act the Corps of 
Engineers has regulatory authority for wetlands and shoreline 
activities along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River . 
Designation of the river would not affect this authority, but 
could limit the kinds of physical changes that could be 
undertaken . 

5-1. 

5-2. 

5-3. 

5-4. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address co111Tient. Please refer to Ch. V, List 
of Preparers. 

A short discussion has been added to the di scussion of each 
alternative descri bing the manag ing agency and its charter/mission. 

The proposal no longer suggest s that instream flow requirements could 
be changed as a result of Wild and Scenic River designation, and the 
document has been revised to reflect this position. 

Des ignation would not change authorities currently exercised by the 
Corps of Engineers. Text has been revised to address co111Tient. Please 
refer to Ch. II, Alternatives, Existing Legal Requirements ColTITion to 
All Alternatives . 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review th is statement . 

S i ncerely, 

/J 
~ 7>1. 7YJ• ~ 

~ren s . Northup ~ 
Chief, Environmental Resources 
Section 

Responses 
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. e DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
S EATTLE OISTIIUC T . C O RPS OF t:N G INl£E"5 

ia .O . BOX 3755 

5 1[ ATT L £ , W~SH I NGTON ta 11 , . 1 u 1 

. , .... . ,o ,., .. ,.,., __ 
Planning Branch 

Mr. Bob Karatko 
Chief of Recreation Programs 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Mr. Karatko: 

~r ! rn 
0
0'W rn1~ 

- ·· J, 
I . ____ ; 

I would like to take this opportunity to provide the enclosed additional comments 
for consideration in the the final draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. These include editorial as well as more 
substantive comments and suggestions (enclosure). 

My technical staff has expressed some concerns about cultural resources site 
disclosures that may be too specific, and about wetlands protection under Executive 
Order 11990 and Section 404 of the Oean Water Act 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on this document 

Sincerely, 

enclosure KAREN S. N0RTiiUP 
Chief, Environmental Resources Section 

Responses 



LETTER 6 Comments 

6-1 

6-2 

6-3 

6-4 

6-5 

CDIPS-EN-PL-ER 2 November 1992 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON NATIONAL PARK SERVICE'S 
"HANFORD REACH OF THE COLUMBlA RIVER: Comprehensive River 
Conservation Study and Drart Environmental Impact Statement" (June 1992) 

1. M!l! location of the study area needs to be brought forward to the beginning or 
Chapter 1. Page I, top, should have map figure citation or include small scale map 
shown on page 50. 

2. (page 8, center) For the sake or accuracy, it was not "public ourcry" that caused 
the Corps of Engineers to suspend action of the Ben Franklin Dam proposal. It was 
unfavorable cost/benefit ratios: the project was economically infeasible at that 
time. The proposed use of barge lifts in the mid-1980's forced reconsideration of the 
economic rcasibility for a navigation channel through the Hanford Reach. This proposal 
also proved to be economically infeasible; environmental concerns were significant, 
but mitigatablc. The importance of Public Law 100-605 is that it provides interim 
protection from pursuit of these kinds of activities until November 1996, and the 
opportunity to examine alternative protection plans. However, these too will need to 
closely consider the costs and benefits of alternative land uses against public needs. 

3. (pages 10-11) The role and contributions or the 42 member study task force is vague 
and appears understated in the draft EIS. Even though it may be true that consensus 
could not be reached by the task force concerning a recommended alternative for action, 
it is also true that most of the important environmental documentation needed by the 
study team was gathered and compiled into technical reports by topic. It would be 
informative for the public to know which topics the task force addrcned. Ideally, the 
task force reports descnoing and evaluating specific resources should be available, either 
as appendices or supplementary technical reports. As it stands, the document really is 
not "comprehensive" without the individual resource reports to accompany it. It is 
therefore recommended that you e!aborate the role of the task force, particularly in the 
resource data gathering and evaluation process, distinguish it from that of the study team, 
and make the resource .data base available by publication of the individual resource study 
reports. 

4. (page 13, top) Palcontological finds are biological in character. Hence, "artifact" 
is not an appropriate term to use to describe them. 

5. (Oiaptcr II) Our Real Estate Division questions why the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
study alternatives include lands on the Wahluke Slope which arc part of the Bureau of 
Reclamation's Columbia Basin Project. 

Responses 

6-1. A map of the study area has been included in the beginning of the 
document. 

6-2. 

6-3. 

6-4. 

6-5. 

Text has been revised to address coITTTient. Please refer to Ch. I, 
Purpose of and Need for Action, History of Development Proposals. 

Text has been revised to address coITTTient. Please refer to Ch. I, 
Purpose of and Need for Action and Ch. VI, Consultation and 
Coordination . The Resource Assessment reports produced by the Hanford 
Reach Study Team and Task Force are acknowledged in the final EIS. 
Actual copies of the report are available from the National Park 
Service, Pacific Northwest Regional Office. 

The term "artifact" has been deleted in descriptions of 
paleontological resources. 

Pursuant to the mandate of Public Law 100-605, the study was to 
identify significant resources of the Hanford Reach and address their 
protection. The lands on the Yahluke Slope, already in federal 
ownership, were included in the study area because the preservation of 
the intact ecosystem was considered essential to insure protection of 
the Hanford Reach resources identified. 
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6. (pages 26, bottom, and 82, top center) Sensitive cultural resource site locations arc 
given with too much precision in the draft EIS. This descriptive treatment bordcn on 
violation of Section 304 of the National Historic Preservation Act, amendments of 1980, 
and should be corrected in the final EIS to read more generally without reference to 
local place names. 

6-7 
7. (pages 69-71) Wetland resources arc not discussed adequately. Have there been 
efforts at mapping or delineation ? Arc there impacts to wetlands under the various 
alternatives ? If so, these should be addressed in Chapter IV. 

6-8 

8. (Pages 81-83) All technical discussions in the draft EIS (ie, fish, wildlife, plants, 
geology, etc.) contain appropriate citations from the professional literature with the . 
exception of cultural resources. For cultural resources, the study team has chosen to c,tc 
limited distnbution in-house agency mangemcnt plans instead of primary sources from 
the professional literature that may be more available to the public. Suggest citation of 
Q.!.!.!:yml Resources a\ .l:!fillfQr!! (1982) [Funded by U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. 
Army Corps of Enginccn, and Washington Public Power Supply System) and 
Archeo}ogjcal lnyestigatjons at Washington l'.u!ili£ ~ ~ Snilln ~r Plant$ 
on 1M liinf2rl! Reservation. Washington (1983) [Funded by the Supply System]. The 
first of these items was published and distributed to all municipal and regional public 
libraries In the pacific northwest by the Supply Sytem punuant to their state licensing 
agreement; the second was distributed to professional archeologis1$ throughout the area. 

6-9 
9. Recommend that Maps #1-5 at the end of the document be reduced to fit standard 
page size for final EIS. If this is done, then they can be more effectively placed in the 
text of the document. 

Responses 

6-6. See 1-28. 

6-7. 

6-8. 

6-9. 

Text has been revised to discuss the we tlands in the study area, 
please refer to Ch. III, Affected Environment, section on Biological 
Features , Habitat Types. For potential impacts to wetlands from the 
various alternatives please refer to Ch. IV, Environmental 
Consequences , I ssue #3 Effects on Biodiversity. Wetlands have been 
mapped by the USFWS's National Wetlands Inventory. 

The co111Tients regarding archaeological and h is toric sites were quite 
dive rse . Some co111Tients indicated the document disclosed too much 
information while others indicated we did not di sclose enough data 
regarding the rich diversity and values of sites along the Hanford 
Reach. Due to the sensi tivity of the issue, the s tudy team determined 
to keep the subject generic. No s pecific citations from the suggested 
documents were incorporated in the FEIS, therefore, the references 
were not included. 

The maps have not been revised as you s uggested because important 
detail would be lost through reduction. 
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1 JJ 11st A.vt'nur S.W. • P.O . 8or 43843 • Olrmpi~, W,uhinJl'ton 98504-8341 • (106J 7 .H-4011 • SCAN 134-4011 

Ms. Kristin Sycaftore 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 

September 21, 1992 

BJ South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle , WA 98104 

Dear Ms. Syca•ore: 

We have co•pleted a review of the Draft Comprehensive River 
Conservation study and Environmental Impact statement for the 
Hanford Reach of the Colwnbia River. 

As the study notes, the Hanford Reach includes a dense 
concentration of significant archaeological and historical 
resources, many of which retain good integrity bec ause of 
controlled access and the historic lack of hydroelectric and 
agricultural deve l op•ents. These resources include eight 
archaeological districts listed i n the National Register of 
Historic Places and three additional archaeologi cal districts 
listed in the Washington State Register. In addition, the majority 
of cultural resources in the area are still unevaluated and aany of 
these •ay be eligible for listing in the National and State 
Registers . 

Historic structures in the project area include the Hanford B 
Reactor, which was listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places in 1992 at the national level of significance. Historic 
surveys of the Reach may also identify significant artifactual 
remains associated with Chinese gold miners of the 1860s . In 
addition, as the last free-flowing stretch of the region's most 
important waterway, it is possible that the Hanford Reach (or 
sites therein) may have traditional cultural significance . 

All of the alternatives, including the proposed action, prohibit 
da..aing and •ajor dredging , and therefore would not adversely 
effect sign i ficant cultural resources (although the •no action• 
alternative only bans these activities through 1996 thus leaving 
open possible future adverse effects). In addition, the 
proposals include surveys of the area and the compilation of 
inventories as part of a Department of Energy cultural resource 
progra•. 

Responses 
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Ms. Kristin Sycamore 
September 22, 1992 
Page Two 

We recou,end that all alternatives require the Department ot 
Energy to davalop a Memorandum of Agreuiant with the Federal 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, etfected tribes, and 
our otfice to iaple•ent a full management plan to insure 
protection of the diverse and rich cultural resources of the 
Hanford Reach. If I can be of assistance in this regard, please 
call me at (206) 586-2901. 

LG 

cc: Barbara Gooding 
Barbara Ritchie 

Sincerely, 

~JJ '11tr!._' 
Leonard Garfield 
Preservation Pro a•s Coordinator 

Responses 

7-1. The Department of Energy is currently in the process of developing a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the State, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and the affected tribes, to formalize its 
current management plan that was originally developed and implemented 
by DOE in 1988. 
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ro: 206 <19J 2'367 

.A. WASHINGroN STATE DEPARTMENT OF 

~ Natural Resources 

Sc1)1ember 15, 1992 

&rbllTa Ritchie 
F.nviroruru:ntal Review Section 
Wushington Dcparlmcnt of P..cology 
no3 
Dear Barbara: 

RE: DEIS • Hanford Beach of the CoJumbJa River 

SEP IS , 1992 ) : 20'1'1 11827 P . 02 

lllUAN BOYlE 
Comrrd.slo,~r o~ 1'1~~ 

OlYMPIA. WA 985°' 

Alttched are comment.~ regardin& the DEIS • Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. 
The commeou were submitted by Milt Jobnst_on, A.~istant Regional Manager of the 
Department of Natural Resources Southeast Region in Ellensburg. Please contact 
Milt at {509) 925-6131 or SCAN 223-3946 with any questions. To.ank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 

22d /) .J--· --
vid J'. Di~ 
PA C.cntcr 

( ::fwordJUot/da.vc/ hWord.ru 

Equal Opportunity/ J\ffi' ma tive Action Employer 

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

Responses 
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Intra-Departmental Communlcatlon 

RECEIVED 

SEP 2 5 nATIC September 23J}1i3 

ntOM: Gary Beeman/Bob Hicks 
ruoru, Scan 558-2544 

SUBSECT: Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
Draft Comprehensive River 
Conservation Study and 
Environmental Impac t Statement 

TO : Rico Baraga, H. Q . Environmental 

We have reviewed the above mentioned document and have the 
following comments: 

~ Whatever proposal is selected d~ea not preclude DOT from 
improving or rehabilitating state highways within the 
designated area. 

~ DOT would review and approve any new or modifications to 
existing access to state highways . 

~ Coordinate with DOT any installation ot information and 
interpretive displays and/or s i gning adjacent to or within 
state right of way . 

GRB/rah 

cc: file 

\£1SIDC2.txX: 

Responses 
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- WNKINGTON STATE Dl!Pi'IIITTIIENT Of 

Natural Resources 
11r•~N ROYLI 

r.on111iu11~1 ,•~~ -~i'!'dt.: 

8-1 

8-2 

September 14, 1tt2 

,c;outhnal ll eg1011 Ottiu : 
713 C. l\nwuo:. J1tl 

HhtolilJUrg. WA fUl92G 
{e09) Yt'!J r. 1'.' t 

H E H Q B 6 H P U H 

TO : 

FROt'I : 

Dave 01 etunen , 

Milt Johneton, 

SEPA O.nte/,@>11-/&,___ p~;,, cL)oL 

BE Ree1on': J' / . . ) 

&U8JECT: DEII - Hanford Reach of the Co1Ufflb1a R1v•r 
DHft 8!~A FILE HO . 2&90 

,. PMCDOl9 pf the l~UOY 10d Study PCAAtll 

CbNJ\tt l,C Ra•ourot • 11111•0\ <01ee 19) 

The focu• of th• re•ourc• ••••••111ent phaee waa to 1dent1fy and 
•valuatA th• e19n1f1cent natur al, oultur•l , eoen1c, and 
reoreat1onal eheraoteri•t1ce of tha atudy ar•a. 

ECOI\Offl1c develop-nt eona1daratlona ware not incl ud•d 1n the 
atudy . Th1e 1a a • er1ou1 flaw. Any study concerning the 
convere1on of th1e lare• amount of acraaee, ~•t Include an 
analy•1• of •oonom1c cone1derat i ona , both ahort term and long 
tera. 

Beoauaa of th1e oa1aa1on, all opt1one in th• aWdy foouaed on 
ar••• dea1;n1 (•l-• t entirely) w1th preeervat1on and 
coneerv•t1on, Without taking Into account econ011110 
con1iderat1on•• 

t. Columbia aaa1n ecoi1ct/Buc11w ef a,,1-tion 
The area North of M1ghw• y 2, 1n the area propoead tor th• 
Mat1ona1 Wildlife "•fuga area hll •lgn1flcant 1rrl gatlon 
agr1eu1tural develop-ht potent1a1 , 

Th1• block 11 located w1th1n the Colu~b1e ea• 1n Project. Moat of 
the inve• e-nt of getting water to the area hea already bean 
made, 11nca irr19atlon water (via• Wahluk• Branch of the South 
Columbia Irrigation 01etrlct C•nel) 1e tran• portad through the 
• raa and 1~r1gataa a block of land naer Mattawa. 

An option to tranaf•r the area North or H1ghway Z4 Into private 
(or atata 0Wnar• h1p for private dev• lo-nt) ahould be • Kplored . 
fcon0ffl1c cona1darat1on• ahould be Included 1n th1• • nalyais, 

Equftl Opponunrty/ANirrnatlYe A<:t iC>/1 l::~oy•r 

8-1. 

Responses 

A va'.iety ?f COf!ITlents were submitted concerning inadequate 
cons ide'.at!on given to the potenti al for agricultural development of 
lands within the s tudy area. As a result , a series of ques t i ons was 
posed to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation concerning the availability of 
water _and the B~reau•s opinion of the likelihood of irrigated farming 
becoming a reality on Hanford lands north of the river (Wahluke 
Slope). Please reference the full text of the February 5 1993 letter 
to the Bureau from the Na tional Park Service and the Bure~u•s February 
17, 1993 response i ncluded in Appendix J of the f i nal EIS. 

In sunmary, the Bureau responded to questions about the potential for 
development of ir rigated agriculture th at: 

(1~ "~n\ess !here are si gnificant changes in national policies and 
pr1or1ties, 1t appears unl ikely that Recl amation would provide 
irrigation water for lands on the Hanford Site within the foreseeable 
future .... " 

(2) "The Hanford lands on the Wahluke Slope are within the project 
area, but are not part of the Project as planned for future 
development, nor are they included in NEPA compliance or other 
pl anni ng activities presently underway .... " 

(3) " ... operating experi ence indicates that major reaches of both the 
Potholes Canal and Wahluke Branch Canal would need to be 
enlarged ... enlargement of the Potholes Canal would be particularly 
expensive ..• " 

(6) "Based on studies in the early 1970s , Reclamation determined that 
irrigation would increase the potent i al for landslide activity along 
the White Bluffs . • • Extensive studies would be required before 
Reclamation would consider revi s ing its conclusi ons regarding 
irrigation in this area." 

(7) "In light of the exi s ting Washington State Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) moratorium on new d iversions from the main stem of the 
Columbia River, and heightened concerns regarding instream flows, 
public surf ace waters from the Columbia River may or may not be 
avai table in the future .... " 

(9) "Reclamation continues to have an interest in the ultimate 
development o! the \rrigable lands of the entire Wahluke Slope as part 
?f !he ~olumb1 a Bas in Pro ject. That interest is not limited only to 
1rr1gat1on deve lopment, but also extends to other Project purposes 
including fish and wildlife, as well as to resource management and 
environmental concerns ..• " 

As a result of this information, i t was concluded that the actual 
potential for additional development of irrigated agriculture with in 
!he study area is insufficient to warrant further exploration of the 
impacts of such development. Also, Public Law 100-605 directed that a 
study be conducted to conside r conservation alternatives for the 
Hanford Reach, not to analyze all potential uses for the area. 

8-2. See 8-1. 
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Dt-R Lll'1 LAND ~ T ~o: 206 •'33 2967 SEP 15, 19'32 3:21PM "827 P.04 

3. QblP!«tC l,D l••u11 aoo CPOQl[OI 

1maact1 tR Lano own1r1n10 end u,, (1ttm a, ees• 13) 
lh• iaau•• of conver• ion of a~r1cultur• 1 land• to other u•••• 
c onvar• ion of public land• into pr1v• te agr icultural u••, w•r• 
i dentified•• ia• u••, 

There wa• no dl • cu•• 1on of the co• ta, benef it~ . impact• t o 
praaant landowners no d 1• cuaa 1on on tne 1mpacte 1 b• n• fit •, or 
oo• t •, 

Th1 • i • anothar a• rioua flaw of th• atudy, 

c: Brue• Mackay, Land• Oiv1 • 1on 
Wi111am o. Boyum, IE ~•oion 

Responses 

8 - 3 . See 8-1. 
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. -bEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
""'" )lop ('\ l • I r • Ofvmp1J, \\',1~1~ ron "115().J -H;' I I • (l061 -l 59-6(XX) 

November 6 , 1992 

Mr . Bob Nlchols 
Special Assistant 
Governor ' s Office 
Legisla t i v e Build l ng AS - 13 
Pos t Offlce Box 40002 
Oly,.p i a, 'wA 98 504-000 2 

Dear Bob : 

\.le hav e reviewed the draft environmental 111pact statement for the Hanfo rd 
Reach of the Columb i a River, a.s prepared by t he National Park Serv i ce. our 
lead staff person (Doug Pineo - Eastern Regi onal Office ) has also part i c i pated 
as a meab•r of th• Hanford Reach TaJlc. Force to t he extent that time permitted . 
We h ave been pleased with the work of the Park Service on this study a nd feel 
that we have been offered full oppo rtunity to comaent and participate as tha 
study progressed . 

Based on our r av l ew and involve• ent , Ecology fully supports the proposed 
action - National !Jlldlife Refuge with Wild and Scenic River Overlay, ..,ith 
Option Two . IJe feel that this alternat ive best pro• otes the public trust and 
preferred use concep ts of the Shoreline Kan.gement. Act , upst.reAII flows, and 
'Ja t er quality. It voul d also best support the preservation of resour ces and 
r ecreat i onal opportuni ties managed by other a gencies such as the fa l l chinook 
salmon, steelhead trout, threatened and endange r ed plants and anima ls, and 
large vatertovl populations. 

Cleanup of th• Hanford Nuc lear Re.servation is of paramount importance , and 
must proceed unhindered under the terms of t he Hanford Feder .J i Facility 
agreement and Con.s ent Order (Tri-Party Agre eaent ). Measure• supporting t he 
agr eement aus t be incorporated into the Preferred Alternative as alluded to in 
the £IS docUt1ent . 

Current fa. r11lng and grazing activities on public and priv ate lands should be 
alloved co continue following designation , but those lands should not be 
permitted to be converted to other u..ses that vould adversely affect or des t roy 
11any of the resources identified in the study . In addltion , Ecology opposes 
the conver.sion of shrub - steppe upla.nds to irrigated or dryland f anning , 
because such conversion would adversely affect m•ny of these resources , reduc e 
upstre aa f l ows, and adversely affect vater quality . 

~e do suppor t t he c ontinuation of exist ing rec r e• tional uses whe re 
appropriate . Boat i ng, hunting , f i shing , nature s t u dy an d observation •nd 
similar activities should continue unle ss compel l ing re asons a.re ident i f i ed to 
reduce or eliminate access . 

Responses 
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Mr . Bob Nichols 
Page 2 
November 6, 1992 

Ecology supports the conc lusion by the Hanford Reach Task Force, that no 
navigational or other niaj or dredging or lmpounda• nt of the Hanford Reach of 
the Columbia Riv er should ever occur. Ei t her of th .. se actions vould destroy 
• ost of the natural character , resources and ecology of this now unique reach 
of the river . 

The tent •ordinary high water 11ark• as used in the study should b e defined 
consistently with the definition in t.he Shoreline Kana.gem.enc Act to avoid 
furure confusion and poss Lble conflict . 

It will be necessary, should this alternative and option be chosen, for 
Ecology to work closely with all affecced local jurisdictions to revise 
shoreline master programs as appropriate. In addition to the upland shoreline 
designations, the water column and bottom land below the ordinary high vater 
aark should also be designated to reinforce the Wild and Scenic River overlay. 

Disposition of lands idencifi•d •• excess by tha Deparcment of Energy ( DOE) 
.should address the long term preservation of resources, public crust elem.ents, 
and recreational opporcunities identified in th• Hanford Reach Study . 
Publlcly ovned lands wlthln lllld and Scenlc Rlver dulgnatlon, (vlthin 1/4 
mile of the ordina ry high water mark) at ainlsum should reaain in public 
ownership . 

The Hanford Reach is the last unimproved segment of th• Columbia River . ln 
approxi.,.t.ely 51 mil••, it contains some of the most aignificant and unique 
natural and cultural resources in the State . We appreciate the opportunicy to 
provide these co1111ents and hope that they vill aid in assuring the protection 
and preservation of this l!\ost valuable resource . 

Sincerely, 

Fred Olson 
Acting Director 

9-1. 

Responses 

The term "ordinary high water mark" is us ed in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to indicate the line along the river from which 
mea~urement ~ill be ~ade to establish limitations on upland which can 
be 1ncl~ded ~n the river boundary. In addition to upland included in 
the des1gnat1on, the water column and land below the ordinary high 
water mark are included in the designation. 
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Co v er-n01.-· ~ r'• li c v !) o:atf 
Kall s t<,p : ll U 
Ol ~rap i .- . '..A :JIIS5 <J 4 

Comments 

;r A Tl Of W>&tNGTCJN 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 

SUP.JEC't . 11 Anfo ri:t Ri:..t \:il o f c-h., ( olwnbia R1vc-r Dr.a ft 
t: u,svre-ht!tH. bl!' ?. l v er Cons it: l-V.J.C !.on Stu d y J.nd 
E:w iro nm~r. t.a.l. (:.p.l i:.t ~c.a;:e taent 

"-ash i n1. t ,):1 u.part1r.•rnt ,, f '.Jlld li. :t- ( \JO\.-' ) i. s tu.nd~tc d to p re.sH-v e . pi: o cc c~ . 3nd 
perrec1.1.i. tf.- rhe "'ildlife and !,a.me f i:.h r,~sourc ~s C'l f r.h & ~t;.r. .;. ~mt ro ffl f'Xillize 
:h., recreat i c,nal , ,rporrun i. ti~ s ::-h.H- r.h•s• r esource:i $uppo n: . In pursuit C'I ! 
these ,::. u.:.I ~. · .. a,v h tt~ l uug been i nvolved "J i th 'protccc:i.:,n .:i.nd mAn.agemenc o f 
resour-ce, i n th• Han(ord Rail.ch . Oepnrt.menc o1ctiviti lil s h~v et included 
,..an•&••••nt u C \.;ahluke ~l o p1111 ~lldllf<i Ar•• · support for fi! h 1rnd v1ldl1.te 
rf\craaticn.'.l l oppo1:tuni: !. .is •long r. he r•ach, i1nd parc1cipati on it\ th11t 
Comprehe.n1tv• River Co11!:P.t V3.Cion S tudy . 

Represenc.11.ci·:ea af IJ0\..1 h.av• r,.vl•\l.,d t:he Draft Envir.,nrunt.'.ll ! mpo1.ct Sc:.sc:enzent 
( D!IS) d,ac resulted fro11 the :cudy 3nd genera.tly found i t thorough .nnd •Jell 
wrict• n . "-'* ~pprec1.ite : he cime .ind effort th•t t h• docuruent represtncs and 
the f.scc ch.u it :.ddr•sse:s most uf the concerns we e:-tpl:'l!:S~ed du.ring th• study 
ond i.n r:h.- j,,int l •cter submitted Harch 5, 1991 . Consis:t•nt with our previou.s: 
.: Off'lffltnts . wt :;upper: :!'le 1,ropou1d Al!t1on t N•t1 1.'l nal t.: 1.ld.Llft Refuge with Ulld 
Jnd ~c,ni.c River nv11rl.iy ) vich Option 2 .s~ .i me.1ns to besc meet the lntant of 
coaprehensive ri. v~r conservation . 

Dep-,,rcmcnc objl!t:t1VI\$ rt":lated. co the Hanford J\a~ch inc l uda : procecci.on and 
recovery of t CAt• and !ederally ti•ced s:po.c i •s : emphasis o n an ecosystem 
nu,n<1tger.ent ;ippro-,,ch c o .,,vof d thtt 11s c ing ot additional spP- c i es : ru.lntena.nce ot 
.1.e,tu~ci.c. hahtt•t• A1\d !1.$h pupulo1.tiona : maint.1n~nc• of c.arrascri.a.l ha.bleats .and 
"'ildlif• popuh,tions : :md , :n.aincen•nce of a vlde tAt\~_, o f f1sh and •i1 i ldllf• 
r • crcation.tl opportuni.tiea . Of the altern.aclvcs di!:cu:aed i n the DEIS , nnly 
che Propo sed Actlon \.:i. t h Option 2 it c ompatibl• with chtse objeccive ::: . 1-'1.ld 
Jnd Scen i c Rivttr d&1i~n c11 not'I ,: an prevent dlrt c t i lllpact~ co i nscre~m resources , 
and ft!dar11l land 1n3.nsgemcnt c.1.n procact terrestrial resourc es on thos• lands . 
How•ver , wichouc .'.lddic. innal r \llgulttion o f private lands , :he ecosyst:em will be 
at rlik . ·;~ ~ubmi.t ': \· .• n the Proµu:scd Action/Option : comb i n.1tion ~est 
fu l fi l ls t h• intt\OC" ut c-htt l t!gislation which diracted the 1.tudy and the 
l:'C: qo -1::i.c :. l'u r pe r '.u.nen c pro ce .:.:.1nn ch.,c h ~vfl been el'tpress._, c:l ~or over :!0 ye,irs . 

Responses 
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Gove rr:or ' s f>oli:.: y S t.1ff 
~ov,1110er 2, 1992 
F•ge : 

iJ .;:. ,He 1·.o t. opposed co l'\:<lstin.~. •~r1cul cu::- .il dCt 1v1 tie:; o n prt v.sce l and~ a long 
H.snford l{ l!"t1ch . .Jnd \.18 ~re not :·A q•.Jt.:tin~ ~dd.lt!onal re~ cr:.~ ci.ons be pliu.:ed on 
: hei:w -..c :1 ·.•i ci.u . Howe ver , · .• ·~ ., ce c.::i nce['ned th.,,c .l.,; l.ind ·1.iiucs and L' iver 
u:. a e," ~ner e.t.se . ::he shorelintt Hea!: ·o1lch1n the Rea,~h ,nay b ecorrta nttracc h ·a for 
uu11. 1.1:her ch~n ~:d. sc ing agrL-:ul~•..ir• , :tnd l.t.nd us e i;.onver~ion will occur . 

Addi:: :un~lly, .ll::.hough ..,., suppon che Proposed Act. ion t1ind :he dOCWl\ent sea.cos 
:hr.rt! . ill b~ 1r.ore publ~~ recr~.u.ional opportunit. lfis ""i::.hin thiE- ii;e.1 , 
•~0111>,ic ::ient to r.: .Jinca1n1ng or • nhancin~ huncinK , fii:hing, .Jnd tr.apping 
•.•ppor tt:nities spt-clfically h•~ noc. bt:;.en cle .1.rly stated . '..:e vould be opposed 
to ac:c~eir1s that ·Jould reduce fhh anc.l ""lldl1fe relo1.ced oppo rtunitiG!s below 
:::urren\. Lt!vel.:; i,, rhi.:: ~rea ..\OQ request i.:.l•ri£i c.1cl on oi :.hi s. l s: s11e ln the 
Ftnf'li. Environn1~11L.i.l lmp.,cc S t.1ur11cn t . 

-.: ie app r~i:i at• the o ppori:: unic.y '.° I) partici;:,•c• in che study ,1,,nd c.o re·vl~w the 
) EI S . ·.:• look forward to eont .!.r:ued prosre!:s tOWtlrd pr o reccion l~f tht! Hanford 
Re.:ach . 

~ 
,":ur t s~icch 
Director 

C: 0 : pd 
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The text has been revised to address conment. The final EIS states in 
the cover page and in the Proposed Action under "Recreational Use", 
that the USFWS would be conmitted to providing continued recreational 
opportunities. 
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Bill WILLS 
Flrsl District 

OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
AIIEA COOE. SOI 8't 0010 

SCAH"MU5 
210WEST BAOAOWAY, RITZVILLE. WASH INGTON 99\69 

Seoond Oislrici 
DEAN JUDD 
Third Oistrk:t 

Nove11ber 3, 199 2 

Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 
Pacific Northwest Reg ional Ott1ce 
National Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle. WA 98104 

Dear Director Odegaard, 

Please accept this letter as a state• ent of conc ern over the 
Hanford Reach Study and the ! • pact its i • plementa tion would have on 
Ada• s County and its residents . 

Me ha ve been concerned for soaetine th~t despite the fact a 
portion ot the study area lies within Adaas County . the Board o f 
Comaissioners has received no notice or official com• unica~ion on the 
11atter . However, upon locating a copy ot the study recently, the 
reason becaae apparent . All of the • apa includ ed in the draft study 
are incorrect. They show a Grant-Franklin County line incorre ctly 
extend ing north of Highway 24 and • ake no reference to Adaas County . 

Such a major error and the subsequent lack of inclusion of Adams 
County government in the hearing process has to put a cloud on the 
decision making process to thi • point on the Hanford Reach proposal . 

While adaittedly only a s • all portion - two half sections - ct 
the entire study area is located in Ada• s County, the impact of the 
proposal would be • ajor on the panhandle portion of Adams County and 
its economy. The City of Othello and its surrounding residential 
area represents the cloaeat • ajor populAt ion area to the lan d 
inclu ded in the study . The quest i on of whether or not all or a 
portion of these land• will be available for faraing at so•• future 
date is one of intense interest to many residents ot the Ada•• Co u nty 
panhandle area . 

Since Ada• s County, the City ot Othello and the Port of Othell o 
have been coapletely excluded fro • th• Hanford Rea c h notification 
process we ~ust protest that the process has been flawed . Please 

11-1. 
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Maps have been revised to include Adams county. Ye regret the 
original oversight and we appreciate your conments on the draft EIS. 
Opportunity for public conment has been provided through two 
extensions of the public conment period. 
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accept this as a formal request that the public comment period be 
extended to give impacted publi c agencies and interested individuals 
in Adams County sufficient time to provide comment on the proposal . 

Barring 5uch an extension. this board has no choice but t o go on 
record as opposing any change in !•deral designation of the Hanford 
Reach area . 

ACC,lsr 

xc, Senator Slade Gorton 
Senator Tho•a• Foley 
file 

Sincerely, 

BOARD or COUNTY COHHISSIONERS 

~ ~"m·.#~ ' ~::~0 /~7 
Dean H. Jud omMissioner 

Responses 
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August 17, 1992 

Mr. Charles Odegaard 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Pegional Office 
83 South King Street . 
Seattle,WA 98104 

RE: Hanford Reach Study 
~/'~ 

De~t,1f:--Oclegaard: 

GRANT COUNTY 
OP'FICt o, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
l'OST 0,,,c1: aox J 7 

t:l'HIIIATA. . WASHINGTON uen 
1-,;oa, 75 4 · 2011 

We have some serious concerns regarding the above noted EIS process. Our concerns 
start with the fact that the original authorization of the study was to consider only 1 / 4 
mile on each side of the Columbia River and was somehow expanded to inciude alt 
lands of the Hanford Buffer Zone north of the Columbia river, with little ~ any notification 
to the surrounding area. 

The study does not give agriculture development much more than lip service as an 
alternative for the usage of this land when in fact the original agreement between the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation was to return this land for 
agriculture development once ~ was no longer required for security purposes. We 
believe that the Department of Energy lease agreements with the State Widlife and 
Federal W~dlife mal<es mention of this agreement. This land was part of the original 
Columbia Basin Project Plan with water rights, prelimina,y development plan and some 
infrastructure already in. place. Data obtained from Bureau of Reclamation files indicate 
that in 1963 they felt that 42,000 acres was deemed to be Irrigable. I am sure that with 
present Irrigation technology, much more could easily be developed. Returning this area 
to agriculture development would have a significant impact on the local tax base, which 
has not received anything for about fifty years. This rural a-ea has been classed as a 
distressed area and this development woud create many new Jobs. 

Of the 89,000 acres covered under this study over 66,600 acres or 74% lies within Grant 
county. To our knowtedge only one Grant County resident was asked to serve on the 

\ task force, which surely was not representative of the study area. Furthermore, naw that 

~ QOOOWIN 
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Public Law 1~0-605 spec)fically sta!es the terminal boundaries of the 
study ~rea, from one mile below Pries t Rapids Dam downstream 
appr?ximately fifty-one miles to the McNary Pool north of Richland 
llashington:·:·", essentially RM396 to RM 345. Lateral boundaries ~ere 
neve'. specifically identified in PL 100-605. However, the law 
continue~ to state that the study, "shall identify and evaluate the 
?utsta~ding_features of the study area and its i111Tiediate environment 
i~cluding fish and wildlife, geologic, scenic, recreational, natural' 
histori~al, and cultural values, and examine alternatives for their' 
protection:" During the resource assessment phase of the study it 
was det7rmined th~t the guiding lateral boundary would be the ' 
c?nvention of a llild and Scenic River (1/4 mile on both si des of the 
rive'.) bec~use the l~w also mandates that one of the alternatives for 
cons ideration be a llild and Scenic River. Near completion of the 
resou'.ces assessment phase , the Study Team with the Task Force decided 
that in order to best protect the significant resources identified 
the boundary sh?ul d be expanded to include those lands already in' 
feder~l ow~ership on the north s lope. The authority for doing so is 
contained_ in ~L 100-605 which specifically directs the Secretary of 
t~e !n!erior in consultation with the Secretary of Energy to identify 
significant resources and plan for their protection. 

Several co111Tientors voiced concerns that local representation on 
'.ask Force and_ local input, particularly from Grant County, was 
inadequate or ignored and that the membership of the Task Force 
not balanced. 

the 

was 

In_an effort to solic it local )nput into the pl anning process , the 
45 member Task Force was organized and met periodically from 1989 
!hrough 1992. Memb7rship on the Task Force was voluntary and was 
increased several times as additional representation was requested. 
Memb7rs were urged to share the activities of the group with others, 
particularly when they represented larger organizational entities. 

The T~sk For;e consisted of 14 representatives of state and federal 
agencies (3~%), 12 rep'.esentatives of local government (27"/.), 8 
representative~ of environf!lental organizations (18%), 7 private 
landowne'.s (15%), and 4 tribal representatives (9%). Every effort was 
made to includ7 a br?ad range of views and opinions throughout the 
Task Force de~i~erations • . llhen it became apparent that many people 
wanted an_add!tional public hearing in Grant County, the September 10 
1992 hearing in Mattawa, \IA was added . ' 
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the hearings are being held, it is noted that no hearings were scheduled for Grant 
County. We would like to see a hearing set for Mattawa as we have requested for 
September 10,1992. 

We understand that from talking with the representatives on the task force from Franklin 
County, that their input and concerns were aH but ignored and now that the pre~minary 
report has been issued, were not addressed. We also understand that for every task 
force member that represented private industry there were four representing a 
government agency, making the task force extremely on e sided when it came to 
considering any alternative other than ones that served the interest of the Government 
agencies. 

We respecifuliy request that the period for final comment on this EIS be extended 
indefinitely. That the task force be recalled, with new members that truly represent all 
the effected area to address the above concerns and legal issues. We look forward to 
your assistance In this matter. 

Sincerely, 

HF/pg 

~~-/ 

Responses 
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October 12,1 992 

Mr. Charles Odegaard 
National Park Services 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle.WA 98104 

RE: Hanford Reach Study Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

We, the Grant County Commissioners wish to thank you for permitting Kristen Sycamore 
and others from your staff to hold an additional meeting regarding the draft 
environmental impact statement following the study by the Hanford Reach Task Force, 
in Mattawa, Grant County. This was the first true public meeting available to those most 
impacted by the Study, and we certainly had a good turnout We also thank you for 
extending the comment period by 30 days, though we do feel that more time is needed. 

We have serious concerns regarding the results of the Hanford Reach Study, feeling that 
the entire process was ftawed . We know that then County Coovnissioner (now State 
Representative) Gary Chandler was a member of the Task Force, but certainly one Grant 
county resident was insufficient, given the fact that 74% oi the study area rests in Grant 

County. 

We are concerned that the original authorization of the study was to consider only 1 / 4 
mile on each side of the Columbia River and has been expanded to include aft lands in 
the Hanford buffer zone north of the Columbia River, with no notification to Grant County 

or its residents. 

We are further concerned after seeing the 1990 sectional aeronautical chart handed us 
by the pilot who flew us aver the area the day of the hearings to find the area all ready 
designated "Saddle Mountain National Wild ltte Refuge". Does that tell us that these 
meetings and task forces are nothing but lip service? Grant County officials have 

certainly not been notified. 
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Saddle Mountain National ~ildlife Refug e has been in existence for 
over 20 year~ pursu~nt t~ agreement with DOE and the boundary has been 
posted and s igned since its inception . It occupies app roximately 
31,000 acres of the north slope. 
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13-4 

We are concerned that the 1957 agreement between the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Atomic Energy Commission is apparently being ignored. 

We are concerned that the payments in lieu al taxes have never been made ta the 
counties, and it would appear now that the Federal Government is playing games with 
this issue. We are extremely discouraged With the lack of progress. 

Another concern we have is the fact that a baseline bia!ogical study has never been 
done and there has never been an assessment of wild life on private land surrounding 
the area which we feel makes the EIS incomplete. 

We have a group of people who live in the Mattawa area who have formed a committee 
they call "Wahluke 2000·. I am enclosing a copy of their proposal, which is strongly 
endorsed by the Grant County Commissioners and other Grant County officials. The 
proposal seems to be reasonable, and ta take in to account the desires of a wide array 
of people. We would like to have you read it and give it some consideration. We have 
asked our County Planning Director to review the proposal and to have the Planning 
Commission study it in view of the f0<1hcoming rewrite of the Grant County 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan mandated by the Growth Management Act. 

Sincerely, 

HF/pg 
cc: Mark Hedman 

Senators and Representatives 

13 - 2. 
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The FEIS con~ains a discussion of the 1957 Agreement in Ch. 111, 
Affected Environment . A Congress ional desi gnation would supercede all 
existing agreements. The position of the Bureau of Rec lamation is 
that development of these lands in the near future is unlikely, unless 
a change in national priorities were to occur. Refer ta Ch. 111, 
Affected Environment, Socioeconomic Characteristics section, for more 
detailed information about the likelihood of agricultural development. 

The issue of past payments-in-lieu of taxes is outside the scope of 
wo rk for the Hanford Reach project. 

The document incorporates the best available information. The Ta sk 
Force and Study Team relied on existing information to prepare the 
resource assessment. New information is included i n the final EIS as 
a result of comments on the draft EIS. 
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The Wnhlukc 2000 Plan 

/\ Proposal For Irrigating the DOE Hanford 
Control Zone on the Wahluke Slope 

This is on innovative plan to expand the irrigated farming acreage of the Wnhlukc 
Slope in the Columbia Basin Project. This area south of the Saddle Mounta ins in 
Grant County is one of the most productive agricultural areas in the Pacific Nonhwcst. 
The plan combines maximum economic benefits with protection of wildlife habitat 
and the Columbia River's scenic free-flowing Hanford Reach area. 

SCOPE OF PLAN 

I. The present boundaries of the DOE Hanford control zone on the Wahlukc Slope 
would be reduced to the area south of the Columbia River (coinciding with the Benton 

County line). 

2. Land on the Wahluke Slope that is presently under custody and control of the 
DOE (referred to as the Hanford control zone above) would be transferred in tot:il to 
the US Bureau of Reclamation. 

3. After a thorough cooperative study of the entire area by the Bureau of Recl:11110tion 
and other interested citizen and governmental groups, lands would be designated for 
agricultural development, wildlife habitat or recrClltional uses. 

4. The Bureau of Reclamation would prepare all the required engineering design. 
farm unit /block layout, and economic studies for the lands designated for agricultural 
development making mnximum use of existing facilities. 

5. The Bureau of Reclamation would then -administer the sale of land in the pruposcc.l 
irrig:ition blocks to private individuals using a "drawing" procedure similar to that 
utilized during the early phn~es of the Columbia l3n~in Project. Fund~ collected from 
land sales would be used to cover the cost of water distribution infrastructure. Spccinl 
consideration in the sale of these lands should be given to the descendants or 
W:ihlukc "slope settlers who were displaced during the expansion of the Han lord 
project in the mid I 940's. Further consideration could also be given to providing 

Responses 
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Wnhluk:e 2000 Pinn 

young farm families with an opportunity to purchase their first form. The large area 
of land to be sold would require careful scrutiny of potential purchasers to insure full 
compliance with current acreage limitations. 

6. Areas desir~ated for wildlife habitat (sec attached proposal map), rangeland or 
recreational u :;cs could be integrated into the farm blocks, recognizing the beneficial 
effect of inigated farming on wildlife and rcercntinn . These nrens would be mnnn~cd 
by state or local governmental agencies under contract with the Bureau of ~ 
Reclamation. 

nJSTIFICA TION FOR PLAN 

1. The need for a large security and control zone around the Hanford area has long 
ceased to exist with the decommissioning of aU the production reactors along the 
Hanford Reach opposite the Wahluke Slope, and the overnll change of DOE I·Ianford"s 
mission from plutonium production to environmental restoration . 

2. The Wahluke Slope's topography and the fact that the large distribution canal 
required to irrigate it is already built and in use make the area unique in terms of the 
economic feasibility of irrigation development (see attached map). The soil, climate 
and topography are ,~rtually unequalled anywhere in the Pacific Northwest. The 
immense potential of this area has Jong been recognized and detailed in numerous 
studies by the Bureau of Reclamation and others. Prior to its inclusion in the Hanford 
control zone, the Bureau o( Reclamation hod purchased over 27,000 acres of the 
Wahluke Slope with the intent of future development in the Columbia Dasin Project. 
Only tight control by the AEC/DOE forced the Bureau to bypass the land in its 
development of the other irrigated areas of the Wahluke Slope. Under the 
Memorandum of Agreement between the AEC and Bureau ofReclamalion, dated 
February 27th, 1957, custody end control of these lands was granted to the AEC with 
the provision that, if the AEC ever dctcnnincd that the lands were no longer neccssnry 
lo its mission, custody would revert to the Burcau ofRcclamntion directly. For the 
reasons stated above, this occasion seems to be near :it hand, nnd a balanced 
development of this land would achieve the long-awaited completion of irrigation on 
the Wahluke Slope. 

2 

Responses 
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3 . The economic advantages of this plan that would be rccog111zed by federal , stoic 
ond loco! governments are incredible: 

-At current land prices. sale ofland to private owners could potentially cover n 
grent deal of lhe cost of conslructing woter delivery systems, clue lo lhe s uitabi li ty of 
topography and existing structures. 

-Resulting property tax :rnd income ta x revenues from this new farm land wou ld 
be on immediate and significant benefit. 

-Farmland development would result in million~ of dollars in capita l in vestment 
for equipment of all kinds, the great majority of it manufactured in the U.S. by 
American workers. 

-The rollover of farm investments in local communities would result in 
immediate and sustained economic growth. 

-The vast majority of crops presently raised on the Wahluke Slope have 
potential for export to the Pacific Rim and other nations us far awar as the Persian 
Gulf. Port terminals of the State of Washington, and the nation as a whole, derive 
great benefit from this expanding trade in agricultural products. 

-Other than small grains, the crops grown on the Wahluke Slope arc completely 
driven by the free-market economy and arc not subsidized or supported by the federal 
government. Likewise, these crops ore not in any "surplus" status, but rather tend to 
be specialized fruit and vegetable crops of high value. 

Given the current economic conditions in our state and notion, cspcciolly n huge 
annual deficit and the carryover debt, 11 project which hos lhese immediate and 
sustained benefits cannot be ignored. The U.S. can no longer afford to hold idle 
pub~c londs of this potentinl, both with regard to our present and our future . 

4. There is a moving historical argument for returning these lands to agricultural uses. 
Prior to the establishment of the H1111ford atomic works, the Wahluke Slope was a 
significant homestead farming areo. There is abundant visual evidence of the rands, 
home sites '.iind former communities carved out by hardy settlers who recognized the 
unique potential of the Wahlukc Slope. Far from being ancient his tory , thi s is the 

3 
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Wahluke 2000 Plan 

evidence of recent agricultural development, and should be considered os such . The 
settlers of the communities of White Dluffs, Wahluke and the rest of the Wahluke 
Slope ,many of whom are still alive today, were displaced from their homes and 
property in the interest of national security ond witnessed the complete deslruction of 
their years of effort. In the end, virtually no significanl use was ever nrnde of their 
land , except to serve as a securi ty buffer zone. Had this land remained in private 
ownership, there is no doubt w!rntsocver tha t it would have been fully developed fo r 
irrigated agric11lh1re today. Under the proposals in the W:1hl11ke 2000 Plan, there is a 
unique opportunity to make restitution to these citizens by nllowing for a rel um of the 
land to them or their descendants (see Scope of Plan, item 5). 

5. The severe drought conditions throughout the western U.S. over the past 5 years 
have highlighted the need to identify and expand irrigated forming in areas with 
rel iable water resources . Even given legitimate concems about survival of fish species, 
the Columbia River possesses unparalleled source stability, in that it derives its waters 
from the largest pennanent snow and ice fields in the western hemisphere . Other 
major irrigation projects in the West rely on one or two-year snow packs, most of 
which have virtually disappeared during the 1992 Summer season. In foct, if the 
1992-93 Winter season does not produce record snowfall in this region, 1993 
promises to be the worst drought in irrigated agriculturnl in U.S. history. 
Traditionally, the U.S. has relied on irrigated farming to absorb the impact of period 
droughts in non-irrigated areas, but even this assumption now seems to be in 
jeopardy. Expansion of irrigation on the Wahlukc Slope of the Columbia Dasin 
Project would provide for greater stability in America's food supply during periods o f 
drought. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

I . WILDLIFE: TI1e area of the pion (see attached map) contains large 11 rC:1s ofland 
that are not suitable for fanning for a variety of reasons, but are ideally suited for 
wildlife habitat. Careful consideration of the enti re area will resu lt in a harmon:,· 
between agricultural development and habitat preservation. Under current fanning 
practices using center pivot irrigation significant areas of each farm unit are routinely 
left in their natu ral state permanently. Observation of wildlife in adjacent clcvclopccl 
lands shows that wildlife is actually enhanced by the food and shelter crops provide. 

4 
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Wahlukc 2000 Pion 

2 . COLUMBIA RIVER: The Columbia River is o notional trcosurc, on<l is trcntc<l as 
such in the Wahlulce 2000 Plan . The pion seeks to avoid scenic and significant 
environmental impacts on the Hanford Reach segment of the river by reserving large 
borders along the river for wildlifc/rccreotional designations. Careful study oncl design 
of the irrigation system will further prevent risks of erosion at the White Bluffs and 
other areas. The studies to be conducted by the Bureau of Rcclomation should 
emphasize conscn•ation measures throughout the system as a first source of water 
for this expansion in order to lessen upstream water withdrawls. The final plan fo r 
use ofwildlifc/rccrcotion lands should incorporate improved public access to this 
stunning stretch of the river, since current slate roads do not come near the river for 
most of its course. 

3. DESIGN OF IRRIGATION SYSTEMS: The topogrnphy of the WAhluke Slope 
lends itself well lo a closed irrigation water delivery system. Benefits of such a system 
would be significant in the area of water conservation and waste water control , since 
the system would not allow for return flows or end-of-ditch overflows. Some of the 
land to be developed could be placed under irrigation immediately, without 
construction of new facilities, simply by using existing return flows or by allowing 
irrigators the option of using well wntcr. In both of these cases the cost of 
constructing delivery systems is dramatically reduced. 

4. THE RED LINE AREA: The area so designated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
(sec attached map) as n result of previous studies should be re-examined in light of 
new irrigation technologies and/or the possibility of placing stringent water delivery 
restrictions on that area while monitoring ground water conditions. Even if immediate 
development is eventually ruled out, the lnnd should be held by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for potential future developments. The pos!>ibility of using intercept 
drains to control groundwater migrntion should be considered, along with natural 
means of extracting groundwater such as tree rows at intervals. 

5. ACREAGE LIMITATIONS: The implementation of this plan must be guarded and 
carried out in such a way that prevents abuse of both the letter and spirit of federal 
reclamation low. One of the reasons for privntizing the land by means of n "drawing" 
is to pince all prospective purchasers on cqunl footing, regardless of their financial 
re~ourecs, thereby preventing a "lnnd grab". Federal rcclonmtion law, and im.lce<l 
federal reclamation projects, have been governed by the principle of providing the 
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W11hh1ke 2000 Plan 

most benefit to the most people. All applicants for such a land "drawing" can and 
must be carefully scrutinized to insure full compliance with the law before being 
considered as eligible. The federal government can cosily determine a fair market 
value for land without engaging in a bidding war, the result being a fair price to the 
government and to the people. 

SPONSORSHIP 

The Wahluke 2000 Plan is sponsored by citizens of the Wahluke Slope who are 
concerned about insuring the best possible future for their children and others who 
will someday live on the Wahluke Slope. The citizen committee is called The 
Wahluke 2000 Committee, and is made up ofrepresentatives from the large 
surrounding area. The Wahluke 2000 Plan has been endorsed by local and county 
governments, irrigation districts, and numerous economic development groups. It is 
hoped that it will also be endorsed by citizens outside the area who have an interest in 
balancing the protection of the Columbia River and its immediate habitat with sensible 
economic development. For further information, write to: 

The Wahluke 2000 Committee 
P.O. Box 1986 

Mattawa, WA 99344 
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Board of County Commissioners 

BENTON COUNTY 
P. 0 BOX 190 • PROSSER, WASHINGTON 99350·0190 

PHONE 1509) 78&-!5600 OR 783-1310 • FAX 16091 786-5e25 

August 19, 1992 

Mr. Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
National Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle Wa. 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

Ray Isaacson 
OISTR tCT , . 

Robert J Drake. Sr 
DISTRICT •2 

Sandi Strawn 
DISTRICT 0 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Hanford Reach of The Columbia 
River. Generally we commend the DEIS preparers for producing a very readable document 
which addresses the important issues associated with the preservation of the significant resources 
of the Reach . However, several important sections of the DEIS lack a full and accurate 
disclosure of information. Following are general and specific comments. 

General Comments and Questions 

I. The baseline used in the DEIS is obsolete and irrelevant to the alternatives analysis. In its 
present form the DEIS provides little useful information to decision makers relative to the 
impacts of the Alternatives on the near and long term future of Hanfordrrri-cities . The analysis 
uses a baseline (eusting conditions) which is presently in flux and programmed for specific 
changes. An example of the obsolescence of the baseline is the section entitled Socjoeconomjc 
~ (page 92), it describes "nuclear research and production" as the Hanford based 
economy, rather than waste management, which is the mission of the last 3 years and for 30+ 
years hence. From DOE's Complex 21, to the Tri-pany Clean-up, to the Future Uses Working 
Group, to privatization, diversification, and the concept of Hanford/Tri-cities as a hazardous 
waste technologies research and development center, the Hanford site is being planned and 
moving rapidly to a future very distinct from its recent past. In relative terms , even the 30 year 
clean-up program is short term, especially in relationship to the longevity of the Proposed 
Alternative. The DEIS must address the impacts of the proposed alternatives to the current 
conditions. 

2. The DEIS fails to describe the consequences of the Alternatives on the Tri-Party Clean-up 
Program and the Fu(Yrc Lana Uses process. At present, the Department of Energy, 
Environmental Protection Agency , Washington Department of Ecology and a Working Group 
of 30 individuals representing a broad cross section of regional interests arc developing an array 
of future potential land uses for the Hanford site. It is intended that the worlc product of this 

14-1. 

14-2. 

Responses 

It is agreed that the DOE si tuation i s in a s tate of flux. 
Socioeconomic Characteri st ics section of the final EIS has 
modified to reflect this situation as much as possible. 

The 
been 

The draft and final EIS s tate that the alternatives described in the 
Hanford Reach EIS would have no impact on cleanup of the Hanford Site. 
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group be incorporated in to the Scope of the Hanford Remedial Action EIS (for the Clean-up 
Program) , where it will influence and guide the levels of technology and public expenditure 
applied in the Clean-up Program for specific geographical areas on the Hanford site. Logically 
any of the DEIS alternatives which imposes significant constraints upon the range of permitted 
uses along the river corridor has the potential to also constrain the range of potential uses 
landward of the corridor. Without analysis , such constraints (both within and outside the 
corridor) have the potential to cause a chain of indeterminable imp.acts beginning with the 
Future Uses process , then to the Alternatives Analysis of the HRA/EIS, and ultimately, the 
technology/expenditures of the Clean-up Program. Indeterminancy here is not a benificial 
consequence. The potential imp.acts of the Alternatives on the Clean-up program must be 
addressed in the DEIS . 

3. The DEIS i• Jacking a discussion io which the Alternatives are equated with the intent of 
Pub)jc Law 100-605 (Rjvers Conservation Study Act). Public Law 100-(,()5 has two parts: the 
first is the inventory, consultation, development of an array of alternatives, and the selection of 
a preferred alternative; the second is the interim protections, which in the aggregate do 

14-3 represent the level of protection Congress considers.necessary, and which should operate over 
the long term, if the inventory and analysis indicate the need . The inventory docs identify 
significant values needing protection. This being the case, the DEIS should identify all the 
Alternatives which meet the protections identified as necessary by congress. It should also 
identify those alternatives which 10 beyond such objectives . . 

14-4 

14-5 

4. The Alternatives Analysis is biased against Alternatives which minimize federal iovolyement. 
The DEIS i., very deficient in its characterization of the capabilities and consequences of those 
Alternatives which do not involve high levels of federal agency involvement in perpetuity (i.e. , 
Alternatives Band C) . A primary reason for this deficiency appears to be a lack of lcnowledge 
or recognition of the resource protective measures and regulations which would operate to 
protect the Reach under these Alternatives. For example, the significant resource protection 
requirements of the Washington state Growth M~gement Act as they will be applied in the 
countys' Comprehensive Plans and ordinances are simply ignored. Attachment A, summarizes 
those protections. 

There are al.so protections provided by: Washington State's Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), 
its Departments of Ecology, Fisheries and Wildlife; provisions protecting state and federal 
protections for listed species; and the State Shorelines Management Act, administered jointly by 
the State Department of E.cology and local governments. All these protective mechanisms must 
be added to Alternatives B and C, and the Comparative Summary of Impacts modified to 
present an accurate comparison of the Alternatives. 

5. The DEIS must demonstrate thc actual likelihood that !be Hanford Ruch could be dredged 

14-3. 

14-4_ 

14-5. 

Responses 

The draft EIS incorporates the direction of Congress and also examines 
all other reasonable alternatives_ Interim protections were 
established inmedia tely upon si gnature of Public Law 100-605 and would 
remain unti l Congress legislates a permanent protection alternative, 
or the eight-year protection period established by the law expires 
( 1996). 

Locally crafted alternatives we re considered but deemed unsuitable for 
long-term protection of the identified significant resources_ A 
description of the Growth Management Act (GMA) i s located in Ch. 111, 
Affected Environment, Land Use and · Fisheries Regulation. The critical 
areas ordinances for surrounding counties have yet to be adopted and 
the success of the GMA is unknown . It should also be noted that local 
conTTiunities would not have the authority to prohibit federal actions 
which would adversely affect resource values. 

See 14-4_ 
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and dammed. As the Conservation Study and the proposed alternative a.re primarily justified 
by two past proposals by the Army Corp of Engineers to dredge and dam the Reach for barge 
transport. an analysis of the likelihood of such a. project being underta.kr:n is essential in order 
to legitimize the Proposed Alternative. It would seem that the value of the Chinook fishery in 
relation to tribal rights , court decisions relating to the fishery (United States v. Oregon), and the 
potential outcome of cost/benefit analyses may present fonnidable obstacles lo such a project. 

In addition to the fishery and economic issues, there are contamination related impediments to 
a damming and dredgin& project. There is radionucleide contamination of river sediments at 
points along the river 's bounda.ry with the 100 area, and there are large contaminated 
groundwater plumes on the Hanford site which have migrated , or are migrating toward the river. 
Given the fact that dredging and raising the river levels by damming water along the reach have 
the potential to destabilize this contamination and hasten its migration into the downstream 
Columbia, how likely is it that the Reach would be dredged or dammed? 

Given the far reaching effect of the proposed, and even the less restrictive alternatives, the 
primary reason for their advancement must be one based upon a real probability of occurrence . 
The DEIS must address this issue. 

6. The Alternatives should be assessed for performance and cost effectiveness What are the 
estimated long term (20 year) costs of each alternative? Administratively, which alternative is 
the most direct and efficient? The proposed alternative implies that all existing resource 
problems will be studied and remedied (e.g. White Bluffs sloughing) , with readily available 
public monies. Is this really the case? 

In addition , what arc reasonable expectations that the proposed alternative action will accomplish 
the protections identified as needed. Federal stewardship of significant natural resources has 
resulted in some spectacular failures and catastrophes in the last decade. To name just a few : 
the Kesterson Wildlife Refuge in California, the Skagit Wild and Scenic River Designation in 
Washington , Yosemite Valley, and the destruction of anadromous fisheries through poor 
watershed management on federal lands subje::t to timber sales in the northwest. 

7. Toe DEIS )jmju (he range of resources mana,cment options, Have there been resoorce areas 
in the country where proposals for Wild and Scenic Rivers Designations have been rejected in 
favor of alternative Management Plans? If so, of what measures were these plans constituted? 

Specific Comments 

&. P111es 3 and 4: The list of nationally and regionally significant resources does include 
the land base supporting the Hanford hazardous waste clean-up (and management) 
program under the Tri-party Agreement . Clean-up and related technology development 

14 -6 _ 

14 -7. 

14 -8. 

14-9. 

Responses 

Publ i c Law 100-605 was enacted i n response to a rebirth of the 
proposal for dredg ing of the Hanford Reach, namely the Mid-Columbia 
Navigation Project proposed by the Army Corps of Engineers. Absent 
design~tion, the possibility exists for a dam or dredge projects, but 
there 1s no way for the National Park Service to judge the likelihood 
for this to occur. 

We assume by th i s corrment that Benton County is as king for a cos t 
estimate for management by the USFWS, BLM, and NPS, respectively. It 
i s assumed that the USFWS would manage the area under the Proposed 
Action and Alternative A. Alternatives Band C, assume continued 
public owne rship but it i s not known which agency would ultimately 
manage the area. Without development of a management plan fo r each 
alternative, management costs are difficult to predict. under each 
alternative we do not know what the management cost would be. We do 
not unders tand what is meant by the question "which alternative is the 
most direct and efficient". With regards to the remedy of existing 
resource problems, when the admini s tering agency recognizes a resource 
problem, they will conduct a study. There should be no implication 
however, that necessary funding to resolve resource problems are ' 
readily available. 

Es tabli shment of conservation areas does not guarantee total 
protection of resource values , but absent a conservation designation, 
resources would be more vulnerable. 

In at least one recent ins tance Congres s has rejected Wild and Scenic 
River designation in favor of a National Recreation Area (Gauley River 
Nationa l Recreation Area in West Vi rginia) wh i ch emphas izes 
recreat i onal usage and provides a larger land base than a Wild and 
Scenic River would have. 

14-10. Public Law 100-605 directed that a study be undertaken to address 
conservation. This corrment goes beyond the intent of the law . 
However, these issues are included in the Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
currently being developed by the DOE and anticipated for public 
release December 1994. In any case, Wildlife Refuge 
designation/Hanford Site cleanup are mutually supportable . 
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9. 

is the new DOE mission at Hanford. The nature of the contamination and the technical 
approaches to remediation are inextricably a part of the climate, hydrology, soil and 
geologic resources of the sile. These characteristics support a technological enterprise 
which is at least as significant as is the "Hydrology and Geology for Energy Facility 
Siting.• The science applied within the new mission may well have international 
significance given the hazardous waste contamination problems corning to light within 
the fonner eastern block countries . 

The DEIS should include "Hydrology, Geology and Hydrology for Waste Clean-up and 
Management" as a nationally/internationally significant resource. 

Pace 5. under Alternative B: Consequences or No Acrion Alternative -The description 
of consequences under conditions of private ownership is incomplete and inaccurate. 
Significant impacts would not occur to the resources of the Reach under the No Action 
Alternative if the land were in private ownership. Benton County has the legal 
esponsibility to regulate land uses per the 1990 Washington State Growth Management 

Act. The Act requires the protection of "Critical Habitats" which include both 
nationally and regionally significant biological resources (those noted as "significant" on 
page 3) . The Act also requires the protection of archaeological and palcontological 
resources, and agricultural lands. linked open spaces arc required for both scenic, 
recreational and other open space values. 

This section of the Draft EIS needs to be amended with language describing the 
protections to critical resources afforded by the Growth Management Act. The DEIS 
states that the existing condition of federal ownership is protective of the resources. 
Language should be added which states that in the long tenn , where lands along the 
Reach are in private ownership, local land use regulations must protect the resources 
consistent with the requirements of the Washington State Growth Management Act. 

10. Paecs 14, item #1, Issues and Concerns (Issues Identified but Not Fully Addressed in 
the Study Report/EIS) - In referring to the Hanford Future Uses study , the second to 
last sentence in this pangraph statel that "it would be inappropriate (for the Conservation 
Study) to attempt to resolve land use issues beyond the river corridor.• This sentence 
appears to be a rationale for THE DEIS ' s failure to address the implications of the 
Alternatives to the Hanford Future Land Uses. The statement does not indicate an 
understanding of the relationships between the issues identified within the Draft EIS and 
the Hanford Future Uses process. 

The Draft EIS does !!9l have to resolve issues beyond the corridor, but it docs have to 
describe the impacts of the Alternatives to land use activity beyond the corridor. To the 
extent that the land uses arc changing in presently disccmablc directions, these impacts 
must be described . It is of no value to describe the impacts of the alte rnatives on 

Responses 

14-11. A descr i ption of the Growth Management Act (GMA) is located in 
Ch. III, Affected Environment, s ection on Land Use and Fisheries 
Regulat i on. The cr it i ca l areas ordinances for surrounding counties 
have yet to be adopted and the success of the GMA is unknown. 

The Study Team and Task Force were of the opinion that agricultural 
development (the l i kely scenario under private ownership) would not 
provide long term cons is tent protection of s ignificant resources at 
the same level as federal management as a Nat i onal Wildlife Refuge and 
National Wild and Scenic River. 

14-12. The report of the Hanford Future Si te Uses Working Group (convened by 
the DOE as part of the scoping of the Hanford Remedial Action EIS) was 
not available when the draft EIS was prepared. It has been considered 
in preparation of the f i nal EIS. A revised discussion of the DOE's 
Future Site Uses process is located in Ch. I, Purpose and Need. 

14-13. Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to Ch. I, 
Purpose and Need, for a discussion of the Future Site Uses Working 
Group, and refer to Ch. III, Affected Environment, for a discussion of 
water rights. Both of these issues have an impact on potential futur e 
uses . 
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11. 

12. 

conditions which no longer exist, or to ignore the impacts on lands adjacent to the project 
site. 

For example, under the Proposed Alternative Action (National Wildlife Refuge with Wild 
and Scenic River Overlay), the only permitted actions related to water development and 
water rights would be those • for intakes and outfalls required by DOE and those 
activities in direct support of the Tri-party agreement" (page 27). This is a severe 
constraint to future land use options outside of the river corridor. And, unlike DOE's 
occupation of the site, the constraint is permanent: when DOE leaves there will be no 
ability to run water development and rights through the corridor. 

The range of land uses identified by the Future Uses process, for areas landward of the 
river corridor, may in fact be dependent upon uses and activities permitted within the 
river corridor. The impacts of all Alternatives on the entire Hanford area post-DOE 
tenure must be addressed in the EIS; the post-DOE condition will be ·represented by the 
land use map(s) produced by the Future Land Uses Group and funher refined by the 
Counties Land Use Map (LUP) for Hanford. The County's LUP will be based upon the 
Future Uses process and further relined through local p ublic hearings. For the purposes 
of the DEIS , the Future Use., map products would be adequate. 

The draft EIS needs to factor the Future Uses process into its discussion of Alternatives 
because the alternatives will variously circumscribe, constrain, and prejudice the Future 
Use.s process. This could in tum influence the Tri-Party Clean-up Program in less than 
optimum directions because its level of effort in each "operable unit" is supposed to be 
functionally related to the proposed future uses on or near that unit . 

Pace 16, Hanford Site Land Use Planning -This paragraph erroneously identifies the 
Hanford Site Land Use Planning as a two year process . The Future Land Use Working 
Group began in February of 1992 and is scheduled to have a finished product in 

December of 1992 . 

There is also a failure to mention Benton County 's Growth Management Act 
Comprehensive Planning process. 'The county has been advised by the Washington state 
Department of Community Developmcm that it must designate Critical Areas on the 
Hanford site, and that the county may prepare a land use plan which could take effect 
on lands returned to the private sector by DOE. The county intends to use the mapping 
information produced by the Future Uses Group as a data source for its LUP. 

riparian corridors arc mandated as part of the State Growth Management Act's 
Pqe 26, under Proposed Alternative, Option 2 , 1st bullet - Ordinances to protect I 
requirements to protect critical areas. Please add this to the No Action Alternative. 

Responses 

14-14. A discuss ion of the Future Site Uses Working Group is included in 
Ch. I, Purpose and Need. For specific maps, please reference the 
actual Futu re Site Uses Working Group document, produced by the DOE. 

14-15. See 14-12. 

14-16. See 14-12. 

14-17. '.ex! ~as been revised to address corrment. While the success of 
1nd1v1dual county comprehensive plans is unknown, a general di scussion 
of !he Growth Management Act is included in Ch. 111, Affected 
Environment, Land Use and Fisheries Regulation. 

14-18. See 14-4. 
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2nd bullet -Why must this be done only wi1hin the context of the Proposed Action? This 
action would be effective under any alternative, and less expensive than if done within 
the context of a major management scheme. It is recommended that this action be added 

to all Alternatives. 

3rd bullet -This is being done currently on private lands by such agencies as the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service through Washio&ton State Wetlands and Riparian 
loiJiatiyc. Critical Areas Ordinances will facililatc greater implementation of such 
programs. Please add such actions and programs to Alternatives B and C. 

13. Page 35, Alternative C, item 2, Designations and Boundaries -From the · ecosystems" 

approach, why is legislative action by congress to permanently establish the BLM, WOW 
and USFWS boundaries along with the prohibition of dams and dredging nol a pan of 

this Action? This goes to a larger question: must the clements of each Alternative be 
so specifically tailored to that A11cmative, or arc they in fact interchangeable? If the 

latter is the case, which is the Alicmative which could afford the c.,scntial protections 
with the least administrative and financial cffon? 

Comments on the Comparative Summary or Impacts 

14. Several of the alternatives include an action to prevent liveslock grazing and to suppress 
wildfires. Is the native vegetation fire adapted? Docs fire suppression over the long 
term create conditions wherein fires, when they do occur, bum hotter and arc more 
damaging than vc&ctation which has been grazed, or which has experienced smaller less 

intense natural fires? 

15. Issue #l Fall Chinook Salmon -Alternative Band the last seotencc under Alternative C 
is incorrect under conditions of private ownership. The resource protection requirements 
of the iJCOWth Management Act and the State Depts. of Fisheries, and Ecology and 
Wildlife will operate to prolect the salmon fishery . Flow fluctuations can be controlled 
outside the context of the Proposed Action . Remember, the primary threat to the salmon 
fishery, the threat which initiated the River Conservation Study was a federal proposal 
10 drcdi:c the Reach, not local activities landward of the river corridor. 

16. Issue #3 Biodiversity -Same as 111 above for Alternatives B and C, the protective 
provisions of the State Growth Management Act under conditions of private ownership 

are not considered . 

17. Issue #4, Rare and Endanzcred Species -The St.ate Growth Management Act requires the 
protection of "resources of statewide siznificancc" and wildlife conservation areas. · 1nc 
Yaldma and Columbia riven fall under the former; the Department of Community 
Development's minimum guidelines define wildlife conservation areas in pan as "areas 

Responses 

14- 19. Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to the 
management actions descri bed in Ch. 11, Alternatives . 

14-20. 

14-21. 

The s !atewide programs are only temporary. Their effort is limited by 
the time and annual funding. There is no long-term program assurance. 

The description of each alternative is based on the management action 
necessary to implement that alternative. The final decision may be 
composed of elements from various alternatives. 

14-22. See 4-19. 

14-23. See 14-4. 
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18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22 . 

with which endan&cred, threatened, candidate and sensitive species have a primary 
usoeiation; and wat.en of the state; lakes ponds and streams planted with game fish by 
a governmental or tribal entity•. The state has mechanisms to protect these resources. 
Please add these protective mechanisms to Alternatives B and C. 

Issue 115 , White Bluffs -The DEIS is vague on the specific causes of white bluff 
sloughing: " landslide activity is thought to be induced by irrigation of croplands outside 
the study area; a regional aquifer may also be responsible• (page 56). To what extent 

is the sloughing of the White Bluffs a natural phenomenon unrelated 10 human activity? 
If sloughing is significanUy caused by human activities, to what extent is the activity 
occurring outside of areas contained within the Alternative Actions and therefore beyond 
remediation by an Alternative? If sloughing is predominantly caused by human activity 
inside the area covered by the Alternatives, are there regulations and controls which 
could be applied to reduce sloughing as part of No Action Alternative? 

Issue 16, Water Quality -Same as 113, above, add the protections provided under state 
planning law as well as existing programs and operations to Alternatives B and C. 

Issue 17, Jnstream Flows -The discussion of the consequences to "instream flows" 
presumes that there arc presently no cUJTCnt actions, or programs, and no coun actions 
which directly or indin:cUy require the protection of the Hanford Reach salmon. Is this 

the case? If it is not, and there arc existing measures being implemented, then the 
consequences of each of the Alternatives need to be amended so that the baseline 
(existing) condition is accurately defined . Only then can the consequences of each 

Alternative be understood . 

Issue 19, Land Ownership and Use -Relative to the potential for the conversion of 
agricultural lands to other non-agricultural uses: the Growth Mana&ement Act requires 
counties planning under its provisions to protect agricultural lands from conversion to 

other uses. The DEIS needs to reflect this. Re-<stablishing fonncr agricultural uses on 
lands taken from that use is an appropriate corollary which should also be addressed. 

Issue I 10, DOE Industrial Activities on the Hanford Site -Why must the Advisory 

Project Review Process by either BLM or USFWS be available only within the context 
of Alternatives A,D, or E 7 If the Advisory process by those agencies must be only 
within the context of those Alternatives, then can there be a similar process, pcrfonned 
by other entities for Alternatives B and C? How is project review currently handled on 
Hanford? According to the DEIS , the biology of the Hanford has been well protected 
("the biodiversity of the Hanford Reach is exceptional", page 50;); someone is already 
doing something right. Therefore, proper site planning and project review can (and docs) 
occur through a process other than those offered in Alternatives A,D , and E. Al the 

very minimum, there is the NEPA process for federal projects . For lands in private 

14-24. 

Responses 

~lthough sloughing of the White Bluffs is a natural phenomenon the 
'.ncrea~e of the water table caused by irrigation and irrigatio~ canals 
is ~elieved to exacerbate the activity_ For an overview of the 
subJ ect see_Schuster et al., 1987, as cited. In addition, the Bureau 
of Recl?mation (BOR) has addressed regulations and control which could 
be ?pplie~ to r:duc: sloughing_ The BOR has s tated 11 

__ ,a detailed 
~raina~e ,1

1
nvesti~ation_ completed )n 1967 found a large portion of the 

red lin: area infeasible to drain based on economic criteria. As 
part of its efforts to restrict irrigation in the area BOR rescinded 
th: plots for two ir~ig?tion blocks (~locks 36 and 55) and acquired 
priv?te lands on a willing sel\er basis. Extensive studies would be 
~eq~ire~ be!ore ~OR would consider revising its closures regarding 
irrigation in this area." (BOR letter dated 2/17/93) 

14-25_ See 14-4_ 

14-26_ See 1-1 and 1-3_ 

14-27. See 8-1-

14-28. See 14-4_ 
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ownership there is Washin&ton State's SEPA, and its Departments of Ecology, Fisheries 
and Wildlife; there are stale and federal protections for listed species; there arc also the 
protections ·ofthe County Comprehensive Plan and implemmting ordinan= required by 
the State Growth Manacemcnt Act, and the State Shorelines Management Act, 
administered jointly by the State Department of Ecology and local governments. 

This section should be amended so that at a minimum it recognizes that project review 
mechanisms and regulatory protections are available for Alternatives B and C. 

Again, thank you for the opponunity to comment on the DEIS. We hope that our comments 
will assist the National Parks Service in its cffons to make the EIS a useful document for 
decision makers. 

pjm 
enclosures 

Sin~rely, 

BENTON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

~..L 
ENI'ON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

_k:?-c: ✓~ 
RAY .SAACSON, Member 
BENTON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Responses 

.. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

NATURAL RESOURCE LANDS AND CRITICAL AREAS 
DEVELOPMENT REGULA TIO NS (Section 6) 

By November l, 1991, Jurisdictions shall adopt regulations to assure the 
conservation of Agricultural, Forest, Mineral Resources and Critical lands, and 
to preclude incompatible uses upon or adjacent to those lands . 

• Agricultural Lands for Conservation are: 
o Prime 
o Unique 
o Agricultural Lands of local importance 

(all above are SCS Classification) 

• Mineral Resource Lands are: 
o Lands with long term commercial significance e.g ., lands from which 

extraction can be anticipated: 
Sand 
Gravel 
Valuable metallic substances 

• Critical Areas are: 
o Wetlands 
o Areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable 

water 
o Fish & Wildlife habitat conservation areas 
o Frequently flooded areas 
o Geologically hazardous areas 

These regulations will, in effect, be a holding action to protect these resources 
until the Comprehensive Planning Process is complete - at which time they will 

Responses 
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ATTACHMENT A 

PRINCIPLE PRODUCI'S OF TIIE COUNIY'S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

• Designated Critical Areas 

• An Ordinance Protecting Critical Areas 

• Designated agricultural Lands that are not already characterized by 
urban growth, and that have long term significance for the 
commercial production of food or other agricultural products . 

• An Ordinance Assuring the conservation of Agricultural and 
Mineral Resources Lands 

• A Rural Lands Element 

• Urban Growth Areas around cities 

• Numerous other elements of the Land Use Plan (Housing, Capital 
Facilities, Transportation, Utilities) 

Responses 
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Board of County Commiuioners 

BENTON COUNTY 
P. 0 . IOX 190 • PftOSSE.1". WASHINGTON !93!50-01 !10 

"10NE C509) 78&-StsOO OR 713 -1 310 • FAX 15091 786 -6625 

Mr. Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 
Pacific Nonhwest Regional Office 
National Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle Wa. 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

September 8, 1992 

. 
Robert J . Drake , Sr 

DISTRICT »2 

Sandi Strawn 
DISTRICT 13 

The Benton County Board of Commissioners submits the following as a summary of the Board' s 
comments on the Draft EIS for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River (June 1992). The full 
!ext of the Board's comments was submitted to the National Park Service in a letter dated August 
19, 1992 . Also included is a concept for the County's Alternative to the proposed Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Designation. Such an alternative is suggested on page 2 of our Au2ust 19, 1992 
letter. 

The analysis of Alternatives io the DEJS is misdirected to Haoford/Tri-Cities past rather 
thao it's future. The DEIS needs to focus its Alternatives Analysis on the consequences of the 
Alternatives to the future Hanford land use opportunities which will result from clean-up and 
privatization . The Proposed Allemative has the potential to limit the options for future uses, 
both within the proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers Designation, and on adjacent lands. 

The Preferred Alternative is •overkill" . The Army Corps of Engineers proposals to dam and 
dredge the Hanford Reach were preliminary. The likelihood of such a project occurring is 
questionable: the economics of it arc suspect, the Fall Chinook Salmon resource in the Reach 
is irreplaceable and cannot be jeopardized , dredging and pooling of the Reach behind a dam 
would likely destabilize contamination on Hanford and hasten its entry into the Columbia. Any 
proposed alternative must be justified in terms of need . 

There is no reality test for funding the Proposed Alternative; according 10 the DEIS , under 
federal management. all existing resources problems will be funded for study and remedi~tion . 
Where will the funds come from and how will remediation occur without federal funding? 

The DEIS needs to compare the perfonnaoce or the Alternatives relative to: 
- justification/need 
- negative impacts on Hanford ' s future land use options 
- limitations on consumptive public recreation (hunting , 

fishing) 
- long term cost effectiveness 

15 - 1. 

15-2. 

15-3. 

15-4. 

Responses 

The Hanford Reach EIS was undertaken pursuant to Public Law 100-605. 
This law directs the Secretary of the Interior to examine alternatives 
for the protection of the Hanford Reach, and to make a recof!ITiendation 
to Congress. This direction provided the focus of the EIS analysis • 
The final EIS is a product that incorporated input from a task group 
representing many diverse stakeholders, including advocates of 
economic development. 

See 14-6. 

The Proposed Action assumes federal funding, however, it is recognized 
that adequate funding is not always guaranteed. 

Additional information on these matters has been included in the final 
EIS. Please refer to Ch. I, Purpose of and Need for Action, Ch. III, 
Affected Environment; and Ch. JV, Environmental Consequences. 
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LETTER 15 Comments 

• 

15-5 

15-6 

Hanford Reach EIS 
Summary of Commncnts 
September 7, 1992 
Page 2 of 3 J - - »\ -- ------ --

The a!llllysis or the Alternatives is biased against those which rely on minimum rederal 
involvement. Slate and local land use and resource regulations , such as the Growth 
Management and Shorelines Acts . which would work to protect the resource., of the Reach are 
not mentioned in any of the Alternatives; nor is the option of a locally implemented 
management plan administered jointly by the three counties, using the above mentioned slate and 
local land use regulations, and slate resource agencies for technical suppon. The concept for 
the County's Alternative is shown below: 

ALTERNATIVE Locally derived and implemented Benton-Franlclin-Grant Counties 
Hanford Reach Resources Protection and Management Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan(s) . 

Bnsic Elements: I. 

2. 

3. 

Congressional action to prohibit dredging and damming of the 
Hanford Reach . 

A Policy Plan setting forth policy for the use, enjoyment and 
protection of the outsianding natural, scenic, historic, ecological, 
and recreational values of the river for present and future 
generations. 

Land Use P!anls\ designating the immediate shorelands (1/4 mile 
upland of the high water mark), of the Hanford Reach for passive 
and open space uses such as managed public recreation and 
wildlife protection areas. The plans would : 

a. allow , where necessary and unavoidable, the placement of 
water and other essential service capital facilities 
infrastructure connecting the river to the interior portions 
of the Hanford site; 

b. require (through the provisions of the Critical Areas 
Protective Ordinance) that significant impacts be mitigated 
and construction routes restored to natural or enhanced 
conditions. 

c. have a pro-active Wildlife Habi1at Management and 
Enhancement Element. which, through a formal mechanism 
(e.g., MOU) which relics upon the resources and technical 
expcnise of the slate depanments of Fisheries, Ecology 
and Wildlife. 

15-5. 

15·6. 

Responses 

General descri ptions of the Growth Management Act and Shorelines 
Management Act are included in Ch . III, Affected Environment, Land Use 
and Fi sheries Regulat ion. The study team with the task force 
considered an alternative of local management and concluded that it 
would not provide long term protection of the Reach. Among other 
drawbacks , local conmunities would not have the authority to prohibit 
federal actions which would adversely affect resource values. 

The study points out a need to protect the intact habitat not modified 
by Hanford operations and which supports a variety of significant 
resources. See 14·4. 
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Hanford Reach EIS 
Summary of Commnents 
September 7, 1992 
Page 3 of 3 

Comments 

cxpenisc of the st.ate dcpanments of Fisheries, Ecology 
and Wildlife. 

Sincerely , 

,~~ 
SANDI STRAWN, Chairman 
BENTON COUm-Y COMMISSIONERS 

~~ 
BENTON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

,,,..-,_;=-'-d_. 
___J;,,'('_ <e ••• -~~ 

RAY ISAACSON, Member 
BENTON COUm-Y COMMISSIONERS 

Responses 
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LETTER 16 Comments 

16-1 

16-2 

16-3 

FRANKLIN COUNTY 

September 2 , 199 2 

Mr, Charles Odegaar d 
National Park Services 

COMMISSIONERS 
CourthOUH • 1016 North 4th 

Pasco, Washington 99301 
(509) 545-3535 

Pacif i c Nor thwes t Regional Office 
83 Sout h ~ing St reet · 
Seattle, WA 98104 

RE: Hanford Reach Study 

Dear Hr, Odegaard: 

We, the Franklin County Co111111i ss i oners, have aome • eri ous problems 
regarding the Hanford Reach Study . At the beginning of the study, 
the area of the study waa t h• 51 11\iles of r i ver i n length and a 
• trip of 1 / 4 mi.le on each a i de of t he r i ver. A• the • t udy 
progressed, all of the AEC land north of the Columbia waa i nc luded 
in the • tudy, even a • certain conaittee members were in opposition 
of thi• i nclusion. Thi • constitutes a land t aki ng. 

At the conception of the connnittee heari ngs, we bel ieved a pr~
conceived deci • ion of Sceni c and Wild was already preceived 1.n 
spite of any fonoable input. The draft bore out thi• concern to be 
a truth a • perceived . 

Much concern for the return of the land to i ts origi nal u • e was 
expressed by co111111ittee member•, No attention wa• applied to the 
intent of how the land was to revert to ita original owners aa 
outlined in purchase contract• or taking agreement•• 

It i a apparent t hat the privat e enterpri se of agr1.cu1ture recei.vea 
very little concern, while it waa from agriculture the •ajority of 
the land was procured, We believe that thi s concern we have about 
returning agricultural land back to agriculture must receive a high 
priority from you, The•• lands were part of the varioua counties ' 
tax ba• e and • hould be returned to the faraing community . 

Another concern i • that three gover~nt agenciea a r e writing thia 
draft and their retirement doe• not come from the land. But the 
private landowner• along the Hanford Reach expect• retirement to 
come from thei r landa . They need no on t o hinder their pl ans , 
especially tho• e whose wages they are paying . 

16· 1. 

16·2. 

16·3. 

Responses 

See 12-1 . Inclusion of t he addit i onal land (all federall y owned) in 
the s t udy does not cons titute a land taking. 

~e exami ned r e levant background mat erials regard ing acqu is it i on of the 
property ?nd f~und no ~uppe r! fo r th ~ al l egation expressed. The lands 
were acqu ired in fee t it le with no r ights of revers i on. 

See 8- 1. 



LETTER 16 

Mr. Odegaard 
September l, 1992 
Page 2 

Comments 

We are asking you to con• ider the intent of the area to be reviewed 
by legialation, the appearance of land taking by other goverlllllent 
agencies, and the return of agricultural land to the farming 
COINllnnity. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

~ --- . ..., ,,r· f , 
/ , ,- .... ~._,4 c.. , '- '"' e 

Nev'a J. Cork~, c.'bair ,, 

I, · . · ; . . ~ i1 ,r"c .... l, i; · · .. < c • < t. !' .. _...._ 
arold N. Mathews, Menber 

Ken ~,nber 

Responses 
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17-2 

17-3 

® 
FRANKLIN COUNTY 

TO: 

FROM : 

DATE: 

TO THETAS~ FORCE MEMBERS 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

SEPTEMBER 14, 1992 

SUBJECT: HANFORD REACH 

COMMISSIONERS 
Courthouae • 1016 North 4th 

Pasco, W11hlngton 99301 
(509) 545-3535 

.-~-- -
)'1 . 

!;i\\/ JUUi __ 
L___··-·-- ·-- . 

. ---- .. 

The position of the Franklin County Comissioners has not changed 
in re • pect to this study. We still want private land excluded from 
the study. That certain land• currently under the control of DOE 
should be returned to the Bureau of Reclamation a • so stated in the 
KemorandUJI\ of Understanding dated February 27, 1957. 

As stated at previous hearings, we believe the designated study 
area aa de• cribed by Public Law 100~60S (Rivera Conservation Study 

and by the National Park Service should be Act} interpreted 
followed. A map was drawn and recorded Hay 17, 1988. Thi• map 

include the area north of the river; the area Grant and does not 
Franklin Counties wish returned to their tax roles. Map and copy 

are attached, of Congreaaional Record, dated October 19, 1988, 

The protection of the Hanford Reach is important. It contains much 
valuable cultural history. The area is rich in archeological 
heritage. The river contains the spawning grounds for fall Chinook 
sal,non and other fi• h, A resting and residing place for waterfowl 
and many other things covered in the atudy. We have encouraged the 
protection of the river, of the many species of plant life, animal 
and bird. The control of this area should remain with the agencies 
that are now responsiblp If thi• is not possible, then the Bureau 
of Land Management should have control. The classification of 
Scenic and Wild is not acceptable, 

If the intent of this study wa• to stop dams and dredging, just 
have Congres• pa• s the law restricting thi• action. The use of a 
study to generate a land grab is not an acceptable behavior 
pattern. We do have a concern becau• e some of the original people 
assigned to the study team have now been reassigned. They have 
developed a document that is pleaaing to the original intent of the 
study--Scenic and Wilds, The term "pristi ne" has not been 
installed in people ' s mind. This is an error. It is a reclaimed 
area due to 50-years of protectionism. 

17-1. 

17-2. 

17-3. 

Responses 

Thank you for indicating the county's preference for disposition of 
federal lands which may be excess to DOE's needs. 

See 12-1. 

The alternative suggested is analyzed in the FEIS as Alternative c. 
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17-4 

17-5 

17-6 

Hanford Task Force 
Septellber 14, 1992 
Page 2 

It i • important that you place the Red Zone on your maps. Thia Red 
Zone ha• been defined. to you by the Bureau of Reclamation. The 
reasons for the generation of this zone should also be printed. 
S0111e of the lands inside this zone could be used by the Ga.me 
Manaqement Department for wild life . The proposed blocks 27-37-55-
27-202-39 should be reviewed and returned to the Bureau of 
Reclamation for agriculture use!!I. This would provide feed and 
lodging for migratory water fowl and land birds. You can save the 
area for wild life, but wild life will not come to it unless there 
is food and shelter . 

The Department of Energy needs to have the assurance they have 
acces • to the river. Thia will allow theM the . ability to do the 
cleanup job without any blockages. This ability must be so stated 
in the study . 

Su111111ary: 

1. Exclude Private Landa. 
2. Add the Red Zone. 
3. Reduc e the study area to the intent aa shown by the map dated 

May 17, 1988, and addree• ed in the Congressional Record. 
4. Addre ss DOE needs to enhanced clean up operationa . 
5. No claa• ification known as Scenic, Wild. 
6. Creat legielation to prevent Da,ns and Dredging on the Reach . 
7. Maintain current agencies to aupervi• e the Reach or give it to 

the BLM to coordinate. 

17-4. 

17-5. 

17-6. 

Responses 

A map indicating the Bureau of Reclamation established "Red Zone" is 
included in the Appendix. 

See 13-2. 

Hanford cleanup is addressed in Ch. III, Affected Environment. The 
Proposed Act ion recognizes the need to clean up the Hanford Site and 
allows for it. 
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o=GM:S ... IQUl'V...:I !i-Dtf ll. :,11 HO 

Q.S.C. lOCII 1t MO.I. 
!~S.l't.T'JIC'ITl:>rO~ 

-:-he UeJLed Su.a...u &ul no, · etar a.ay u• 
~n.1'1 ol lh• t:IIUOh.U\mall ., LJ\.I 0111mor.u. 

s~ .:. ,enc ar TH CU'ICUSI. 
ltllllh•Mr.-dt.!.1CxwTa:Lflt.n~ 

sOICt t.o l~UOn o f !l\c •nm.,:,nM ,..:i, -.c,cg,-c . 
a.nc:• w,t~ \Ju Act n t un-c ua m SK~1on 11:11. 
,nu " -Uld. ~ fflci.st '.lt!lnC a.na IOOl"OOM• 
U4 t o OIM:e L.": c :::ctt1on.t1 ,,1r,L'i ~:-:e : . : 
,.en: Sitt o! l:'ll Vlu:u.a Vcuruu .\ht:::Ofl~ 
la UH OlsU'let Qf C.:ih.&e..,... 

.~end. : hlf ::t:e so .a..s :o :~:a.4: ·• Ar. 
Act to lUtbon:i: lh e Vi1tn..a..r.,. 
Women·.s Me:::ion:.l ?rt>JIK"!.. t::.: .• :o cs• 
t..tbh,sh a. a:craon::a.J on r'~e::U :and ~ 
l!le Uln::c:. of C~wnJ:u2. er ::.s ent"t • 
roll.S to ?1onor ~·<n:en ol :tte .-\r.t1ed 
Fon:-u of uu C"0..1tM Sutes ..-no 
sene-c1 ln t !:.c Rc~uohc ot v·ictn.r.i 
aur..nir ~e Vier..na.c. en.. ·· 

rr-.1n:OM: T.> w,nar.2 :nc ·nttn.1.1n 
Womffl "S ~•monu i"n-«- ~ .. :.11 con• 
stNC! u t.:1 1 \ "i lUW:I V•c.tnJU :Jtm.,.,a, 
a. communonuon ta .--en .,, ::a i.::uu<I 
.SUta wnc. w~ ~ ••~ ;:.;.- _-__, :.-:1 
Vl~~C"":lN1Jc--;J 
~r. S~!J. :..tr. ~der.t. t ~ OYI: 

t.t~t ~he Seru.u ~:lC""'Jr \0 : r.t House 
2,ffle:IC..C:,,C.OU ...,tl:I " fW"":.:,er ~t!Hl• 

.oe:it. Tn1c.:::i t .se!:a to : ~e :u1. on 
~-.::2J.! oi lrrl.r. Cl,.a...-.s"Jo.-. u:c: ~ . 
?:,~n:,,.c;Dt. 

Tbe: P~!:5:IDCfC ornc~. ~e 
amt:na..-:,fflt T\J.l be SUU<L 

Toe ~u.ct :~..suun cit~ : ~10: 
:U toU D'-'"S: 

'!1'.e ~r :~·..:..,.'/I r:=-..:• •~.I r . 
?In• •· :or !IU. C:....,ir.=i . -for :-: ::-=J,,1LI'. l.114 

~ - :>iru::,nacu.1. :)l'O"OOCIG U1 ~r.-:c:tan.t 
:IW:.~~111. 

~d..r. 5-n'..!), ~. ~ Jee:-:: . : Ul 
~OUJ canscm :;1at t::. e ~-=~-:c of 
the Ul'J.fflCll:lllftt be "'=iOn"..3~ T.: .~. 

The ~.r.sIDt!fG Of'"T!C=:=!. . ·»tt!l • 
out OC i te:.:==- ;: :; so a::rfr,:. 

T~ia a.mcncment :.s u loUo...,;i: 
Stn&II ~ Utar tbl ~:iscu:n• ~:3W,11 Mtcl 

11!.k:n :n Jina UleNOC ~-=• ::,uow",r. 

91:C.1.J.L":"ltOtnllnO!'f. 
I •I 111 G.rrD.AL--~ , \·l•tr.UII -:;""omrn J 

!ril.1raoMaJ ~IK"t.. :.:.C... ..:s unncir-.:.-. ·..:i t"On • 
Jtnla oa otuu1c DIJ\&AU -,u::..-, : :-:r ;..: l,(f'T 

VlKnam \·K,llnrJ :.u:m,e"u .... w I.A :..:e Ob· 
a-u:1 ot Cotwa.osa • ,o«\111: mcn.crm•"uon 
ot •o--• otUM 0'CUM"ll5.taw-J fllO-"H 
la lb• JllouoUC ol Vlcm,,a OVV'l l l !H VICI • 
Ma eca~ .sucn __ tia,nt1411 ~ o. 
dN-mlNl te .. • ~ I.a : :-.. n..,.W\a .......... 

11111 .snn-.-.?ie ~ ot ~:-., ~wrle"' 
la, COIVIU.IAU- '9'UI U..- Ylt'I.Nl,&a 20•1,.. 
M.•-onaJ ""',«I. l.o£... .._ t OI VN<tn.:...: 
W:l'IIMn&I Pun.II. ~e... ~ Wt.llll"'CN &.t'IC :• 
~ te .. .cL ~lA •.n. a.ooro.-..i ac ! 

ColN'tl.-DD oC 1'%la .vu .... t r.I !'fUIOr~ 

C..a..ou.u P\&AIMDI C;»~l'L • -u.a•• 
11'- tor enc a,ca_.nuoa &IIL."icu,~.,. ~ 
NOINcUOD l &J "'l.t.l:l :...:.C :._: WJ"'II' ~•t~ 
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OaDA.1,LSAft 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, l a.sir. 
un&ntmo\d oonaent lhU all Memben 
ma, have s 1es1Jl&tlve dan 1n whtch to 
rnue uid e:1:tend thelr rem.arb on the 
Stnat.e amendment to a.a 3614 now 
under conalde~tlm:1. 

Tbe SPEAKER pro tempore. II 
thtN objection to the request or the 
cenUeman Cram 11.lnne.oW 

Tbf'ft WU no obJectton. 
:llr. VENTO. Mr. Sl>ffkar, I yield 

mnelf 1uch ttme u J mar contUme. 
Kr. SpeU:e.r, R..R. HU prov1da tor a 

compnhf1lliff rtYff eonurntton 
fflld7 for Sl mlla of the llantord 
Rueb of the Cclumbla JUYtt ln the 
atata or Wuhinston. The lertala.tlon 
on,tn&lJJ' Pl,D9d the Rome oa St-o
tember 20. 1111. Sut.equentlJ. t ne 
Senate considered tbe maaute of Oc-
t.ober l2. IHI and bu DOW rttumed 
thl bW to U'I.I Hou. ,nu, Ul &Dumd
mmt. 

Tb• Hanford RHCh ta lbe 1u1. frtt
nowtn1 secment of t.b• Columbia 
Rtftr. SevenJ prn10UI 1t•Jdia hue 
DOied the atcnillc&DI DILtuni. cultunJ. 
and ftahertea resouroe nJuu to be 
found In this rt.-er xcrnent. Within 
Ibis baekdn!p, It II Ol>Pl'OPrlata to un
dert&.ke a wide-~ IIDd compre
hmalff r1ftl" comernttcm swd7 that 
w1l1 adctrea the la\aea of pruerntlon 
and utll1Ation of the sllnU'lcant re
ec,urea found .tthlD. U1il rt•tr scc
menL 

Tb• Senate amendmrelll before t he 
Bo,_ today pro.Sd• IDOClllc dine· 
UNI that aft to .,. undertalin du.rlnl 
the period of 1tuct, IIDd rntew. These 
dlrecUwes are • tunher delmn.Uon of 
the stud,- U>d tnta1.m pro\ec'Uon gro
"ridona co0t.a.lned ID the Bouse paafd 
bW and u. complunuit&r7' W tht PU.f· 
paaa of the IICt.. Tbe Jec111aUoo hu 
tbe suppon of tbe Wuhlnaioa. dele&•· 
Uon. AddlUOD&llf, FedenL St&ta and 
local mUtiea and O'OUPI that &N dJ• 
f'fCll, m.-otnd or who h&'ft ut Interest 
tll tbt rt,u'• protect.Ion and UM tan 
boa! CODllllted In deHloplna 1h11 pro, -Mr. 8')et,ter. tbt 8fflate amendment 
lo B.Jt. HH la In keeplna with tho 
pUJ"l)OIS for whlcb tb• le11aJ1Uan wu 
Introduced. B.R. 3114. u a.mended ls a 
wonh, river conNn"l.tJon ln.ltlaUve 
Ind I urp eonC'U11"fllOI \If the Rouse. 

Mr. Spe,&at.r. I raert• I.be b&lance of 
IQ tlme. 

Ill'. CRAIO. Mr. Sl,euer, 1 Jleld 
IrlJ"'Wll lUCb \lmt u I ma, conaume. 
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18-1 

18-2 

FRANKLIN COUNTY 
WI-"' ------- -

lht:" ~: '°1W 

November 2, 1992 

Mr. Charles Odegaard 
National Park Services 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

REI Hanford Reach Study 

Dear Hr. Odegaard: 

COMMISSIONERS 
CourthOUH • 1016 North 4th 

Pasco, Washington 99301 
(509) 545-3535 

The public hearings on the Hanford Reach Study have been completed. 
They clearly demonstrated that thoRe most directly affected did not 
want the classification of Scenic and Wild. It was also noted that 
the Memorandum of Agreement between Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Atomic Energy Collllllisaion is not being honored. Harold Bochstatler, 
State Representative of the Thirteenth District, wrote you a letter 
dated September 15, 1992, asking for certain information 
pertaining to the Memorandum of Agreement. When you answer him, 
please send me a copy of your reply . A copy of the agreement is 
attached . 

Another area of concern is the expansion of the study area beyond 
the Legislative intent of tha law as recorded in the Congressional 
Record of the Bouse dated October 19, 1988. We believe the 
designated study area as described by Public Law 100-605 (Rivera 
Conservation Study Act) and as interpreted by the National Park 
Service should be followed. A copy of the Congreaaional Record and 
Map entitled "Proposed Columbia River Wild and Scenic River 
boundary" dated May 17, 1988, and hereinafter referred to as the 
•study area• which i• on file with the United States Department of 
the Interior are enclosed . 

The ignoring of local input by the local legislative authority and 
citizenry is a concern .. The appearance of fairness is lacking 
because all of the requests of the environmentalist appears to be 
honored. This 111&ke11 the action of including th• 80,000 acres north 
of the Columbia in the study appear as a land grab by a Federal and 
State Agency. These two agencies can•t afford to take care of the 
land they have let alone try to become responsible for more debt. 

18· 1. 

18-2. 

See 12-1. 

See 12-2. 
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18-3 

18-4 

Mr. Odegaard 
November 2, 1992 
Page 2 

We suggest you addre• s ju• t the Columbia River Area a • the intent 
of the • tudy was first conceived. That you also review "The 
Wahluke 2000 Plan• as developed by the concerned citizen• of the 
Wahluke Slope Area. A copy of their proposal is attached. Please 
review it in regards of need• of the area and th~ natural uaee that 
are present, those uses determined by the Native Alllerican concerns, 
the economic concerns of the area, the section that is a natural 
for game preservation, and the responsibility of honoring contract 
agree1nent. 

Th• final draft of the Hanford Reach Study should not i nclude any 
private lands. These lands, though a small percent, should enjoy 
the • ....., exclu• ion as the 300 Area of DOB land. They need to be 
afforded the sllllle opportunities and privilege• they have enjoyed 
these 111&y years. Th• inclusion in this study could place binding 
restrictions on them. They don't need that either. 

The Hanford Reach doesn't need a reclassification. The agencies, 
current controlling it, have 11\11.de it what it i• today--turn it over 
to the Bureau of Land Hanage111ent for central control. Pass a bill 
that doe• not allow d..-ing and IIIAjor dredging in the Reach. 
Currently, every part i • controlled under the Shoreland Manage•ent 
Thi• cause• a major review of propo• ed activities and generate• a 
limiting penaitting operation . 

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard and may all thing• be 
done correctly. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FRANl{LIN COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

~~ 
/tdl~ -

8arold N. Mathew• , Meiiher 

18-3. 

18-4. 
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See 12-1. In addition, please refer to Ch. III, Affected Environment, 
Socioeconomic Characteristics, for a discussion of agricultural 
development and the 1957 Agreement. 

The impacts to private landowners from a Wild and Scenic River 
designation ~re addressed in Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, 
Proposed Action, Effects on Land Ownership and Use. 
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_ ..... " 
Mr. VENTO. Jib. Spn,ker. 1 a.sit 

WWllmaUS con.wnt thal all Ne.m~n 
mt.)' nue 5 lel'Ulatlve clan tn whJch to 
nriH l.lld u .tend their nma.rb on the 
Sm&te amendment to R.R. Hl4 no• 
under coMidvaUon. 

The SPEAKER pro t.emp,ort. b 
thtn objection to lh• nquat or the 
1mueman from Mlnneeota.1 

Then WU no 0bJect.l0a. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. 5-1<..-. I yield 

m,-Jf IUCh time u l ma, consume.. 
Mr. SPH,l.er. H..R. Jtl4 ororides for a 

comprehtml•• r1ffl' eonaern.tlon 
lt'lld7 for ll rnila of t.he Hanford 
Jlncb of the Columbia RJnr bt the 
Slate of Wuhlnl\OIL The lt:lislatlon 
oril'1D&llY OUMd Ult SOUN 01l ,Sep. 
umber 20. llU. Sut.equenU,, the 
Smak considered Lhe ~ of C>c
tober 11. 1 tll and b.u DOW' rttumtd 
tht bW to the Bou. with an amend
-'-

The: Hanford Rncb la tbe- lut frtt
flowtns N11Z1tnt oC I.ht Columb1& 
JUTtr. se,eru pn:Tioua a&'Jdlea hue 
noted the •ICnillcant natunl. cuJ.tunl. 
Ind tl&her1a raoW"CI nlua t.o be 
found 1D thil rtnr ~t.. Within 
WI boadn>D, It lo appro,,r1.._. "' un
da'tat.t & 1'1de-nndnc Mld OCltDOrt· btnll•• rtnr caDN:l"ft.Uoa studY lh&t 
YID adclrfll U\t lll'uea ol ~lion 
and utWz&Uon of the llm.ltlcant re• 
IINl'0el found wtthlD thll r1nr ~,
mmt. 

tb• Senate amendmenJ. Mton the 
Bouae toda., pr'OTtdm l1)edtlc dJnc
- <hat an 14 be -..U,, dw1nc 
tM period of 1tuQ &Dd ~ew. These dJneU.•• .,. a fW'thar ditUDH.Lloo of 
tht ltUd1 IDd lntatm orot«Uon pro
'11lOQI contained lD. lhe llou. passed 
bW. AM U"I coms:ikm@tarT to the ciur• 
cima of the Kl.. Tbe kstS,laUon bu 
t.be suppon of tile Wublnlton deltn • 
U.... .&ddlUoaala, l'ed<nl. Bl&te and 
loc&l mUtSM IIDd lf'OQPa thl.t &N CU· 
nni, tn'l'ol'Hd. or no ban ui tnt.erts\ 
bl the rtftr'I prat,e,edan uul UM ban 
llftn --..lied ID d<ffloCI .... 1h11 pn>
-1-

Kr. Sptu.er. tba Senate ammdmmt 
14 IUt. 31H II ID kNP..,_ with the 
P',U"POIMa for •hJcb the i.ct,&l&t1on wu 
Introduced. a.JL HUI. U IIIICDded I.I a 
worthy rtftr cONCrvatioD LnitlaUvc 
and 1 lll"re concunmce br the House. 

Mr. Spn,ker. I n:1tne I.be bal&nce ot 
mrt.lnle. 

Nr. CJtAJO. Mr. Spe&ke:r, J Jtekt 
m"eu •ucb Um• u J ma, C'ONumc.. 
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IIEIIORA!IDUM OF AOIU:Zl€NT 
b<ltwoan 

THE BllREAtJ OF RroUMA TION 
and 

TH£ AtoM!C ENE!DY COlll!ISSICJN 

For th• traNf<!r !rO!ll th• Bureau o! Rocl:lln&t:l.on to the .ltoztlo 
S:nerrry Co111111i ... ion o! ri&tlta to Clllltody, posseesl.on, nnd """ 

of certai:I c.cquirad and withdr:nm l.&nda situated within 
th.I Control Zon• of tbo Han!ord Work8 on tho Wahluk~ 

Slope of th~ Collllllb1a Ba3in P.rojoot, Wallhini;ton 

This libmorandUIA o! AgNcnn.:.nt mod~ ~ ~ d.ly o! Februc.rY, 

1957, by ::.:1d battreen th~ B,,rG,iu o! Rwcl.amation, harel..nafter •tyled ths 

Bureau, and tho At.ondc Enera 0omias1on1 iu,roinl:.!tor styled the Commission, 

acting 1n pursll1'.noQ or the Act or Congr-o•• o.! JUno 17, 1902 (32 Stat. JBB) 

nnd aots &mBndatory theroot and supplementuy thereto, including the 

Columbi& Be.sin Projact Act (57 Su.t: 1.L), u ""'°'ridod, :.lid tho Atondo 

ltnargy Act ct lS'SL (l,2 USCA 2011-2261) J cowr• tho transfer o.! ill ri,j;hts 

to eustod7, poa•eedon, Md u,ia 1n oonnuctioo "1th the oparation of tho 

llan!ard Worke, from the Buranu to tho C011:r.11ss1on, o! oort.:>1.., 1'>nd.> :icquirod 

by thb Bureau, and oort.'.'.in public l..lndo under First Fonn Recl.runa.tion ffith

dr:,we.l. 

It U 11111tually agreed by tM J)dl'titS h.lretG ~ tollC\"111 ! 

l, The Natrict,-d area., lcnC1111 :,.o the, Control Zone, lying on the 

WAhluke Slop<> 3%ld b•inl: a part ot th.! llantord Works, u ast.o.blishdd by 

th.a ~ttdn Engineer tll.!!trict o! thu Corpe o! Enginaers on Novambu 15, 

19~), and u rerl•OO by action ot tho Comi,sion, QII 1ucoa1aor to th~ 

Jlanhattan Enginaer District, u aet !ortb in th ... luttor o! Oecu•r 17, 
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1948, !rom the Actl.ni Ch&irm&n o! tha Comro!..soion to t.ha S40retary of the 

Interior, 1s shown on the map marked Exhibit ".I." , &ttached hereto and 

~de a pa.rt hereof, 

2. Trcnsfar ot a.ll ri;lhta to =tody, pcueso ion , and use from the 

llur•t.u to th" Culll!IIUsion o! the acq•iired :.ru-As described in ~ibit 1'1!", 

t.ttached he:-eto &tr.i :nade a p,.rt beroo!, a!ld tbe witbdr:nm landa described 

1n Exhibit 11 c11 , att&ched her~to and mada z. part herao!, all of which ar~ 

l0c1Lt.ld within tbs Control Zone, is hl!rehy acoompluhed. Such tramfer 

:!JI subject to the following, 

(&) '!he ri3ht of the Bure&u to oo~~t, operate, and maintain 

tha Vahluke Can&l and related !ccilitia• and structures o.t about 

c,~vation ,6S (USBJ! O.twr, ) and any naceuary wnst..1711)'3 ~.nd dro.in

lli• W&l/S thr0113h tha Control Zona in coM~ction_ "1th tha irri;o.tion 

o! lands on t.h? lfallluka Slope but out..!:!.dQ of. th<! Control Zol\_O, 

), Tho t1<'2.MhE" o! r1&hta undar .lrticla 2 hereof •hall reaain opera

tin ao long u the lands involved remain !n Control Zon• status, ..,. 

deter.nined b~ the COllll1lloion, I! it is detu-:uned b7 tb11 COlmiialion that 

0U11tody, posseesion, &nd. us• ot such l.ands i.e no loe&•r rociuirod, relln

qu!shment o! all such rJ.8hts transterri.d hereby will be accomplished by 

notice in ,n-itinc trom the K&nai;er, Han!or<i Operation<' crnce, Atomic 

!:nera Co:!201os1on
1 

to the llegional Director, lla'1,on 1, Dure&u ct lwcJ.Jim.tion, 

Ii, The greii.ter p01·tion o! the land• included rlthill tho Control 

Zooe were included 1n th<> South CclwabiA Badn ·1rr1iation l)L,tric:t u,d the 

Eaot Cclulllb:!.a B:uin Irrigation D~trict at the time of. their tannatian, 

z 
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A a,o::et.u-;, adjust.nient lTill be naceosary- as to the Control Zooo land.s which 

~a permanently remand h-0111, ar are rendsrod Wea.s1bl..l o!, irrigation 

development as II put o! the Columbia Basin !'l"oject, 'but ouch adjuatlllsnt 

•hall be C:u.tarred until the Socretdry oJ: the Interior concludes that such 

ia roquirod, Such ndjlutn.nt ,rould cover out-ot'-pocket cost,, auch u 

purchase prico, cost:, 1:leurred 1n thair acquisition and ndminiatration, 

and vuiou,i proliininary eng:ineering and inV9.!lt1eetive costs appllcuil.e to 

tha la:ids described in e&id axhibit •!in. l'urtha.r e.mount,, uy ba sought 

by the Bur<>&u, after Oollllultat1on with the COll!!IWloion, to be incl!:udecl in 

. such "'1jwitment, nth ths approval or the Coni.reaa, by reuon or other 

cost.. or losaas incurred or to ba incurrud by the Collllllbia Basin Project 

as & reeul t ot' diminution 1n ~ tot.al. projec~ 1rriiable ll'ea through the 

penMnei,t removal !rom irr1ga tion developnent ;13 a part or the Columbia 

Buin Project oJ: /l.rr/f or all or the lrriio.b~ land.s located nthin the o.x

terior bounda.ri~s oJ: the Control Zone, irreapc,ct.1ve or a.msrship, 

S. The Bureau has a continuoo interest in tha ul t:1Jn5 ta de""lof'llent 

ot tha 1rr1ra.ble and., o! the ontiro Wahluka Slope ~ a part o! tho Col~ia 

Basin Projoct, Tho COllll!i3d1on 11 t'ully awara of that 1ntarost and hereby 

reaf!ir.n> 1te policy o: keeping to a minimum it,, lJJ.nd ownorship &Ile! re~trio

tioN on 1And u.oe on the \Vahluka Slape, 

/o/ J. e:. TraTi.9 
iluiigar1 
l!antord Opur" tions 0.f!ice, 
Atomic Energy Cormni11sion 

J 

/•/ H; T. Ne:U:on 

Regloml D:!.ractor, 
Recion l, 
BW'• &u .ot ~cl.mn&tion 
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The Wahluke 2000 Pion 

A Proposal For Irrigating the DOE 1 lanford 
Control Zone on !he Wahluke Slope 

l11is is an innovative plan to expand the irrigated farming acreage of lhc Wnhl11kc 
Slope in the Columbia Basin Project. This o.rca south of the Saddle Mountains in 
Grant County is one of the most productive agricull\lrol :irc:is in the Pacific Nor1h\\'cst. 
The plan combines maximum economic benefits with protection of wildlife habit:it 
and the Columbia River's scenic free-flowing Hanford Reach area . 

SCOPE OF PLAN 

1. The present boundaries of the DOE Hanford control 7.onc on the Wohlukc Slope 
would be reduced to the area south of the Columbia River (coinciding with the ncntnn 

County line). 

2 . Land on the Wahluke Slope that is presently under custody mtd control or the 
DOE (referred to as the Hanford control zone above) would be transforrcd in total It> 

the US Bureau of Reclamation. 

3 . After a thorough cooperative study of the entire area by the Bureau of Reclnm:ilinn 
and other interested citizen and governmental groups, lands would be dcsignotc<l f,,r 
agricultural development, wildlife habitat or recreational uses . 

4 . The Bureau of Reclamation would prepare all the required engineering design. 
farm unit /block layout, and economic studies for the lands designated ti.,r agricultural 
development making maximum use of existing facilities . 

5. The Bureau of Reclamation would then adminislcr the sole oflan<l in the prupllsc<l 
irrigntion blocks to privntc individunls using a "drawing" procedure similar to thot 
utilized during the early ph:ises of the Columbia Rnsi11 Project. Funds collected from 
land sales would be used to cover the cost ofwntcr distribution infrastructure . Special 
consideration in the sale of these lands should be given to the descendants or 
Wnhluke··slope settlers who were displaced during the expansion of the Han li.,rd 
project in the mid l 940's. Further consideration could also be given to providing 
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young farm families with an opportunity to purchosc· their first farm. The large area 
of land to be sold would require careful scnitiny of polcntial purchasers lo insure full 
compliance with current ocrcoge limitations. 

6. Areas dcsirnatcd for wildlife habitot (sec ollochcd proposal map), rangeland or 
recreational uses could be integrated into the farm blocks, rccogni1..ing 11,; beneficial 
effect ofirrigaled forming on wi ldlife ond rccre.'ltinn . These nrens would be managed 
by slate or local govcmmcntal O[lcncics under contract with the Bureau of -

Reclamation . 

JUSTIFICATION FOR PLAN 

I. The need for a large security and control zone around the Hanford arcn lrns long 
ceased to exist with the decommissioning of all the production reactors along the 
Hanford Reach opposite the Wohluke Slope, and the overall change of DO[ !!an lord's 
mission from plutonium production to environmental restoration . 

2. The Wahluke Slope's topography and the fact that the large distribution eanol 
required to irrigate it is already built and in use make the area unique in terms o f the 
economic feasibility of irrigation development (sec attached map) . The soi l, climate 
and topography ore virtually unequalled anywhere in the Pacific Northwes t. The 
immense potential of this area has long been recognized and detailed in numerous 
studies by the Bureau of Reclamation and others. Prior to its inclusion in the Hanford 
control zone. the Bureau of Reclamation hod purchased over 27,000 acres of the 
Wahluke Slope with the intent offutme development in the Columbin JJnsin Project. 
Only tight control by the AEC/DOE forced the Bureau to bypass the land in its 
development of the other irrignted nrcas of the Wahluke Slope. Under the 
Memorandum of Agreement between the AEC and Bureau of Reclamation, doled 
February 27th, 1957, custody and control of these lands was granted to the J\EC with 
the provision that, if the AEC ever determined that the lands were no 1<,11gcr necess:irv 
to its mission, custody would revert to the Bureau of Reclamation directly. For the 
reasons stated above, this occasion seems to be near at hand, and a balanced 
development of this land would nchicvc the long-awaited completion of irrigation on 

the Wahluke Slope. 
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3. The economic advantages of this plnn thnt would be recognized bv federal. state 
and local governments nre incredible: · 

-At current land prices. sale of lnnd to private owners could potentially cover n 
grcal ·leAl , .. r t1 • cost of constructing water delive,y systems, due to the su itabilitv of 
topograph_ a, ... existing structures. · 

-Resulting property tax and income tax revenues from this new form land would 
be an immediate and significant benefit. 

-Farrnland development would result in million~ of dollars in capital investment 
for equipment of all kinds, the great majority ofit manufactured in the U.S. by 
American workers. 

-The rollover offann investments in local communities would result in 
immediate and sustained economic growth . 

-The vast majority of crops presently rniscd on the W nhlukc Slope have 
potential for export to the Pacific Rim end other nations us far away as the Persian 
Gulf. Port terminals of the Slllte of Washington, and the nation as a whole, deriYe 
great benefit from this expanding trade in agrieultuml products. 

-Other than small grains, the crops grown on the Wahluke Slope arc completely 
driven by the free-market economy and arc not subsidized or supported by the federal 
government. Likewise, these crops are not in any "surplus" status, but rather tend to 
be specialized fruit and vegetnble crops of high value. 

Given the current economic conditions in our state and nation, especially n huge 
nnnual deficit and the carryover debt, a project which has these immediate and 
sustained benefits cannot be ignored. The U.S. can no longer afford to hold idle 
public lands of this potential, both with regard to our present nnd our future . 

4 . There is a moving historical argument for returning these lands to agricultural uses . 
Prior to the establishment of the Hanford atomic works, the Wnhlukc Slope was a 
significant homestead farming area. There is abundant visual evidence of the roads. 
home sites end former communities carved out by hardy settlers who recognize,1 the 
unique potential of the Wo.hluke Slope. Fnr from being ancient history, this is the 
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evidence of recent agricultural development. and should be cci~sidcred as such . The 
settlers of the communities of White Bluffs, Wohlukc and the rest of the Wahlukc 
Slope ,many of whom are still alive today, were displaced from their homes and 
property in the interest of national security and witnessed the complete destrnction of 
their years of effort. In the end, virtually no significant use was ever nrn<lc of their 
land, except to serve as a security buffer zone. !fad this lon<l remained in privnte 
ownership, there is no doubt whatsoever that it would hnvc been fully developed for 
irrigated agriculture today. Under the proposals in the Wahluke 2000 Plan. there is a 
unique opportunity to make restitution to these citizens by allowing for a return of the 
land to them or their descendants (sec Scope of Pinn, item 5). 

5. The severe drought conditions throughout the western U.S. over the post 5 years 
have highlighted the need to identify and expand irrigated farming in areas with 
reliable water resources. Even given legitimate concerns about survival nf fish specie.,. 
the Columbia River possesses unparalleled source stability, in that it derives its waters 
from the largest permanent snow and ice fields in the western hemisphere. Other 
major irrigation projects in the West rely on one or two-year snow pocks, most of 
which have virtually disappeared during the 1992 Summer season. In fo.cL if the 
1992-93 Winter season does not produce record snowfall in this region, I 993 
promises to be the worst drought in irrigated agricultural in U.S. history. 
Traditionally, the U.S. has relied on irrignted farming to absorb the impact of period 
droughts in non-irrigated areas, but even this assumption now seems to be in 
jeopardy. Expansion of irrigation on the Wnhluke Slope of the Columbia !Jasin 
Project would provide for greater stability in America's food supply during periods t>f 

drought. 

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

I. WILDLIFE: The area of the plan (see attached map) contains large nrcns of land 
that are not suitable for fanning for a variety of reasons, but arc idcnlly suited for 
v.ildlife habitat. Careful consideration of the entire area will result in a ham1ony 
between agricultural development and habitat preservation. Under current fanning 
practices using center pivot irrigntion significant areas of each fam1 unit ore routinely 
left in their natural state permanently. Observation of wildlifo in odjncent developed 
lands shows that wildlife is actually enhanced by the food and shelter crops provide. 
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2. COLUMBIA RJVER: The Columbio. River is a national treasure, and is lrc:itcd as 
such in the Wahluke 2000 Pinn . The plnn sccb to ovoid scenic :ind signific:int 
environmental impacts on the Hanford Reach segment of the river by reserving l:irge 
borders along the river for wildlife/recrentionnl designations. Careful study and design 
of the irrigation system will further prevent risks of erosion at the White Bluffs and 
other &rcas. The studies to be conducted by the Bureau of Recla.mntion should 
emphasize conscrv11tion mcasuru throughout the system as a first source of water 
for this expansion in order to lessen upstream wo.tcr withdrawls. The final plan fo r 
use ofwildlife/recrco.tion lands should incorporate improved public access to this 
stunning stretch of the river. since current slate roads do not come near the river for 
most of its course. 

3. DESIGN OF IRRIGATION SYSTEMS: The topogrnphy of the WAhlukc Slope 
lends itself well to a closed irrigation wo.ter delivery system. Benefits of such a sys tem 
would be significant in the area of waler conservation and waste w:itcr control , since 
the system would not allow for return (lows or end-of-ditch overflows. Some of the 
land to be developed could be placed under irrigation immediately, without 
construction of new facilities, simply by using existing return flows or by allowing 
irrigaton the option of using well water. In both of these cnses the cost of 
constructing delivery systems is drnmaticolly reduced. 

4 . THE RED LINE AREA The area so designated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
(see attached mop) as n result of previous studies should be ro-cxnmincd in light of 
new irrigation technologies and/or the poss ibility of placing stringent water deliver-• 
restrictions on that area while monitoring ground water conditions. Even if immediate 
development is c,•entually ruled out, the land should be held by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for potcntinl future development.,. The possibility of using intercept 
drains to control groundwater migration should be considered, along with naturul 
me.nos of extracting groundwater such as tree rows at intervals. 

5. ACREAGE LIMITATIONS: The implementation of this plan must be guarded :ind 
carried out in such a way that prevents nbusc of both the letter and spirit of federal 
reclamation law. One of the reasons for privatizing the land by means of o "drawing" 
is to place all prospective purchasers on equal footing, rcgordlc~s of their finnnciol 
resources, thereby preventing a "land grab". Fccleral reclan1:1tion lnw, and indeed 
federal r~lamation projects, have been governed by the principle of pro\'iding the 
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most benefit to the most people. All applicants for such a land "drawing" can and 
must be carefully scrutinized to insure full compliance with the law before being 
considered as eligible. The federal government can easily determine a fair market 
value for land without engaging in a bidding war, the result being a fair price to the 
government and to the people. 

SPONSORSHIP 

The Wahlukc 2000 Plan is sponsored by citizens of the Wnhluke Slope who arc 
concerned about insuring the best possible future for their children and others who 
will someday live on the Wahluke Slope. The citizen committee is called The 
Wahluke 2000 Committee, and is made up of representatives from the large 
surrounding area. The Wahlukc 2000 Plan has been endorsed by local and county 
governments, irrigation districts, and numerous economic development groups. [t is 
hoped that it will also be endorsed by citizens outside the area who have an interest in 
balancing the protection of the Columbia River and its immediate habitat with sensible 
economic development. For further information, write to: 

The Wahluke 2000 Committee 
P.O. Box 1986 

Mattawa, WA 99344 
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EXHIBIT " A " 

GRANT COUNTY PROPERTY INCLUDED IN 
THE HANFORD PROJECT 

PURPOSE 

To identify the acreage removed from the tax roll . 

To identify the date it was removed from the rolls. 

To identify ownership prior to acquisition by Hanford Project. 

EXPLANATIONS 

Parcel t 

Acres 

Grant County identification number . 

Acres in each tract and total a -; in parcel. 

Tract Identification number used by Ha.; .rord Project. 
Acquired- Land U.S.B.R. purchased from private ownership. 
Domain - Land owned by United States of America. 

Transfer -- Method of chan&ing ownership or control. 

Date 

Civil- Civil action taken in the U.S. District Court for 
Eastern District of Washington, Southern Division 
for the purpose of condemnation. 

Deed - Warranty Deed . 
Memo - Memorandum of Aareement between The Bureau of 

Reclamation and the Atomic Ener&Y Commission . 

Date of f i lin& or date signed . 

Owner Owner of property prior to Hanford Project. 
Rail R.- Northern Pacific Railway Co. 
P . O. - Private ownership . 
USBR - United States Bureau of Reclamation . 
State - State of Washinaton. 
County - Grant County . 

Le&al Section, Township and Range of property. 

the 
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SUMMARY OF 
GRANT COUNTY PROPERTY INCLUDED IN 

THE HANFORD PROJECT 

Grant County has indentified 66,650 . 31 acres in the Hanford 
Project. 

28,2~2 .72 a=es were acquired from private ownership either by 
deed or civ il action with the bulk of the ownership 
changing in 1951 . 

•-- ~, 111. 01 acres were acquired from the State of Washington by 
civil action in 1951, 

- 205.~2 acres were acquired from Grant County by civil action 
in 1951. 

8,090 .3 3 acres were acquired from the railroad by a c ivil action 
in 1953. 

--- 26,000.83 acres (22,833.35 acres acquired land and 3,167.~8 acres 
of public d omain) transfe=ed by memo from the Bureau 
o f Reclamation to the Atomic Energy Commission in 1957 . 

The property had been leased by the United States of America for 
military purposes in 19~3 . 

CLASS IFICATI ON OF HANFORD PROJECT ACRES IN GRANT COUNTY 

58,652 . 28 a cres range land (8 8¾ of total acres) 
5 , 332 . 0 2 acres dry cropland (8¾ of total acres) 
2 666,0l a=es i=igated cropland (~¾ o f total acres) 

66,650.31 TOTAL ACRES 

99,660 feet of waterfront on colurnbia river . 
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;RAIIT COUNTY PRlll'ERTY ACDUIRED FOR HANFOIID PROJECT EIK IBIT ' A ' 

IRRC:L I ACRES IP.ACT IRA115F£R DATE OWNER LE6Al 
ll-i51 l8UI lfH 111 CIYIL m 3/23/53 RAIL R. S1113R1\ ALL 

15-758 110.77 HK 711 CIYIL 513 5J~i51 P.O. S1113111 All 
Iii . Bl HH719 CIVIL 513 P.O . 
20 .38 HH nt CIVIL 513 P.O. 
3~.92 lfH 777 CIVIL 513 P.O. 
0,13 lfH 783 CIVIL 571 7/11151 P.O . 

10.07 HH 772 CIVIL 591 8111151 P.O . 
31.0i HH 773 CIVIL Sil P.O. 
le.II HH771 CIVIL 631 . 1111/52 P.O . 
1.17 HH 7oi DEED 12-?eO 3/3151 ?.O. 

1\0.6~ ACO\JIREO Nm 11?7157 USSR 
18.50 lft775 DEEO!MII 2111151 P.O. 
u s HH 770 DEED 11-417 111151 P.O. 

TOTAi. 113. 17 

!5-0781 7.00 ACl!UIRED KEKO 2117151 USBR Sil Ill RH LOT I 

l5·810 151.11 ACl!UIRE D 11£!0 1/21157 US!R S15 Ill 111 S.E. 

1~· 08~1 63US HH 117 CIYIL m 3/21/ 51 STAIE S36 111 All All 

15-130! 135,10 HH 710 CIYIL m 3/13/53 RAIL R. SI Tll R25 N, RIVER 

!5-1310 liB.60 HH 717 ,m,1-m 11118/lO P.O. ~ II] R25 N, RIVER 
I.Bl HH 782 CIYTL 171 7111/51 P.O. 

81.11 HH 916 CIVIL 511 7/11151 P.O. - 7! ,10 HH l\l DEED !8-531 TIZZ/52 P.O. 
c:::::i- ,om m .2a 
OJ 
('.,J 15-1311 178,82 lfH 710 CIVIL7'7 3123/53 RAIL R. S3 113 R25 N. RIYER .. 
co 15-1312 3.12 DOKATN !\£KO 1/27/57 US!R SI II] R25 N, RJY[R 

a:; 
~ 15-1313 3UO HH 762 CIYll 117 3113/53 RAIL R. Sl Tll R25 N, RIY£R 

1:-,,t"') 
115.69 CIVIL Sil 8/17/51 P.O. So 113 R25 N. RIVER 15-1311 HH 715 · 

u-, 57.59 111763 CIVIL 537 1/26151 P.O. 

O', 7!.73 AC11Ulm !EIIO 2/21157 USIA 
TOTAL 333.01 

15-1315 610,22 AC!IUIREO MKO 2127/57 USBR St Ill R25 All 

15-1311-1 31.51 66 601 DEiD 93-210 316151 P.O. s2 mm :i .E. 
118.50 66 101 DEED ll-271 219/51 P.O. 

TOTAL 158.01 

15-131! 151.03 HH 100 CIVILSla 8/11 /SI P.O. 510 Ill R1S S.E 

15-1310 632 ,!0 ACQUIRED KE~O 8/17/57 USBR 511 Ill 115 Ill 



LETTER 18 Comments Responses 

page 4 
6mT COUNll PROPERTY ACQUIRED FOR HANFORD IP.OJECT EIH!i!T • A • 

IARCEL I AC«ES !RAC! TRANSfER om OWNER l~6Al 

!~- 1321 15e .:o 1; 107 CIYIL 732 10mm p .o. SIi Tll R15 All 
158.SS 66 103 CIVI L Ill 1mm 1.0. 
79 . 53 E6 106 CIVIL lBI 1130151 P.O. 
j!,15 66 IOI CIVIL 556 3/27/51 P.O. 
l!.I! 66 605 CIVIL 556 P.O. 

m.10 66 608 OEEO 91-551 12117/50 P.O. 
TOTAL Ill . IS 

15-1311 m.oo ACWIRED mo 1/17157 USIR Sil Tl\ R15 ALL 

15-1313 1,.e, 66 ,so. C!YIL5l7 1/11/51 P.O. SIi Tl\ R15 ALL 
!.90 66 m CIVIL m P.O. 
9.90 66 160 CIVIL 537 P.O. 

1U7 66 161 m1Lm P.O. 
!.!I 66 651 CIVIL 5!0 8/IJ/Sl P.O. 
9.!0 E6 657 CIVIL 5!0 P.O. 

'9 .11 66 IS. CIVIL S!O P.O. 
l! .86 66 m A CIVIL S!O P.O. 
1!.81 66 655 CIVIL 590 P.O. 
19.8! 661S6 CIVIL m P.O. . ,.,s 66 ;;3 Cl 'Hl 5l0 P.O. 

m.11 6; 661 CI YIL 1!0 P.O. 
39 .80 66 665 CIY!L 590 P.O. 
9.11 66651 CIY!L 101 101111~1 P.O . 

!.10 66 658 CIVIL 601 P.O. 
ll'-11 66 611 om 98-7tt 111151 P.O. 

TOTAL 516.39 

!5·!311 m.57 A~UIRED mo 1/27/51 USIR 515 TII R2S All 

!5-1325 175.11 Iii 701 CIVIL 551 3111151 STITE S16 !II RcS N.E.LS/1 

15-1326-1 158.55 r,c~umo "EIIO 1111157 USIR Sil !II 1125 S.£. 

15-1327 15!.IS ACll\l!RED "EltO 1127/57 USBR mm P.15 S.E. 

l5·1l28 m.1, MM 707 CIVIL 5l8 1/21/51 I .0. m T!I R15 All 
7!.60 MM 708 CIVIL 5&5 1111151 P.O. 
7!.57 HH 701 CIVIL 57l 713151 P.O. 

158.97 HM 706 C!YIL 575 P.O . 
m.75 ACQUIRED "EltO 1127157 USBR 

TOTAL 635.08 

15-1319 m.01 ACQUIRED mo 2127/57 um sz1 mm All 

15-1330 158.81 MH 701 mo n-m 111!151 P. O. S1: 111 m Ill 

IS!.21 MH 705 CIYIL SIS 1/11151 p .o. 
158.81 HM 703 CIVIL S!O 8117151 P.O. 

!SUI II! 701 CIYIL 59! 8117151 P.O . 
TOTAL 636.10 
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5RAXT CIIJNIY PROPERTY ACQ\J!RU FOR HANFORD PROJECT EIH!lll 'I' 

IARC:L I ACRE; TRAC I TRIHSHR om OllltER l ,SAL 
15-1131 63& , ?l 66661 CIV!Lm l/13/53 P.lll R, mmm Ill 

15-m1 160,05 S. 670 CIY!l S75 l/l/51 1.0, 51\HIRZS Ill 
160.0? 66 118 CIYIL 717 10/7/'5? 1.0. 
m.11 ss m CTYll 11S 1/11/50 P.O. 
160.11 86 Ill CIVIL 115 1/11/50 P.O. 

TOTAi. 610 .11 

15-1333 110.97 HH 731 CIY!l m l/13/53 RAil R. mm R15 All 

11-1m 10 . 00 HH 713 CIVIL 515 1/11/l!SI P .0. 516 Tl\ RIS ILL 
10 .06 HH 711 C!YIL 515 P.O. 
10. 11 HM 715 C!YIL 5&5 P.O . 
10. 16 HH 726 C!Y!L !IS P.O. 
10 .03 HK 71! C!Yll SIS P.O. 
3'-97 HH 730 CIVIL 5&5 1.0. 
I0. 08 HH 728 C!Y!l S1I 7/16/51 P.O. 
31.,8 HH 731 CIYIL m P.O . 
31.!8 HH 7Jl C!YIL S7I P.O . 
10 .oz Hit,~ CIVIL 571 P.O. 
JUI KH 731 CIYIL 181 7/9/51 P.O. 

160.15 HM 735 im 11-m 1/11/51 P.O. 
10.13 KH 717 mo,1-111 1/1/51 P.O. 

TOTAL 610.71 

1s-1m m.97 HH 771 CIVIL 717 3/cl/~3 RAIL I . mmm AU 

('-.J IHm I0.13 HH 711 C!Y!L S~ S/11/51 I .D. s111 mm I.LL 

Ci ~ .06 Hit 719 CIVIL m 7/3/ll P.O. 

o;3 10.06 HH 717 CIVIL 576 l/11/SI P.O. 
10.11 HK 711 CIVIL 6112 7/!/51 1.0. t:"'....t 10.13 HH no CIVIL IIZ 7/1/SI 1.0 . • 310.63 ACIIU!IED 11£11!1 2mm USIII co 110.15 DOMIN !ENI 1/27/57 USM 

o;:i rom 611 .60 
~ 
~ ll-1311 110.SI ACIIUlm IIENI !127/57 um mmm 11.l 

u-, 15-13'39 10 .01 KH 713 C!Yll m 1/21/51 P.O. SlOTllm All 
i::r--,, 75. 79 HH 712 CIY!l 565 l/11/51 P.O. 

10.07 HH 711 CIYIL 575 7/3/ll l,D . 
37.U HH 710 CIYIL l91 1/17/51 1.0. 

117.55 HH 711 CIVIL 591 1/17/51 I .D. 
!0 ,!l Hll715 CIVIL IOZ 10/21/51 P.O. 
80.12 HH716 CIVIL 101 10/!I/Sl P.O. 
m.,o ACIIIJIRED !01D Z/21/57 USJR 

!DIAL m.01 

15·133! m .11 ACQIIIRED IIUD 2/27/51 US!lt S31 Ill R15 All 
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6RAJIT COlnlTl PROPE!TT AmlRE~ FOR HAllfO.D PROJECT EIHlill • A ' 

PA•C£\. I ACRES TRACT IRAIISFU DATE O\IMER um 

15-mo 103. 12 HH 75! CTYILSl& 8/11151 P.O. Sj2 Tl I R2S Ill 
10. 1! HH 15! m1Lm 8/11151 P.O . 
20.0, l',I 710 CIVIL Ill l/c\152 P.O. 

311.17 ACQUIRED M9\0 2127157 US!R 
20.01 HH 711 DEEi ll-275 111151 P.O . 

TOTAL Ill.I! 

15-1311 31,80 HH Slo CIYIL 110 3118111 P.O. S33 Tl\ RcS ALL 
IOI.I! ll!l?ll CIVIL 117 3123153 RAIL R. 

TO!ll m.26 

15-1312 160.36 114 75.l CIYll 515 713151 ,.o. Sll Tl\ R25 All 
127 .02 HH 755 CIYIL 576 7/11151 P.O . 

7.62 HH 781 CIYIL 576 P.O. 
ISi .OS HH 751 CIYIL171 7/16/51 P.O. 
13.00 HH 751 CIYIL 571 P.O . 
78.!7 114 752 CIY IL 1-583 5111152 P.O. 
eo . 11 DOIIAIN MEH 2121151 USIR 

TOTAL 110.83 

IS-1113 112 .70 HH 7'5 CIYIL m 312l/S3 RAil R. SlS !I\ m ALL 

15-13\\ m .10 HH 718 CJYIL 563 512151 P.O . S36 Tl\ R2S ALL 
eu8 HH 711 CIVIL 575 713151 P.D . 
10,11 HH J;1 CIVIL SOI 711!/Sl P.O. 
eo.z5 HH 71< CIVIL SOI P.O . 
80.18 HH 713 CIVIL SOI P.O . 

160.18 HH 131 CIVIL 1-583 5111152 P.O . 
10.11 114 711 CIYIL 1-583 P.O 

TOTAL !11.31 

15-13'6 162.12 66 100 CI VIL 551 3112/51 STITE 536 !IS R2S SE. 

ll-0001 m.11 ltiUJRED REMO 2121157 USII! SI !II R2l N. RIVER 

16-00llc 135.'4 rrm CIVIL 515 1111151 P.O. S2 111 !!I N. RIYER 

71 .02 FF 573 CIVIL 131 1111151 P.O. 
56.32 ACQU IRED MEIIO 2127157 US!R 

180,11 EE 3C2 m, 110 l / 18111 P.O. 
18.01 DEED !0-HO 1117/11 P.O. 

TOTAi. 110.00 

1.-0003 612,62 ICiUliED NEIIO 2127153 USIR Sl !II R2l ALL 
1.00 FF m CIYIL \IS 111\150 P.O. 

TOTAL 113,!2 

!HOOi 38. 88 Ff 585 DEED 12-761 2110151 P.O. SI Ill R21 All 
61.71 Ff SB! CIVIL 537 1121151 , .o. 
78.13 rrm CIV IL 131 1/21152 P.O. 
18.70 FF S78 CIYIL 131 P.O . 
18 .71 FF 580 CIVIL Ill P.O. 
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SRINT COUNTY PROPERTY ACOUIREO FOR MANFORO PROJECT aH1an •A· 

PARCEL I ACRES ;111c1 TRAIISFER om OIINE.11 LEGAL 
15 .11 Ff 581 CIV IL UI P.O. 
3? .00 Ff 5!0 CIVIL 631 P.O. 
10.Zl DOMIN NENO 2m m USBR 

!c0.35 )CQ\J!RED ftENO 1111/ 51 USBR 
10.00 FF !el CIY!L SI? 2/2/51 P.O. 
l .Ja ff 111 om 11-,11 6/21/ 51 CCIJI TY 

IIUI rF ,ce CASE l l0 3118111 P.O. 
TOTAL 631.13 

14-0005 m.o, ACQU!RU NEJIIJ 2mm US!R SS m R26 ALL 
l . 10 ff 581 CIVIL 111 3123/53 RAI L R. 

TOTAL 118 . 11 

16-0001 80.30 66 mm NED ,z-m 3/1/51 P.O. SI 111 S21 ALL 
156.11 66 10! CIY!L ll1 1/2"51 P.O. 
10.31 66 610 CIYIL Ill l /11/51 P.O. 
3'-53 66 Ill CIY!L 116 P.D. 
,!.!6 66 113 CIYTL 511, P.O. 

li! ,32 IICOUliEll NENO 2/!7151 USBtl 
35 . 76 ;6111 DEEO !l-113 1/1/51 P.O. 
1'.63 56m C!Y IL !!O 1/13/55 P.O. 

TOTAL Ill ,21 

16-0001 1>31 .!I mum, NENO 2/21157 IISiR 57 I ll R1l ILL 
5.19 66 610 CIVIL m l/11/53 RIil R, 

TOTAL 610.10 

,:"f""1 16-0008 l~.JZ 66 Ill CIVIL 531 1/21/51 P.O. SI 111 R16 ALL 

c::J, 112.ll 66 120 CIY!L 181 1/10/51 P.O . 

c.o 111.51 ACOUIIID ftEllO 2/21111 UIBR 

c-,....J. 10 . 15 66 Ill C!YIL 115 1/11/50 P.O. 
112.51 66 619 CIVIL 17' 1/11/50 P.O. • TOTAL 150 . 11 

a:J 
a:J; 
~ 

11-000, m .01 66 111 CIVIL m 3/13/5] RAIL I, 59 Ill R11 All 

~ 11-0010 10.13 66 611 om 11-180 3/3/51 P.O 510 Ill R11 ALL - 10.,1 66 118 DEED !MIO l/l/51 P.O 
Lr) 10 .11 66 12! om,1-111 l/11/51 , .o 

cr-,., 5.0! 66135 om,1-111 l/1/51 P.O 
10 . 17 66 Ill CIVIL 111 2/2/ll P.O 
JO.cl 66 138 mil 515 !111/51 P.O 
10 ,35 66111 CIVIL 551 3/2'/ll ,.o 
5.08 66 131 CIVIL m B/3/51 P.O 
5. 0! 66 6?2 CIVIL 581 8/l0/51 P.O 

10,il ACW IREI NEltO 1/Z1/S1 USBII 
10 . 11 66137 DEED!l-116 5/1/51 P.O 
1,00 66 13! DEED !1-157 5127151 COUNTY 

10.13 66 130 DEED 91-181 1/10151 P.0 
111 . 11 66613 CIVIL 115 1/11/50 P.O 
110 .00 ff 113 CASE 110 3/ 18 / \1 1.0 
31. 77 &; 131 DE<! 95-11 711/51 P. D 

ll0 . 18 66111 1m 15-11 7/1/51 P.O 
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6,ANT COUllll PROPERl! ACiUIRED FOR 'ls\NFORD PROJECT £1Hl8IT ' A ' 

rORCtL I ACRES TRACT TRAK!FER DATE OWNER LE6Al 
35. 71 FF ~GC CASE IS~ 3/18/11 P.O 

tOiAL 110 ,73 

lb-001\ 01. iO 66 639 CIVIL 5\5 2/lo/51 P.O . Sil 111 '16 W.R!VER 
31.35 ~Hn Ml• :.;o \ /ll /17 P. O. 

TOTAL 9l .C5 

1!~012 m.11 ,6 6\3 C?VIL 7'n 3123153 P.AIL ,. Si l m m N. ,IYER 
12.85 66 611 CIVIL 121 7130 / ll P.O. 
5.00 FF 163 CASE 159 3118111 ?.D. 

TOTAL 2i2 .29 

16-00!3 !57.Bl 55 641 CIVIL m llc\/51 STATE SIi ill R26 ILL 

ti 0011 11!.91 66 615 CIYIL7l7 j /23/ 53 RAIL R. 517 11 1 R26 All 

!6-0015 17 .1B 66 blB CIVIL SS. 3117/51 P.O. SIB Ill R2b Ill 
18.11 66 M CIVIL 551 p .0 . 

l!!.31 oa 6'7 CIVIL 51.5 5130151 P.O. 
l!0 .76 66 c\6 CIVIL 576 1111111 P.O. 
!55 , !7 OONA !! Nll!O 2117151 US!R 

TOTAL 632.9' 

li-001! 63Z. ll ;6112 CIVIL il7 3/23/53 P.All R. St! II\ il26 ALL 

li-0011 !\I.II 66 b'i3 CIVIL llO B117151 P.O. 510 111 R26 All 

!HOIB 380.56 66171 CIVIL m 3113153 RAil R. S11 111 R21 W, RIVER 

lb-0019 15.BO 66!15 DUO lB-1B1 3125152 P.O. sie m R16 W. RIYU 

16-0010 181 .09 68 !71 CIYTL19'l 3123153 P.AIL R. 519 111 RI! i. RIYU 

lb-OOcl 10.11 56 m CIVIL 563 512151 P.O. 530 111 R2! AU 
316 .05 56 !77 CIY!l563 P.O. 
102 .68 66 680 CIVIL _5l0 i/11/l\ P.O. 
11.30 56689 CIVIL 590 P.O. 
32,BO &6 "° CIVIL l!O P.O. 
5.12 66 68B CIVIL619 2/c/53 P.O . 

120.11 56 618 DE£D93-261 \lb/ll P.O. 
TOTAL 631 .81 

11-0021 61.11 E6!93 CIVIL l15 113151 P.O. 531111'26 W, RIVE.R 

l7l .06 66 llO CASE 159 3118/H P.O. 

TOTAL 131.11 

l!-0023 15.80 66 m om,2-101 3125151 P.O. mmm W, RIVEi 

16-0038 611.10 H 500 CIVIL 797 3113153 RAil R. Sil 115 m All 

\6-0039 IS6 .9l rf 501 CIVIL 156 3/21151 P.O. Slllll Rel AU 
393 . 31 DO~AIN lltftD 2117151 USIR 
JI.Bl H 503 Otcl!Hl1 !117111 cOWITY 
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&AA/IT COUNTY P, OfERTY ACQU iREO fuR HINfORD PROJECT EIHl81i ' A ' 

?AACel I ACRES TRACI TROSfER DATE OVHER um 
ll .11 ff S02 CIV IL BU 10mm 1.0. 

TOTAL m.11 

!HOI! 322 . 85 fF 501 C!Vil m 1126/51 P.O. mmm S./2 

16-00ll li8.l0 ACQUIREn HEHO 2/21 /51 um 521 TIS R2~ Ht.LS.12 

!Hm H .71 FF 501 mo 12-m 2/3/51 P.O. mmm All 
113 .21 FF 5~ C!Vll 538 1/26/51 P.O. 
79 .80 FF508 C!Yllbll 1111152 P.O . 

112.80 ACIIIIIRU IIEIIO 11:1151 L~8R 
151.31 FF 506 C!Vll m 1/21/50 P.O. 

TOTAL 611 . l! 

11,-0010 131 . 23 ACIIU!REO HEHO 2/'i!7/57 US!R 523115R16 All 

11-0061 25.27 FF 501 CIVIL 518 1126/51 P.O. mm121 All 
131.31 Ff 510 C!Vll 531 P.O. 
111.09 FF 511 C!Vll 5l8 P.O. 
110.73 FFS!l CIVIL 511 1/30/51 P.O . 

60 .51 FF 513 CIVIL 591 1117/51 P.O. 
:o.u ACQUIRO HE"° 2/21/51 USBR 
10 .00 FF 512 0£.091-19 1/211!1 P. O. 
60 .!3 Ff 511 CIVIL m 1121/50 P.O. 

10m Ill.II 

11-0062 m.n ACOUIP.EO mo 2mm USiR S25Tllm All 

~ ! l-00~ 51, uO FF 518 DEO !Mio 2"/51 P.O. !26115!26 ALL 
C:J , .11 r. m DEE.D 92-147 3/1/11 P.O. 
co l!.19 FF l16 C!Vll 5:9 1/26/51 P.O. 

~ 17.82 FF 517 CIVIL 538 P.O. 

• 158.50 FF 5!9 CtVll Sil 8/17/51 P.O. 

o:i '·" FF 521 CIVIL 511 P.O. 

co ,.,1 FF 513 CIVIL 511 P.O. 

~ 
81.11 FF l20 CIVIL 552 3/11/51 P.O . 
1!.11 ff 5l2 1££113-269 3/21/51 P.O . 

~ 80.73 Ff 521 CIVIL i75 1/21150 P.O. - \9.19 FF 5ll CIVIL m P.O. 
U") TOTAL m.,o 
O', 

11-0061 111 .56 ACQUIRED IIE"° 2/!l/51 USIR s21 mm All 

16-0065 71.12 FF l31 DEEi 91-711 1131/51 P.O. sze m 126 m 
!0.07 FF lll CIVIL lll l/ 26/l l , .a. 
10.ll ff 130 CIVIL 602 10121/51 P.O. 
10,ll FF 52! CIVIL m 8/1152 P.O. 

112.19 IICQU!RED IIEKO 2/21157 US811 
t71 .18 Ff 5cl CIVIL lll 5/c/Sl P.O . 

10.16 FF m KEO 11-m 12111/50 P.O. 
!I.ti FF Ill IUD !l -212 5/8151 P.O. 

TOTAi. 611 .51 
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iRAIII COUNTY ffi!PERTY ACQUIRED FOR HAllfORD PROJECT EIHIIIT 'A' 

'ARCU I AtliE5 TRACI mNSfER DATE OIIIIER lEiAl 
11-0061 188.11 ACQUJ!!B mo l/27151 US!R 529 115 RH All ·WIIU 

ll-0067 ,u, r; S35 om 12-165 111 8151 P.O. sio mm !E. 
II. I! Ff 537 DEED !1-161 IIC~l51 P.O. 
11.!1 FF SM mo ,1-111 I/JI 151 P.O. 
11.36 FF m om,1-1s1 11111/SO P.O. 

TOTAL 161.95 

16-0010 635.11 ACQIJIREI ftE NO 1111151 U5iR S3I lllR26 All 

16-0071 10.&B FF 510 om,~m l/a/51 P.O. S32 115 R26 All 
15. 00 Ff ~I DEEl!l-lll 111!151 P.O. 
10.20 FF m DEED ll-716 6/c/51 P.O . 
81 .!1 FF 51! CIVIL !l1 1126151 P.O. 
17.60 FF Sil CIVIL 538 1126151 P.O. 
10 .,1 FF SJ! CIVIL 538 P.O. 
5.10 FF Sil C!Yll 53a P.O. 

13.00 FF 5'1 CIYIL 538 P.O. 
10 .12 FF SIi CIVIL 552 3117151 P.O. 
10.10 FF 518 CIVIL 556 l/11151 P.O. 
10.BI ilCWIR~ NEftO 2127151 U:SR 
10,05 FF 553 DEEO!l-211 518151 P.O. 

151.ll FF 552 Oe.DlH! !lcl/51 P.O. 
·10.;7 FF l15 CIVIL m 1/21/SO P.O. 
70.CO FF 376 CASE 160 311811\ P.O. 
;o.oo nm CASE 160 Ul!/11 P.O . 

TOTAL m.78 

l!--0072 611 .31 ACQUIRED lt£NO c/17157 um 533 TIS Re! All 

16-0013 10 . 13 ff 56! DEED IM73 1119151 P.O. mm m ALL 
20 .30 ff 568 mo,1-m 512151 P.O . 
ID.II ff 567 CIVI L Sll 1126151 P.O. 
10.55 ff 561 CIVIL m P.O. 
10.ll ff 561 CIV IL s;s 1126151 P.O. 
10 .1' FF S!I CIYIL m P.O. 
10 . 15 Fr 5!8 CIVIL 538 P. O. 
15 .11 Ff 5SS CIVIL 5S2 l/11151 ?.O. 

!;2.87 rt 5S7 CIV IL 5S2 P.O. 
10 .10 Ff 561 CIVIL m P.O. 
10.13 Ff 510 CI VI L 5S2 P.O. 
61 .ll ffm CIVIL 556 J /27 /51 P.O. 
81.!8 FF 551 CIVIL 131 1111/52 P.O. 
40 .15 ACQU IRED ft£ft0 21271S1 USIR 
10.1; ff 560 om,1-m 11119/lO P.O. 
10.ll ff 565 om ! l·SSl lc/15150 ?.O . 
80.50 Ff 563 CIVIL\15 1121/50 P.O . 
JO.II Ff SIi DEED 92-160 1117151 P.O. 

TOTAL 611.l'i 

16-0071 611.35 ACO\JIIB f\~PlO 2117117 um mmm All 

16 0075 650 .3\ Fr ~7! CIV!l 511 j/2'-/~l srm si1111m All 



LETTER 18 Comments Responses 

page 11 

S.MNT COl/iTY PROPERIT ACQUJP.O FOR KAHFORI PROJECT EIRIBil ' I ' 

PIRCELI ACR ES TRACI TRAN~rtR DATE OwHER LEGAL 

1!·!077 m .11 mu1m ~£.KO 2/cl/ 57 USSR s1mm ILL 

!:t-HJi@ U,7 .H nm OHO ,2-151 311H51 P.O. ;2 T!I 127 m 
Sl. 93 OD 311 CIYIL l\i: 2i2/S I P.O . 

113 .l\ GO 32i CiYIL 682 mm P.O. 
117.17 ACQUIRED NE!IO 2127 /57 USIIR 

81.71 DI 325 CIY!L l:9 1126/Sl P.O. 
TOTAL 112 . 61 

IH07! U2 .ll ACQUIRED HE!D 2/27/51 US!R SJ Ill R27 ALL 

!HDiO 10 . 19 DD 333 DEED91-!11 1111/51 P.O. SI Ill Rel ILL 
20 .ii DD 338 DEED 12·113 1125151 P.O. 
1,9' DD 331 CJY!L 539 1121/ll P.O. 

10 . 59 00331 CIVIL 53! P.O. 
15.00 DD 311 t!Yl l m P.O. 
II.II DD 332 CiY!L 512 2/2/ll P.O. 
20.19 OD 3ll CIVIL 512 P.O. 
10 .13 BO 335 CiVlL 557 3129151 P.O. 
<\0 .63 DD 32B CIV IL 682 71!/l l P.O. 

2'3 .53 ACllt!IRED mo 2127157 USBR 
12 .01 DO 32! DEED93-2!0 3128/ll P.O. 
30 ,13 OD 330 !EED!l-c!I 113/ 51 P.O. 
10 . 13 DO 33! DEED 91 -5,5 12115150 P.O. 
10.13 !D 310 mo !1·511 12115150 P.O. 

t.n 21.01 DD 312 DEED !5·170 915151 P.O . 

c:::) 10.0! Dom omaHeo 7119150 P.O. 

CC') TOTAL m .eo 

('J 
Ii 1011 .. m .u ACDll!RED HE!IO 2/Z7/57 USBR ss 111 m ALL 

0::1 II 1082 309 .11 10311 DEED 92· 111 1127151 P.O. SI Ill R27 ALL 
r.:o 155 .13 00315 CIVILm 8117151 P.O. 
~ lll .39 003111 OEU9H71 5/11/51 P.O. 

i:-n TOTAi. 585.!I -l.n !1·1083 121.36 DD 313 CIYIL 7'7 3123/ 53 RAIL R. 57 111 R27 N. RIVER 

C""\ 
IH081 350.81 DD 315 CIYJL 539 1126151 P.O. 58 Ill R27 N. RJYER 

91.ll ID 316 C!YIL ll9 P.O. 
80.58 ~OMIN N!IIO 1127151 um 

TOTAL 512,95 

\1· 10&5 l\l.17 ACIUll£D mo 3127/57 USBP. 59 !II R17 All 

11-1 081 113.2! DD 320 CIYTL 5;9 1121151 P.O . s10 111 m ILL 
112 ,7! DD"AIN "!"O 2/c7157 USIR 
l!! . 23 DO 31! OEED 91·157 !/27151 COUNTY 
152 .18 DD SIi DEED !5-m 9/S/51 P.O. 

10. 17 DD Jl7 DEED BH79 7131150 P.O. 
TOTAL 1!0.91 
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GRr.JIT COL'Mll PROfERTY ACiUIREO FOR 11,\MH!D PROJECT EIH!ill ' A ' 

1ARCE1. I ACRES TRACT TRANSFER am OWNE, UiAL 

:Hu81 m.1s 1c~uma !E!O 2/27/57 l!S8R Sll Ttl 121 All 

!HCBB &66 . CO ,ar~IN "~a 1/c1/S1 USO~ 511 Ill m ALL 

,~-10s, lli.!9 AC~U!RED !E!O 1/:7/51 US3R Sil T!I P.:1 ~LL 

16-1010 l>53.lO uOMIM N:!O 1111111 US.R m III m All 

!6 1091 m.eo muim ,E~O 1/11/51 USBR Sil lllRcl ALL 

ib-1091 558.61 DD 311 C!Yll m 3/1\/51 srm 516T!\R11E. RI\U 

!6-1093 69.90 oom CIVIL m l /13/53 RAIL R. 511 II\ R11 LOT I 

!HO!\ 3S2.!l ACOU!P.ED !!ENO 2111/51 USiR S11 Tl\ R11 All 

IH095 ,o.~t DD 301 CIV!l l\l 1/16/11 P.O. S2C Tt\ i\Z7 ALL 

10.1! DO 301 CIVIL lll P.O. 
10.17 DD 306 CIVIL 581 7/l0/51 p .0. 
IQ.SB DD 301 CIVIL SB\ P. O. 

l10.B9 OD 300 C!Yll 563 S/l!/51 P.O. 
70.60 DD JOI CIVIL 661 7/9/52 P.O . 

163.00 OONAIM mo 1/11/51 USSR 

BO.OD Di Joa DEED 98-101 1/11/S, P.O. 
lo.ID DD 301 C!Yll ~19 111!/51 P.O. 
30.13 OD 303 DEED SS-135 11/121\9 P.O . 

TOlAL b\b.\O 

!6-1096 65\.S\ ACDUIRED NENO 1/11/51 USBR S13 II\ P.:1 ALL 

16- 1011 10 . 31 CC 187 CIYIL SIS 1/16/51 P.O. mTIIR11 ,LL 
10.ll cc 189 CIYIL SIS P,D, 

160.!6 CC 190 CIVIL 515 P.O. 
lb0. 00 cc 2!1 DEEi !8-301 1/12/51 P.D, 
160 .00 cc 192 im9M01 P.D. 
10.08 ccm CIYIL 516 1/l/Sl P.O. 
10 .01 ccm DEEi ll - 511 IZ/11/SO P.O. 

TOTAL 611.18 

l6-1l1M m.11 ICQUIRED NE!'.ll 1/21/51 USSR m TIS Rel 5. /1 

16 1130 ;41 .35 EE \lO CIVIL 151 3/11/!I STATE 51! TIS R!1 ALL 

IHl31 611.!I ACIUlfiED "ENO 1/Wll USSR s11mR11 All 

16-1132 . 69!1.91 DOMAIN 11£!0 1/17/57 um m T1l R11 All 

!Hill 11.20 £! 181 CIVIL S28 1/3/Sl P.O . m11sm ALL 

1,98 EE \BO CIVIL S19 P.O. 
39.89 EE \Bl A CIY IL S18 P.O. 
19.!S El!! B CIVIL 528 P.O. 
10 .68 nm CIVIL 519 P.O. 

19. r.i EE 181 CIVIL m 3/11/51 P. O. 
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5lAMI COl/Nll 1'0PtliY ACQUIRED fOR HAJIFOP.D PRO!ECI EIHIBJI ' I ' 

PA!ICEL I t.eii!S TRACI llAJl;f[R om OliNER um 
70. li H 18l CIVIL 6ll 1111m P.O. 
l9.9! EE 1aa m tL m 1/11!1 P.O . 
80.16 EE 185 m1Lm 10/7151 P.O . 

l:N. S1 EE m CIVIL 746 I l/!/51 P.O. 
10 .00 E, IS& CIVIL 116 P.O. 
1!. 11 EE Ill Dtt09l-1!9 3/3/51 P.O. 

TOTAL 601. 76 

16- l lll 16D.58 um CIVIL 551 l/19/ 51 P.O. mmm m 
160 .11 EE m CIY ILSSl · P.O. 
160 .00 EEm DEED 11-151 1/15/51 P.O. 
160 . lB H 478 UCED 9\- 178 3/31 /51 P.O. 

iOTAL 611.lB 

!6 1135 10.51 EE\71 CIVIL 529 l/l/51 P.O. S21 115 R27 ALL 
211.91 EE m CIVIL lea P.O. 
20.11 !E 170 CIVIL m lin/51 P.O. 
;0.11 um CIYIL m 1/30/51 P.O. 
ii.OJ EE llB CIVIL 601 10/11/51 P.O. 
11.10 EE 167 CIVIL 661 1/!/Sl P.O . 
10.3' EEl?l im,1-m 2/10151 P.O. 
10.36 EE li1 DEED 93-m 3/30/51 P.O . 

IOI At 011 .37 

16· 1134 1!2,10 EE 165 DEED 12-161 1/!1/51 P.O. mm P.11 Ill 

,;,,.,a 161 ,97 EE 161 CIVIL 552 J/17/51 P.O . 

Cl' 16U9 £E161 CIVIL 551 P.O. 

o;:J 81.10 EE 163 CIVIL 551 312!1 51 P.O. 

~ - 81 , 36 EE Ii>\ CIVIL 551 P.O. 

• TOTAL 151.32 

a;; 11-1131 12 .3' EE 159 DEEi 12-163 1/11151 P.O . S23 m R27 1111.LS./1 co- 10.B! EE 160 om 91-111 2/10/51 P.O . .....,.., 
81.61 EE 161 CIVIL 521 1/3151 P.O . 

~ 81.12 EE 158 CIVIL 182 119m P.O. - 10U7 mu1m IUD · Z/!7/57 USIR 

Ln TOTAL \!MS 

0-.... 
tHm 20. 60 EE m CIVIL 528 1/3/51 P.O . x5 m m 1111 .1s .11 

10 .52 EE m CIVIL 518 P.O. 
163.!5 EE 151 CIVIL 52B P.O . 

20.57 EE 153 C!YIL 557 l /29/51 P.O. 
20.SI EE 451 CIVll 557 P.O. 

101 .11 EE m CIY!l 5'3 5/!/51 P,O, 
102.12 AtWIRED mo 2/17157 um 

10 . '2 EE 157 om u-m \a/51 P.O. 
10111. 1!1.11 

16-lm \o.83 EE Ill CIYIL 528 1/3151 P.O. mm m All 
10 .52 EE "5 CIVl l 557 J/!l/51 P.O . 

161.07 EE "7 CIYIL517 10/21151 P.O. 
12 .2, 1c1umo ft:l!O !/27/57 USii 
11.0l H ,50 DE~D 91-511 111:2150 P.O. 
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SRANT COUMTT PROPERT! ACQUIRED FOR HMIFORD PROJECT EIHlllT ' A • 

FA!C!l I ACRES TR~CT TRAHSFU om ~WNER LE6Al 

!0.1l EE 116 om,1-m 1/16/51 P.O. 
1!1 .92 E\19 DEEi 95-111 1/5/51 P.O. 

TOTAL 1:,1 .n 

!H Ii i !IB .9! ACrnRED ~EM 21,1,~1 Ul!R ~!7 Tl~ ~27 All 

10-! 1~7 10.\7 tt ;21 DEED 91-m 1/13/51 P.O. 5!8115117 All 

10.11 EE 111 !HD ;2- m !/!8/51 1.0. 

10.58 H '30 om 11-1ss 1/16/51 1.0. 

81.l1 EE 132 DEED 11-15! 1/181!1 P.O . 

10.19 EE\ll DEED !c-151 1/15/5! P.O. 
20.11 EE m DHD92·151 1/15151 P.C. 

10 . 11 Et 438 DEED 91- 160 l/!5/51 P.O. 

10.11 EE 110 DHDlHII 1119/51 p .o. 
10.10 tt;u mo 12-112 1/19151 P.O. 
,0.11 HIil CIVIL 528 1/3/51 P.O. 

0. 30 EE 193 CIVIL 551 3/11/51 P.O . 

9.91 EEm CIVIL 551 3/11151 P.O. 

10 .28 EE 'ii:8 CIVIL 5,3 5/2/51 P.O. 

1U8 EE\35 CIVIL Sol p .o. 
\0 .18 EE 111 CIVIL 563 P.D. 
19.28 EE\31 CIVIL 116 1111152 P.D. 

103.25 ACVIIIRED mo 212m1 UIBR 

10.18 EE 111 DEED 93-115 3129/51 P.D. 
ID.00 EE\37 OEE0!3-2o6 2111151 P.O. 

TOT AL m.ao 

16-1118 32U! £E 125 CIVIL 5ll 1/26/51 P.O. 121115 R11 ALL 

320 .83 EEi<\ CIVIL 539 P.O. 

TOTAL 613 . 35 

16 1149 7'-19 EE 121 DUD 9M62 1/l/51 P.O. S30115111 Ali 

1'1 .11 EE 112 CIYIL 5JO 1/3151 P.O. 
1'1,Sl EE 123 CIVIL 530 P.O. 

158 .89 EE 117 C!Yll539 1/26151 P.O. 

0.92 EE 110 A CIVIL .512 3111 151 P.O. 

0. 15 EE 111 CTVTL 552 P.O . 

3.16 EE 11! CIVIL Sol 5/2/51 P.O. 

37 . 11 EE 120 CIVIL 591 7130/51 P.O. 

!US ACQUIRED MENO 2/27/57 U51R 

110.11 EE m CASE 160 3111/41 P.O. 

TOTAL m.o, 

!Hl50 10.11 EE 110 om 12-m l/!S151 P.O. S31 115 R21 !Li 

138.18 tE Ill DEED !t-151 111m1 P.O . 

I!. 70 E: 100 CIVIL 530 1/3/51 P.O . 

I.ii EE 102 CIVIL l3D P.O. 

UI EE 103 CIVIL 130 P.O. 

!&.bl EE 106 CIVTL 130 P.O. 

~f .53 EE 10, CIVIL 530 P.O. 

11.81 EE 111 C!VIL 530 P.O . 
1,.10 EE m CIV IL 512 211/51 P.O. 

19.81 Ee 11 3 CIV IL 157 3mm P.O . 
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mMT COUIITY PRuPERTY ACIUlm fi)R HANFO RD PROJECT ElHlilT ' A ' 

IARC1l I ACRE; T,ACT TRANSf[R DATE OIIMER LE,Al 
l!.ll EE 101 Cl'/IL 151 P.O. 
l! .16 E: \ 08 C!Y IL ll7 3mm 1.0. 
us EEm C!Y!L !Bl 1/1/11 P.O . 
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To : kl\ 

' 

'ARE_~S:~\t:~:::eTY 7 
Come 101he Adami County Fann Binau Anll\lal 

: meeting and hear former County Commissioner 
I · · ' Dick Coons pplaln . 

• '7u Amataies and ~ 
Dl~dnataies If 1111 Growth 

'M1n1111• 1i1hct.. . 
A Frte ~ Clidlln tiriiier' 

Rale t.uic by Dnnt & Milflni Benw- l"alo Sob 
Door Prizes (Haa, Flom l Pm} 

Nov, 711 al 7:00 pni" ' .. 

You!:~~~~~~s 
lnsuarica. 460 E. Mail, Olhello before 

'" ' October 29th: ' . 

A..L-"' (!, eu-:t; C.; 4-; •• 
(.#'W\"'··~ /ft.~ 

:CMIJ~~ 

:i;.,... : 7:)._L Ca.f"'-~ 

~+t... ·. od. "?.\, \'\C\i 

~'c. ', '.f~M. a .... ,CA.v. AN~1u.l 0AN,•aA· 
1-h,~"-'s .,.._ opp.sc-~,_; iy ~ •'(;o 

]:1'1$:a,._a..4,.:............_ cou..\ .l o.o t::a~" •~A"S · · · 

Responses 
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LETTER 18 Comments 

The Wahluke 2000 Commillee 
P.O. Box 1986 

Mallawa, 'IIA 99344 

Seplember 0.1902 

To: Counly Commissioners ol Cranl. Franklin and Benlon Counties 

Re: Hanford Reach EIS 

Dear Sirs: 

lasl evening was the firsl ol the public hearings on lhe National Park Service Hanford Reach EIS. 
Several of you were al the Basin City meeting. and are well aware that it was "the people vs the 
US governmenl"--and we won all three rounds. One could not help bul be touched by the 
comments of people who were in the area of the Hanford Reach back m its good days. lfe are so 
glad lhal all three of lhe counties have taken a strong sland against lhe ridiculous proposals of 
the National Park Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service. I have lo believe that our governmenl 
can still count. if nothing else. and that our voices will eventually prevail. 

1 am wriling on behalf of the Wahlulce 2000 Committee to suggest the possibility ol the lhree 
counties adopling the attached plan by the same name as a sensible alternative for lhe use of lhe 
lehluke Slope lands now under DOE control. The grassroots commillee which drafted the Wahluke 
2000 plan is allempling lo gel a broad spectrum of people lo agree on a plan that is balanced 
toward all the varying considerations involved in such a large area with so many possibilities. 
Our plan will be formally introduced at the public hearing in Mallawa on Sep 10. ll has al ready 
been presented lo lhe South Columbia Basin Irrigation Districl, wilh favorable response. anri the 
Bureau of Reclamation is also reviewing il. local citizens have signed pelilions which will be 
forwarded lo Congress within lhe nexl month, along wilh as many endorsements (such as yours 
hopefully) lhal we can muster. 

le would welcome lhe opportunity lo talk with lhe commissioners of each county, or perhaps a 
joint meeting of all three 'al the earliest opportunity. You can conlacl us al lhe address above. 
or by celling me al 932-• I 02. 

Thank you again for represenlin£ lhe heart and soul of all lhm counties- - agricullure. 

Responses 
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19-1 

19-2 

19-3 

PORT DISTRICT NO. 3 OF GRANT COUNTY 

PORT OF MATTAWA 

AUQUS I 1 1 . 1991 

Hr Charles Odegaard 
Nat ion al Park Service 

POST OFFICE BOX ! ,o, 
MATTAWA, WA.5HINGTON 993'~ 

Pacific North West Reg ional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seat,le . Wa 98104 

RE: L58(PNR-RPI 
Hanford Reach Study 

Dear Hr. Odegaard . 

It ts with much i:-oncern that thi's l~tter is b~ing ""ri tt.J?n r~ c;-r ard i ng 
the above 11oted £IS process . 

t ur concern~ s . ar 
aut hori"zation o f th'! st:udy was to consld~r only 1/4 mile on each 
stc1e n.f t. he Col 1 lmb ia Ri v er Sc was som~h ~'.\..., P.xpanrled to in,:;Ju rl~ ~l ! 
lands of the Hanf~rc1 Buff~r Zone nor th of the Col umb ia r i~ ~r . With 
ittla if an notlf 1cati o n t.o th9 surrou nding ~rea. 

B . The stu y ooes not give agr1cu ure eve: opme1 m 1 _ t-

than lip service i1S an alternative for th 9 11sa943 ')f this land. wh .. ·· 
in fa~t the original agreement between th~ /4.tomlc Energy C•rnmissi. .: 
and th e Bureau of Reclamation was to return th ls land f () r 
agricultu~e development once it wa s no lonoer required for securit y· 
purposes . We be lieve t h at the Dept of Energy lease agreements wi •h 
the State Wild! if'> Ix Federa l Wlldllfe (the current users) mak e s 
msntion o f t h is agrP.ement. This l and was part o f the o r iginal 
Columbia Basin Project Plan with water rights . preliminary 
development plan & some infrastructure alr.eady in place . D"-t~ 
obtained frc,m Bur<>au of Reclamation fi Jes indicate that in 1963 
they felt that 42 .0D O acres was deP.med to be lrriqable . I am sur~ 
that with presen\ Irr igation technology . mu c h mon," could easi Jy be 
developed . Ret u rni na this !lr"a to agricult ure d-?velopment wonl•i 
have a s i qnificl'lnt · impllct on the local tax bnse . whi ch ha5 no r 
rece iv '!d ~nyth inq for about fifty (SOI years. This r ural are~ has 
be~n cla~s~s A$~ ·· ~t~trass~d"' area & this dev~lopment wou ld c reat~ 
manv new \obs. 

C. Qf the 8 9,000 acres cov4re un er th is stu Y over 
acres or 741 lies with-In Gr a nt County Washington . To our knowl<>dge 
only o ne Grant r;o\1nty r~sident. wa s ,.sked to serve on r:he task 
fo r ce. which surly was no t repre s entativ-a of the Study area . 
Furthermoce. now that the hearing are b'!ing held. it is noterl that 
no heari ngs were •ch~duled for Grant county . We support the Grant 
County Convnlssioners request for one to be set i n Mattawa on the 
10th o f S<!ptember. · 

19-1 . 

19-2 . 

19-3. 

See 12-1. 

See 8- 1. 

See 12-2 . 
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19-4 

D. We 1111derst1111d that. from talkinQ with the representa tives on 
the t.ask force from fran}:lin Co1111ty. that their lnput & concerns 
were ail but Ignored~ now that the preliminary report has been 
iss,,ed, were not ~ddressed. We also 1111dersta11d that for ev~ry ta~~ 
force member thar repres en•·ed priva.t~ inrlu:3try there were foHr 
r'!presentirHJ a -:1oven1ment MI P.11 cy . m&ti11 <f lhe ta:;k tore~ extrertiely 
one sided when i 1 ,:ame 1· 0 \!(J ll::i ld~r inq &11y hi ter11a1 i~u~ oth~r I ha, , 
ones thar ser ·ed the iuleL·P.st ot I lie Gov~rnmenl agencie;:; . 

We respectfully request that the period for final commen t 011 

this EIS be eKtended indefinitely. That the task force be r~cal led. 
with new members that truly represent all the effected area . t o 
address the above concerns and legal issues. We look f orward to 
your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely , 

">r.:~G-' 
Hike Conl e y ·7 
Bus i ness Devalopment Specialis t 
1509) 754-2125 

cc, Sen. Slade Gorton, Rep . Sid Morrison : Rep. Tom Fol~y , Rep. 
Gary Chandler : Rep . Haro ld Hochstetter ; Kristen Sycamore : Grant 
County CotNnl ss ioners: Grant County PUO Commissionf!rs : Columbia 
Basin Development League : Al Pattlbone. Di rector. Dept . of 
Washington Aqri cu lture ; Paul Isnkl. Dlrec tor. Dept of T!·ade ~nd 
Economic Development 

Responses 

19-4. See 12-2. 
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20-1 

20-2 

PORT DISUICT NO. 3 o; GRANT COUNTY 

PORT OF MATTAWA 
POST OFFICE BOX 1"'04 

MATTAWA , WASHINGTON 993H 

T(L£PHONE !509 1 9J2 C928 

Septemb-,r iO, 1992 

Forma I 1;omm~n t. 
i . :;a - i.PNR - R? i 

Hant•Jr<l P.~E:1 C l1 st,Hl:, 

L-------~ 

Th~ 1:c,mm 1s-;1011P.r- ~ o r. rhe Per t· o f ~~tt?I.J~ d ! ,.;;, r11~~ (11 Jly 1-1!r l·· t--ii~ 
aouv,::: El::i' s r,r~iP.r:o·t::ti ;:._ I t~rnnt 1v-? 11 ,:1,pp ~ ~u-s 11H, t I• ~ r.·:;; 11--,:-;, 
r;ompl~tP. l y i 1no~P.(l \·he p,:irer ,1 i::1l f,:,r A9rt1_:1t\l•ffi1 l i~ ,✓ ~J · ... · p'."!1~•:1 t 
laiuis tiia t c;o•1Jd b•.~ \r ri,:.ro t ed rflat. ?'!!-- ~ ,·urr~ nt I '/ . .=t p ;, ,· t t•r 1·i1~ 

Han f o rd B11 ff ~r Z,:, 11~ 0 11 ~ }i~ Wn h I i lke :·; l ''F'- - f 11r 1 h~r•!·r:i i ·~ ~ l ·t"'"! :_:: ; _. 
:r.a Y.e~ no menf i t, n o t t: ht'- i:,r·l<1 1n.'ll · ;, or8•.rn1"=' 11t tit<'!' · . .:ct~ -11,:,ci":-: 1_.,:1, . ., : ~:1, 
tt,e ~ EC and lhe: ~ ,1 re3: ,1 o f ~ecl :-\i"i:' 1 i•.:-!": f· <.•· f ~ 1 ,1rr1 •·• t 1· 1,~ ...: ~ 1-:a• :·.i ·•· 
<le•,elopm~nt 1J 11r.~ the ne~.tl tu! ·:-~c11ri t y , ... 1 1,) 1:~JP J ,::i:x 1::. t ,~l 1. 

Tl~e or iqi11al LBvislat ion rn1tho r i::i nc; 1i, i::; SIS in?t1i~ ur,_•v1:-:; 1:; 
i:.:t udy the area 1/ 4 mi l e ,;n e;;ch s:-i e o f 1.h•.? l.'•) lun~bjq, P 1 ·1•~1 I'. ··" 
th is s tudy wc,s expa nded to inc l ude •·he ~..-hc.:-1 "3 Huffer z.·,,,., 1 1•r' :, !.• f 
thA Co lu mbia ~i v~r is cif ~ajor concer n t o l l S. a s 66.~~~J ~-r8S r:r 

the r1 rP.cs lies ·,.J i th i n the c0n fi r1es o f <.>'.l r Po !·t Ois tr ic~. F l"li:,11~ 1, v 
you to n oll f y us o f t hi s i\Cl ion iu a t irnt=.! iy marH1er ; :111 :-; 11~ c1 1 · 
ma j01· d isadvan taqe in cont~st inrJ ~his pia11. We -:1.r~ ~ sm& I 
munici p a lit y tha t. has minimal stdff a1 l<l f 11nds. Th ls RGt 1r:• r1 vJ ! l ! 
effectively rt.l!clucB •.)111· !1tnd base by 4 J. ·? ~ 

In sp it. ~ <..,t. 1.iha t the EIS sut. t~ s :::tb0\~1 Aqt:1 ,;1 ! Jl1 1r· ~ 111 th•? ::, 1-~;i 1 i ,~ 
lanit pot.ent \ <'11 ly iri sorne l• f t he be~t ir;· 10 3.:.gd lflr ·d i 11 G!"=:01 1 

r::)unt y, '.rlil"h ti!~ lo1HJ8:.:! I qrcw 11 HJ t- tin::.011 /leV•~lopf!'lent ,., t ~·Iii :: J -11,,! 
:..J\ I I have n pod i r i V r! imtiac t ri n •.' lit" ,:;.r'":'~. b1· : ll\t 11:q ::1.:. r1 v .. ~··-1 

ye::1.r-round ]•.'I)::; ?u 1d ::;~r v ic·~s . 8("1 ~~d ,:,n fi111 · .::; .1:1 ;; 1 ,h\1.;;:; i n 11,1.:. .:: .11·:" 

~G' :-;; . 42,(10 0 A.c: i"• f. 1· 1,e ~9 otiu A.e wa~ •iP.1!r:,~d 1, , I.•~ 1rr1 ,;e1i) :~• t-11! 1 1·:: 

r e i ire :;B n•· ~ ,:;pprox 1mate l y 45~ ot lh.a 8\!t t t?r ~011B. !.t t•Je •~'~H• =--,~;:; 1n11" 
that 45 '!: c, f ll 1e 6'5 i011 A. c l c•<.:a. ~• d 1J1 :. ; r :·t11I ,:011 11ti' i ·· 1 rr i· ·1:,!"'.." · l:..:: 
f ol l,:1wjnq er::01wrt1i •.· ,i .;,t ~~ cr1: 1 b~ llP.!'iVP.<i: 

(ll 61i , 600 X 45~ = 29,9 7 0 Ac lrri yable . 

(2) A,sass e d value la nrl/orc h a rcls ~ SJ 853/Ac• =$55 5!4 ., ,,, 

( .3 ) Assessed valu e impr o vements fe stl $ 31 S / i\c:. 02 $ ';a,:1 l 0. 4h 0 

20-1. 

20 -2. 

See 8-1 and 13-2. 

See 12-1. 

Responses 
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14) 'irriqnti0n ?l !'d F~rm P.•·p 1 '.'!lent .;1 ,;i:1 .~ .• :" =- $J u 41'1 1):-, 1• 

IC..) Tota l increase Port of Ma rti'I W<t r :\z bee.;~: $16 .00 J ,4..:n 

.; 2 B l l h . -~ ·~ -l 

We f e;:nnally reql1es 1 t:hilt the fin~ l ,.~o:f\ment !)~:·~ 1..-ri fr.q· tl.1::- c: -~ 
e!<tended i.ndefinitP.lY and that a 11>:;W t;,sk t ,; :·r; -? 1~ ~ 111s •.:11 :~~•.1 

1
i:.-: 

wo\\ld repres~n t al I the el~ment::; c- f t. h~ t?.ft~<.: 1 ~•.l --,r~ -•. H~ ·.,n,, :.i 
ex1,er. t tht! or i. <Ji 1~- A.C:C a nd Bn::eau of R-=c I -"lma t 1 <:"'1 ;; (J!'~.;.m~ •: \ ~ - ,:. i-..:. 
ful I y arldr~~$ed ,3nd thcs.t the --- ":',J11•,m1,...: , .. ~, !~t It JL AtJl, ,·-• 1 , •:· ... 1 

rlevq\oprne n t bF:: -:Ji VP. 11 :=1, fHl i ~'1\lc:.l h~~r~1ttj "\:,: r1 -=1: ... ?11e: \ •!-3. 
feel rhat QivBn i'l fal::. chanc~ th ~ }:i ?Hl ::- -l~~r:1~1! ro n~ 1rri(Jct i) i~ 1.11 I 1 
have~ :;iqniticanc pos1tive P.conomi<; i ,r-piH-:t , •- o t onl:• ' '> th~ 
i 1nm"!d io.t-'! area but to th~ Slat9 a~ \...t=:.l 1. 

~ ! , . . "-· · <. v- ' • -

Mike Conl'?Y - ✓ 

Jj~M 
. ; ! -lllil f ,,. : !, Hi~ 

,:1.m1r.1 i s:.:!• ' ll~J 

Local I>ev~lopm~nt Cocr<ljnator 

'.-i -:i.y : ...,, :·•t1: i 
•'" 'h•I " :_::; l• .' 11-: : 

RasP.:ri o n AveraQP.:S for the immedia1· ~ ?\r.~-; as per ,_;r3.11 t 1
:c1 t111t·r 

As s essors offtc~. 

•* L99 0 Bure~n c, f R~ clam~ llon c.l'Ve.rei.qe f or lands in C:l:du!r.l-,-3 fH::~ : n 

Projec t. 

Responses 
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21-1 

21 -2 

R/CHlAND 

Office of the Mayor 

November 3, 1992 

J05 S w i ft tlhd. • Bo, 10,0 • Richllnd. W-11 , t. in~to n 'Nl5? • l'"l 'f0•\1 1b 1 • t \ X ISO<fl 9-43•'-""" 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific NonhweM Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Re: Hanford Reach Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

Toe City Council of Richland believes the Hanford Reach is unique and worthy of 
protection. However, the City of Richland opposes tbe proposed designation of this area 
as a "wild and scenic" river. We encourage the National Park Service to reconsider its 
recommendation in the draft environmental impact statement until all the issues addressed 
below are satisfied. 

The proposed designation could impact two major economic segments of our community, 
agriculture and electric power generation. Regulations could restrict irrigation and crop 
production. limitations on the irrigators' outflows into the Columbia River could limit or 
shut down the entire irrigation system, and curb releasing water from darns when the 
community needs irrigation or power. They also could require dumping water when neither 
agriculture nor industry needs water or power. 

The federal and state agencies have cared well for the Reach's resources over the last fifty 
years. William J. Briggle, the National Park Service's Deputy Regional Director in ~be 
Northwest, stated the Hanford Reach is in "reasonably good condition" due to the protect10n 
provided by various governmental agencies and private landowners. Richland questions the 
need to funher regulate this area when even the Park Service recognizes the adequacy of 
past practices. 

Much legislation already applies to the Hanford Reach and is effectively protecting it. 
Fun her regulation may be unnecessary. We call to your attention the following applicable 
legislative enactments that apply to the area: Endangered Species Act (Federal), Shorel!ne 
Management Act (State), Growth Management Act (State), and many state and local zorung 
laws. The aforementioned laws have become effective in the last ten to 15 years, 

21 -1 . 

21 -2. 

Responses 

The Proposed Action would not require changes in existing agricultural 
uses of water, affect water rights, or require changes in current 
release schedules. Please refer to Ch. IV, Environmental 
Consequences, Effects on Land Ownership and Use. 

Public Law 100-605 directed that a comprehensive r iver study be 
undertaken and that it include an assessment of significant natural, 
cultural, historical, and recreational resources. Due to the DOE 
mission at the Hanford Site over the last 50 years , a substantial land 
base has been secured. Scoping meetings, the studies assessment, and 
public meetings subsequent to the draft EIS pointed out the 
significance of the environment and th e resources located within the 
land base. Yith the change in DOE's mission at the Hanford Site even 
given all the existing federal, s tate, and local statutes, the l~nd 
base would be vulnerable to impact and uses that would harm or cause 
to deteriorate those s ignificant resources identified to be protected. 
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21-3 

21-4 

21 -5 

21 -6 

National Park Seryjcc 
Page 2 

November 3, 1992 

demonstrating the commitment that our governments have for the environment. The 
current status of the Reach exhibits no problem that needs to be solved. 

One can hardly describe the subject area as pristine. Most of the river's course from the 
Canadian border to the sea, except the Hanford Reach, is dammed. Heavy industry on one 
side (the Hanford Reservation) and agriculture on the other straddles the Reach. 

Toe City of Richland is disturbed by tbe possible lack of direct involvement by local 
jurisdictions in management decisions related to the Reach if the proposed alternative is 
adopted. Some central regulation may be appropriate, but there should be a management 
board composed of representatives from local governments, industry, wildlife organizations, 
and other interests. 

The City would agree to legislation protecting the Reach from dredging and damming. 
However, there is an economic need to cross the area with electric power lines and other 
ut ties. Agncu ture an 10 ustry so nee access to e nver or e m 
and outflow of waste water. The EIS and ultimate legislation should address these needs 
without significantly impacting the natural resources. e pro mon c ause re ernng o 
' other development projects" is too vague and broad. Exceptions to strict environmer"'.\l 
standards should occur on a case-by-case basis. 

Most options identified by the EIS permit the U. S. Department of Energy to maintain 
existing water intake and outfall structures and construct similar new facilities. There arc 
also provisions for supporting utilities. However, the proposed legislation also should 
provide similar capabilities to successor agencies, jurisdictions, and private ownership should 
the DOE transfer any of the property or facilities to others. 

The community's economic and wildlife interests all have a stalce in the Hanford Reach . 
All should have a continuing and substantial involvement in its management. The proposed 
action ignores local participation as well as the need for interfaces between the Columbia 
River and the economic community. The City of Richland opposes the proposed action and 
encourages the National Parle Service to reconsider its recommendation until all of the 
above concerns have been addressed to the satisfaction of the City of Richland. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We hope the foregoing considerations will help 
you reach a fair and reasonable conclusion. 

Sincerely, 

(iuuq{j~M~ 
CRAIG<irtJCHANAN 
Mayor 

21-3. 

21 -4 . 

21-5. 
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The _propos7d N?tional Wildlife Refuge would become part of the 
Nationa( ~ildlife Ref~ge system subject to all the laws, regulations, 
and policies under which all refuges are administered. While this 
does not provide for local management as suggested it does assure 
that major management decisions would be made in a'public forum with 
public review and participation. 

See 1-2. 

Text has been revised to address co111Tient. Dams are still prohibited, 
however, other water resource development projects are only prohibited 
if determined to have a direc t and adverse effect on resources . 

I~ is_ import?nt to note that the focus of this proposal is to protect 
riparian habitat. The exclusions to be permitted are related to clean 
up of the Hanford Site and will result long-term restoration and 
protection of natural values. 

j 
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CITY OF KENNEWICK WASHINGTON 
CIVIC CE,.., TEA 
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September 29, 1992 

Hr. Charles H. Odegaard, Regional Director 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
Natior-.w l. t'ark sc~-.-i .:e 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Hr. Odegaard: 

The City Council of Kennewick would like to take this opportunity 
to state our opposition to the preferred alternative of the 
National Parks Service to designate the Hanford Reach in Benton 
county as a Wild and Scenic River. We oppose the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers designation for the following reasons: it includes private 
agricultural lands in the designated area; it will create undo 
economic hardships for the local area as Hanford • aves from Federal 
control to local control; and it vastly constrains land use options 
on this land. 

we believe the Draft EIS is grossly deficient and Furthermore, 
contains factual errors and misrepresentations. Specifically, the 

Hanford's of alternatives in the DEIS is misdirected to analysis 
past rather than its future . Alternatives need to look at the land 
use opportunities result i ng from nuclear clean-up, considering the 

Hanford Future Uses Working Group's research as a guide. 

We also tt,ink that the DEIS needs to compare the alternative" based 
ft>ture and , ,n Hanford's on justification need, negative impacts 

land use options, limitations on consumptive public recreation , and 
long term cost effectiveness. 

The Analysis of the Alternatives is biased against state and local 
regulations which rely on a minimum of federal i nvolvement. State 
and local Growth Management and Shorelines Acts are not mentioned, 

implemented plan managed jointly by nor is the option of a locally 
the three involved counties. 

The concept for the County's alternative is a Benton-Franklin-Grant 
counties Hanford Reach Resources Protect i on and Manag811\ent Element 
of th• Comprehensive Plans. The basic elements i nclude: 
congressional action to prohibit dredging and da11111 i ng of the 
Hanford Reach; a policy plan sett i ng forth policy for the use, 
enjoyment and protection of the outstanding natural, scenic, 

22-1. 

22-2. 

22-3. 

Responses 

The focus of Congressional direction was t o consider conservation 
alternatives for the river, not analyze all land use opportunities. 

See 22-1_ 

See 14-4. 
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LETTER 22 

Charles H. Odegaard 
9/29/92 
Page 2 

Comments 

historic, ecological , and recreational values of the r iver for 
present and future generations; and land usa plane designating the 
immediate shorelands (\ mile upland of the high water mark) of the 
Hanford Reach for passive and open space uses such as managed 
public recreat i on and wildlife protection areas. 

The City Council of Kennewick requests that the DEIS on the Hanford 
Reach be modif i ed to include the above suggest i on• and that the 
Department of the Interior consider lengthening the time schedule 
for designating the Reach to include relevant information from the 
larger and more broadly based planning effort, presently underway 
as part of the Tri-Party Hanford Clean-up Program. 

Sincerely, 

, .... • f ~ 

fh ~--u.( 
R.B . Quay, Mayor 
City of Kennewick 

RBQ : kcd 

Ref . No.: 92-75LM 

Responses 
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Regional Director 
National Park Service 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Sir: 

We would like to 
Hanford Reach of 
Conservation Study 
Draft is thorough, 
our ~omrnents are 
alternatives on the 

comment on the June , 1992, Draft of the 
the Columbia River Comprehensive River 
and Environmental Impact Statement. The 
comprehensive and well organized. Hence 
directed to the ilT\pacts of thf:1 var.taus 
environment and on people. 

The first comments relate to Issue 9, Impacts on Land 
Owner ship and Use . In view of t he high proportion of 
government ownership of land in Washington and the Pacific 
Northwest, and the size o f the Hanford Reservation, it does 
not seem appropriate to even consider placing restrictions 
on adjacent p r ivate lands in this document. A specific 
situation, for example an endangered species that exists 
only o n private lands, would be a separate issue. 

Because of the low p r ec ipitation , dry land agriculture is 
not v iable in this area. However some of the northeast 
portion of the Hanford Reach was deterruined by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclama t ion to be suitable for irrigation as a 
part o f the Columbia Basin Project . Because of the loss of 
agricul t ural land to urbanization and other reasons, those 
portions found to b e sui table should be considered for 
irrigated agriculture, either in private owne r ship or on 
long term lease with provisions for wildlife enhancement. 
Small areas of irrigated agriculture within an arid area 
such as this provide considerable wildlife enhancement 
without any extra effort. 

The second set of comments relates to vegetation management 
under the alte rnatives. Several of the alternatives include 
e radication of exoti c vegetation and noxious weeds. Salt 
ced ar, purple loosestrife and Russian olive have 
demonstrated their ability to rapidly invade wetlands, 
outcompet e and d i splace native species, greatly reduc e the 
value of wetlands as wildlife habita t , and decrease 
biodiversity. Diffuse knapweed is an invader pf rangelands 
that outcompetes and displaces native vegetation and reduces 
desirable forage. I n addition, the presence of these plants 
create a seed source for movement to other lands. 

The Proposed Action (National Wildlife Refuge) with National 

Responses 

23-1. See 8-1. 
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Wild and Scenic River 
Conservation Area ) and 
adequately address the 
situation . 

overl ay ), Alternative D (Na tional 
Al te rnative E (National River) 
exotic p l ant and noxious we ed 

Alternative B (No Action) and Alternative C (Water Resource 
Development Pro jects Prohibited, No Additional Designations) 
address only noxious weeds in compliance with state 
regulations. In the past, Washington Depar tmen t o f Wildl ife 
has n o t adequately take n care of noxio u s weeds in compliance 
with state l aw, and has not shown any interes t in dealing 
with other exotic species , thus i t appears that the Hanford 
reach would become the source f o r spread of sal t cedar 
throughout the Columbia Bas in River System. Inclusion of 
exotic species control in Proposed Action and Alte rnat ive s D 
and E make s these more beneficial to the envi ronment than B 
or C. 

The Proposed Ac tion and Alternatives D 
replanting disturbed sensitive habitat 
species. Because of the presence of 
species, these al terna tives are better 
health of the e nvironme nt. 

and E prov ide for 
area s with native 

invasive e xotic 
for the l ong term 

Several of the alternative s (Proposed Action and E) prohibit 
grazing on the public l ands, whi le B, C and D allow 
control led grazing. Because suitably controlled grazing is 
a usefu l tool in managing and restoring deple t ed range lands 
and in vegeta tion man ipulation for wildlife habitat, 
Alternative s B, C an d Dare advantageo us f or the environment 
in this regard. 

Because of past disturbances (cultivation, overgrazing and 
the introduction of water to arid land soi ls and vegetation 
and the introduction of exotic species with the ability to 
outcompete native vegetation, an activ e and even aggressive 
program of control of exotics and r evegetation wi th na t ive 
species is neces sary to preven t the conversion of the area 
t o domination by the exoti c s and possible los s of endangered 
species as a r esult. 

Alternative D: · Nat i onal Conservation Area s eems to have the 
best combination of items to bes t manage the vegetation and 
to provide bene ficial use to the greatest number of people 
consistent wi th environmental soundness . The Proposed 
Action closely approaches Alternative D. 

Sincerely, 

f:1::/- / ~•;::i rd 
Coordinator 

RJL/ cle 

Responses 
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•

Confederated Tnbes and Bands Established by the 
91 the Yal11ma Indian NaUo ____ ____ ___ _____ T_r_e_at..:.y l?!~_ne 9. 1855 

lw\ ! ~ ~ ~, 11 11 I~ ~ November 9, 1992 

Regional Director 
National Park Service 
83 s . King st . , Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Sir: 

Please find enclosed the Yakima Indian Nation comments 
pertaining to the Draft EIS for the Hanford Reach . 

The Yakiaa Indian Nation supports the designation of this last 
free flowing segment of the Columbia as a "Wildlife Refuge with 
Wild and Scenic overlay". 

Thank you for your utmost consideration of our coJU1ents in 
regard to this very i mportant and vital legislative action . 

Sincerely, 

YAKIMA INDIAN NATION 

\ 
,.: 7.;)_.,.· .... • i;.<.!'.,,,...X..-?1,.1.:U.:£<......,,.l 

Post Office !lox 151. Fon Roacl. Toppeni>h. WA 98948 1509) 865-5121 

Responses 



-

LETTER 24 Comments 

COIIIICBIITS or THI: YAIIKA INDIJUI IIIATIOJI 
OW llAIIJ'ORD RBACB 

Dllr? DVIROJIICl:JITAL IMPACT STATBKEJIT 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

From Time Immemorial the free flowing Colu!llbia has been home 
to the Yakimas. Now only a single segment remains free flowing, 
the Hanford Reach. This area is known by Native Peoples as 
Wanapum. Th• Yaki•a people ca.11 this area "Wchi Wana". The 57 
mile reach of the Columbia River provides sanctuary and sustenance 
for us and symbolizes our hope for future generations. 

RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE 

The Hanford Reach is a geographic center of Native American 
religious belief and central to the practice of Native American 
religion. Many great Indian religious leaders such as Smohalla, 
began their teachings here. It is central to Yakima belief th.at 
the river should remain freeflowing and undeveloped for many 
believe the creator • ade the First People here. Sacred locations 
and places or use occur throughout the Hanford Reach . over the 
years, places such as this and religious practices have been 
threatened by unreasoned developments of private, county, state and 
tad• ral aganciea. 

TREATY PROVISIONS 

A 111ajor portion of the Hanford Reach lies within an area Ceded 
by the Yakima Indian Nation to the United States government. 
Pursuant to the Treaty of 1855 (12 Stat. 951), between the Yakima 
Indian Nation and th• United States, the Yakimas retained and were 
guaranteed specific rights within these areas. More specifically, 
Article III of th• Treaty states: 

••. Th• excluaive right of taking fish in all 
the strea• s, where running through or 
bordering said re• arvation, is further secured 
to said Confederated tribes and band• of 
Indians, as also th• right of taking at all 
usual and accustomed places, in co1111on with 
the citizens of the Territory, and of erecting 
tB11porary buildings for curing them; together 
with the privilege of hunting, gathering roots 
and berries, and pasturing their horses and 
cattle upon open and unclai• ed lands. 

Responses 
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24-1 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

The Elders or the Yaki.lla Nation teach the younger generations about 
the central .u,,.portance or the usual and accustoaed places of our 
past and find great meaning in the fact that the Hanford Reach 
remains freeflowing. 

FISHERIES SIGNIFICANCE 

The Hanford Reach is a usual and accustomed place of the 
Yakiaa Indian Nation. The Yakiaas have vigorously pursued 
enhancement and protection of the fisheries resource. Each spring 
ceremonial salmon are taken from the reach and each spring their 
return is recognized and honored by a religious ceremony. Both 
ceremonial and subsistence fishing occurs in this area. 

The Hanford Reach is the last remaining natural and unmolested 
spawning and natural habitat for salmon and steelhead in the 
mainstem Columbia River. The largest rune of Chinook salmon to 
this area has vastly improved in the Hanford Reach since the 
construction of Bonneville Dam in 1938 by and through the efforts 
of . the Yaki.aa Indian Nation. The fall chinook ealllon runs have 
greatly improved through co:abined efforts of Indian tribes, states, 
federal agencies and Congress through the U.S. Canada Pacific 
Salmon Treaty and th• NortbWest Power Act. Also as important, the 
Hanford Reach may be the last pristine upriver spawning ground for 
white sturgeon and may serve as one of the few remaining refuges 
above Bonneville Dam. 

CIJLTURAL RESOURCES SIGNIFICANCE 

The Hanford Reach holds significant cultural importance to the 
Yakima Indian Nation. Ancient and historic villages line the banks 
of the Hanford Reach and are testimony to thousands of years of use 
and occupation by our ancestors. There are countless generations 
buried along the banks and on the sacred islands of the Hanford 
Reach . Thie area of the Columbia contains a very complete record 
of our history. These places must be preserved and protected , for 
their value to us. cannot be mitigated. (See letter dated October 
8, 1992, from Amelia Sohappy, Enrollment No. 2529.) 

COMMENTS PERTAINING TO DRAFT EIS 

Paga 4. Raaults of Analysis or Altarnativas1 This section 
discusses an visitor interpretive center. The Yakima Indian 
Nation's historical cultural and religious ties to this area needs 
to be illlllediately identified and regarded. Because of the 
significant ties the Yaki ma• have to the area, it is necessary that 

2 

Responses 

24-1. Thank you for your co111Tient. 
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24-2 

24-3 

24-4 

24-5 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

aelllbers ot the Yakima Indian Nation be consulted prior to the 
develop11ent and iaple,aentation ot such a center. Equa~ly as 
beneficial would be to hire Yakima mellbers to work in the 
interpretive centers to discuss tr i bal history and values to the 
public. 

This section needs to be •ore specific in discussing what the 
consequences will be if pr i vate lands are not i ncludedin the area 
proposed as a National Wildlife refuge and sceni c area . If private 
lands are not included there i s a great risk of incremental loss of 
riparian vegetat i on, building of marinas, etc ., and other water 
dependent activities that will change the nature of the reach. 
Also, it private lands are not included, they will be completely 
controlled by the local county. There needs to be more specific 
language included that explains the pros and cons of not including 
private lands in this SWllllary section so that persons and entities 
co111111enting on theh proposed alternatives can make informed 
decisions about which alternative is best . 

Page 14, Issues and Concerns Section - Conversion ot public 
lands into private agriculture use: The Yakima Indian Nation is 
opposed to such a conversion. There are significant risks that 
could occur to habitat, slope stability and water quality. The 
lands which lie to the north ot the review area that are currently 
under Washingtion Dept. of Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
•anaganent contain soae ot the last sagebrush habitat in the state. 
These lands are home to n\lll\erous wildlife species of concern, and 
their conversion to agricultural use would seriously jeopardize the 
stability ot the White Bluffs because of irrigation run-off , which 
would negatively i11pact the spawning grounds of the salmon along 
this section of the river . The Yakima Indian Nation has gone on 
record at the Task Force Meetings by stating that if the lands are 
available they should be transferred back to tribe . 

Paga 1,. (21 Preservation ot the Bantor4 B Reactor: Extreme 
caution aust be taken with regard to th• reactor . The Yakima 
Indian Nation's Environmental Restoration Program should be 
consulted prior to any decision is made as to the future of the 
reactor. 

Page lt. Access: All proposed alternatives assure access for 
Tribal ••mbers to enable their exercise of Treaty rights. The 
discussion of Tribal access rights on Page 19 of the draft EIS, 
however, states that, in the Hanford Reach, "the tribes do not 
currently exercise these privileges." This sentence should be 
deleted . The reason being that the Tr i bes do exercise their 
authority to control the exercise of Treaty rights by their members 
by making a conscious policy choice to not allow fishing in the 
Hanford Reach area . The fact that Tribal ~eabers do not currently 

3 

24-2. 

24 -3. 

24-4. 

24-5. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch. IV, 
Environmental Consequences for a more detailed di scussi on of impacts 
from including and excluding private lands in desi gnation. 

The Proposed Act ion and Alternatives A, D and E would retain the 
public lands. For analysis purposes of thi s document, it was assumed 
that the No Act ion and Alternative C would result in retention of the 
lands in public ownership. 

See 4-10. 

Text has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch. II, 
Alternat ives , Existing legal Requirements Corrrnon to all Alternatives, 
Access for American Indians. 
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24-8 

24-9 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YAKIMA COMMENTS 

hunt or fish in a given area does not mean that they have waived 
their Treaty right in that area. The reason fishing does not occur 
is that the Tribe has prohibited fishing in that area. This is 
wise fishing management . 

Page lt. Law Enforcement: The Yakima Indian Nation also 
notes that, as presently written, only state and federal law 
enforcement jurisdiction exists in tha proposed area. As an aspect 
of its inherent retained sovereign authority over its members, the 
Yakima Indian Nation has authority to enforce Tribal laws against 
its members at usual and accustomed fishing areas (Settler y. 
~ . 1974) and in tha areas ceded in its Treaty (State v. 
HU..lll, 1984). Consequently, a sentence should be added after the 
first sentence relating to law enforcement on page 19: "Tribes 
have the primary authority for enforcement of Tribal laws and 
regulations over their members.• This language is taken from the 
court-approved Columbia River Salmon Management Plan in the l!.,JL_y._ 
Qn.g_Q_n case and has been agreed to by the states of Washington and 
Oregon, the United States and the Tribes. 

Page 21. Bnvironaental review: The DEIS indicates that there 
is Federal and State review of all actions . We would like to have 
more assurance that this review will take place. Due to reductions 
in Federal and State budgets, personnel available to undertake such 
reviews may diminish. Pursuant to existing Executive Orders such 
as the President's government to government policy for Indian 
Tribes (57 Fed . Reg . 7873 , March 4, 1992) involved Federal agencies 
must consult with the Yakima Indian Nation during the review 
process. A problem may also occur with the level of review for 
private lands. 

Page 21 1,1 Protection for cultural Resource• : One paragraph 
of the discussion of cultural resources begins as follows: •most 
of the existing archaeological sites belong to the prehistoric 
period ..• " Archaeological sites do not "belong• to the prehistoric 
period . Although the s i tes date back to the past , they are 
precious current resources which "belong" to the present and future 
generations and we must • afeguard and protect the• to pass on their 
legacy. 

Similarly, the tone of the "American Indian• paragraphs 
addressing CUltural Resources (page 83) is predominantly in the 
past ten~•- For example, the discussion begi ns "in prehistoric and 
early historic tiuas" and refers to the Wanapllll people who "never 
did leave" their ho111elands and discusses the Treaty of 1855 . 
"Former• village sites are referred to as is the National Historic 
Register. Again, the tone implies that cultural resources 
primarily have value because of their past use . There are • any 
contemporary cultural resources in the proposed area which continue 
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Responses 

Text has been revised to address conment. 
Alternatives, Exis ting Legal Requirement s 
Access for American Indians . 

Please refer to Ch. II, 
Conmen to Al l Alternatives, 

Under the National Wildlife Refuge Sys tem, the s tudy area would have 
both a refuge management pl an and river management pl an prepared. 
Once these plans are prepared, the USFWS would not permit incompatible 
uses to occur. Proposed activities wou ld be reviewed by the USFWS in 
accordance with NEPA. The NEPA process would require, at a minimum, 
that all affected entities , loca l, s tate, federal, tribal and the 
public be notified and given opportunity to conment. Reviewed 
proposed ac tivities in the Wi ld and Scenic River corridor on private 
lands would occur in the context of a river management plan. 

Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment, Cultural Resources . 

See 24 -8. 

l 
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HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

to be used and which have value for their present and ongoin~ cultural significance. Indian people are not meraly objects to b• apoken of in the past tense. Thare are som.e 8,200 Yakima Tribal members within a short distance of the Hanford Reach. 

The language of this section should specifically mention and 
recognize the cultural significance that this area has to the Yakimaa. The Yak i ma Indian Nation requests that a member of its Cultural and Natural Resources Program or other des i gnated representative assist in reviewing projects proposed for 
construction or development and to be i nvolved in proposed future 
developments. 

Paga 21 (71 l!nvironaantal Ravi•• of Propoaala for Land D•• and Davalopa• nt: Again, the Yaki11as would like to see stronger 
language that will ensure that Federal and state agenc i es 
review All significant federal, state and orivate ar-+-'nne ld..U 

Page 22. c,, Id• ntifying he••• Prop• rty: After annual excess 
property review of federal land holdings is completed, the Yakima Indian Nation should have first consideration of any lands to ba disposed of. 

PltOPOSJID &C!':IO• 

OPT:i:o• 1 - bolu• ion of Private Land• : This alternative would 
provide for the exclusion of 2800 acres of private lands within the 
Hanford Reach area. While private ownership represents less than 
2t of the total area under consideration, it constitutes a 
disproportionately high percentage of the river-adjacent land 
(17t). Both Options would provide bank to bank protection from 
dredging and •ining. Howaver, Option l does not afford as •uch 
protection of riparian habitats . 

Although this Option would exclude these lands from the 
designation, they would, however , re11ain subject to existing 
environmental and land us• laws and will continua to be subject to 
ease11ent• and acce•• right• nec• ssary to enable Tribal • embers to 
exercise their Treaty rights (llnitad states v. Winans. 1905). 
Additionally, not · only will the excluded lands remain subject to 
Treaty access rights, the Treaties carry with theD a right by the 
Tribes to take legal action to prevent environ• ental degradation of 
Treaty resources (United States y. Washington (Phase II] 1985). 

raga 24. R••ourca Kanag-ent Action•, It is necessary to 
ensure that there is Federal ovar• ight and authority over 
activities occurring on private land• that would adversely i • pact 
the significant features ot the reach. This section states that 
USFWS would "• triv• " to 111aintain instream flows, and review future 
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See 24-8. 

See 24-7. 

Responses 

Thank you for your co1T111ent. 

See 1-1 for response to issue on instream flow control ~. 
regards to controls on private lands, th7 Pr~posed Action 
these land in the National Wild and Scenic River. 

With 
includes 



LETTER 24 Comments 

24-14 

24-15 

24-16 

24-17 
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water rights proposals. This appears to be beyond the scope of th• 
proposal. Also, th• Yakiaa Indian Nation would lika to see 
stronger language use instead of only that the USFWS will "• trive" 
to take the necessary action required. 

The United States has a Trust Responsibility to protect Tribal 
Treaty resources {Mitchell y. U.S •. 198J) and a public trust duty 
to protect fishin resources . Therefore, USFWS should not just 
strive to maintain adequate minimum instream flows, it au• t. While 
it appears that in option 2, that uses would be managed by public 
agencies, private lands would be managed by these agencies 21llY 
where private lands can be acquired from "willing" sellers. 

This option also states that the FWS will strive to maintain 
salmon and steal head hatchery production as established by the 
Columbia River Fish and Wildlife Management Plan. Stronger 
language is required to ensure that this will t-~- "'a~-

OPTION z - I11clu• io11 of Private La11da1 This option would 
"halt development which would have a significant adverse impact on 
salmon habitat by acquiring an easement or fee title to the subject 
property". There needs to ba stronger language included that will 
provide Federal oversight to control activities that •ay impact the 
significant characteri stics of the Reach. This language is 
required to ensure that land use decisions are consistent with the 
goals for the Reach_ Without this measure, the private land issue is moot. 

Page 26. cultural Resource Xa11agaa11t1 Language is needed to 
recognize the inherent, vested rights that the Yakima Indian Nation 
has within this area . Also, there needs to be language that will 
provide for coordination with the Yakima Indian Nation pertaining 
to approval input, etc. Thia i s an extreme requireaent or determinations as to what information or how auch information 
utilized may be distorted or ILisconstrued .-

Page 27. xanag .. ant of llu• an u• a• an4 Activities: Again, language should include Yakima Indian Nation involvement in the 
enhancement and protection of instream flows. 

Alternative D Nat i onal Conservation Area Alternative 

Page 40. Plan11ing an4 Public Participation. There is no 
language including Tribal involvement. This language is required 

24-18 pursuant to the government to government relationship between the 
Yakima Indian Nation and the U.S . qoverruient. 

24-19 I Paga 40 (6) Resource Xanagaant Aoti011• 1 The Yakima Indian I 
6 

24 -14. 

24-15. 

24-16. 

24 - 17. 

24-18. 

24 - 19. 

Responses 

The hatchery production issue is outside the scope of thi s s tud~. The 
text has been revised to remove maintenance of hatchery production as 
a management action. 

The Proposed Aciton would protect the Hanford Reach '. r o~ ~ctivities 
that would have a direct and adverse impact on the s1gn1f1cant 
resources identified throughout the study process, such as fisheries, 
wildlife and habitats, cultural resources , and the White Bluffs. 
Text has been revised to address coITment. Please refer to Ch. 11, 
Alternatives, Cultural Resource Management. 

See 1- 1. 

Text has been changed to reflect tribal and other interested parties 
involvement in management plan development. 

See 1-1. 
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24-20 

24-21 

24-22 

24-23 

24-24 

24-25 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

Nation would oppose BLM authority over i ssues involving instream 
flows, water rights, etc . This appears to be beyond the scope of 
the proposed intent of this action. 

Alternative E . National River Alternative 

Paqe 47. This section indicates that the Park Service would 
be in the role of reviewing instream flows . There needs t o be more 
information aa to the Park Service's capabilities in providing this 
service. Again, the Yaki•a Indian Nation should be involved in the 
protection and enhancement of instrea• flows. 

Page••• Interpretation and •ducation, This section states 
that the Park Service would conduct tours on a regular sch·edule . 
There should be language that the Park Service will consult and 
work with the Yaki•a Indian Nation cultural Resources Program or 
YIN designated representative (s) in the implementation of theee 
tours. 

Affected Environ•ent Section 

Page so. The report appears to understate the significance of 
the private lands contribution. While the private lands may 
co11prise only Jt when the Wildlife Refuge land• are considered, 
they comprise more than 17t of the lands within the 1/4 mile wild 
and scenic corridor. Thia is a significant a•ount . The tact that this is bU2111U:r: significant legislation requires the utmost 
consideration. This alternative should not be sulllllarily 
dis•isaised, but should be reseached further. For example, what 
proportion ot the overall wetlands do private lands comprise? Are 
any of the owners willing to convey their property to the U.S. or 
subject them to conservation easeaents? 

Page 12. Bioloqical feature• : This section identifies the 
riparian habitats as being rare or in decline. Conversion of these 
lands to agricultural use would have a detr i mental affect. There are no actions identified in Option 1 or 2 to insure the 
continuation of these riparian areas along more than 17\ of the reach. 

Page "· Anadroaoua fi• b: Shad are not mentioned as an 
anadro•ous fish of lll()ortance to the reach . Again, language i,i 
necaaaary to ensure that Yakima Treaty provisions are protected. 

Page,,. J'all Cbinook: Language is necessary to stress the 
i • portanca of the Fall Chinook and its habitat . 

I Peqe t2 • Bocioa cono• ic Re• ourca• : This sect i on may overstate 
the importance of agricultural income to the r each . The i mportance I 

Responses 

24-20 . Specifics of thi s nature would be developed in the management plan. 

24 -21. See 4-17. 

24-22. The Proposed Action, Wild and Scenic River, includes the authority to 
condemn an easement if activities are proposed that would have a 
direc t and adverse impact on the resources for which the area was 
designated. 

24-23. Shad are listed on the spec ies list in the Appendi x . They were not 
identified as a si gnificant resource during the Res ource Assessment 
phase of the study. 

24-24. Text has been revised to address the cultural si gnificance of fall 
chinook salmon. 

24-25. This sect ion provides an overview of socioeconomic conditions of the 
study area vicinity. The figures referred to are for local counties 
as a whole and are not specific to the study area . Agricultural 
production within the study area consists of approximatley 800 acres 
with an estimated value of approximately $3 million dollars. 
Environmental Impact Statements typically depict socioeconomic 
conditions of the surrounding area. There wa s no attempt to imply 
that agriculture within the study area alone was worth $660 million. 
Please refer to Ch. 111, Affec ted Env ironment, Socioeconomic 
Characteri s tics, for information specific to the study area. 
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24-26 

24-27 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

of this •nationally • ignificant" area should not be diminished in 
comparison to local socioeconomic resources. There is also an 
inconsistency , i n that on page 95, it states that total market 
value of ag products in the three counties was $660 million. These 
figures do not match previous numbers. Not all of the agricultural 
lands in those three counties are in the proposed area. Therefore, 
using "countywide" data results in an inflated tigura . 

Environmental Consequences Section 

Paga tt. control• on corridor Davalopaant1 As stated above, 
this section vastly understates potential consequences of lack of 
control along the corridor within private lands, since i t deals 
with easement controls only . This same coffllllent would apply to the 
other alternat i ves as well. 

Paga 116/117. •ffaot• on Land OVaar• llip and 17••: This 
section does not provide the favorable affects of retaining the 
lands in current agricultural use . During task force discussions, 
tha landowners insisted the ag use within the reach was of regional 
significance. However, there is no . mention of this i n the draft 
EIS. The docUJDent language reflects only the negative side 
involving the control of private lands. On page 117, condemnation 
authority does not exi1t within tha reach since over sot of the 
land in the reach is owned by the Feds. Therefore, condemnation, 
although raised as a protective safeguard before, is not really an 
option . Therefore, 11ithin the docUJOent, it will only serve to 
polarize the issue. 

No Action Alternative 

Paga 124. Controls an Corridor D• v • lopaant: The assessment 
24-28 of impacts to th• corridor 11ith no action is understated . 

Paga 2051 Thi• section discusses why the Wild and scenic 
de• ignation for the reach ahould be recreational. Language is 

24-29 necessary to provide for the benefit• of a "sc• nic• des i gnation as 
well. 

In general, 11ith regards to consequences of other 
alternatives, the Wild and Scenic Designation provides the aost 
certainty that no new dams, or dredging will take place. All other 
a l ternatives do not explicitly state within Federal enabling 
legislation, that dams are prohibited, as the Wi ld and Scenic 
legislation does. It ia for this reason that Wild and scenic 
should be tha preferred designation. 

8 

24-26. 

24 -27. 

24-28. 

24 -29. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address coITITient. Please refer to Ch. IV, 
Environment al Consequences, Proposed Act ion. 

The regional si gnificance of agriculture was s tated in the draft EIS 
and again in the final EIS in Ch. I, Purpose and Need. 

Condemnation for fee title does not exi s t because the federal . 
government owns over 50% of the lands within the study area (Wil? and 
scenic Rivers Act, Section 6(b)). However, condemnation of scenic 
easements is allowed. 

See 1-42. 

The Hanford Reach does not qualify as a "scenic" river . As def!ned by 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, "scenic river areas ar7 those ri-:ers 
or s ections of rivers that are free of impoundments, with shorelines 
or watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines largely_ 
undeveloped but accessi ble in places by roads." (Federal Regi ster, 
Volume 47, No. 173, page 39457) To quality _for "scer:iic" . 
classification, the rivers segment's_shore~ines and iITITied1ate_ . 
environment should not show subs tantial ev1?ence ?f_human_activity. 
The presence of the Hanford Site reactors d1squali!ies th1s segment 
for scenic classification. Please re!er !o Appe':'d!x_F _for a more 
detailed description of Wild and Scenic River eligibility. 
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HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS - YIN COMMENTS 

CONCLUBIOJI 

The designation of the Hanford Reach area as a "Wildlife 
Refuq• witb Wild and Beanie overlay" i s of utmost concern to the 
Yakiaa Ind i an Nation. The Yakima Indian Nation support s th i s 
designation . Th• river provi des life and sustenance for the 
important fisheries that are of s i gnificant cul tural and re l igi ous 
significance to the Yakima people. The riparian corridors provide 
habitat for the wildlife , plants and aedic i nes that the Ya kima 
people have revered and utilize d s i nce t ime i mmemorial. The 
Yakima people have continually practiced traditions i n regard to 
the life sustaining water, the fisheries , the plants , the 
medicines, and the animals. These traditions are done to ensure 
th• return each season of these vitally important resources . 
Equally as important to the Yaki ma people is the h i story of t he 
area that continues on with the teachings passed on from generation 
to generation. 

The Hanford Reach is the last free flowing segaent of the 
Coluabia River. our elders witnessed the t i me when the Columbia 
waa all free flowing . Protecting and retaining this last segment 
will preserve a segment of the Coluabia that has has now been 
inundated by daaaing, dredging and progess as we know it. 

The River is respected for all that it provides and stands 
for . It is vitally important, to all q• nerationa, that this area 
be protected. Soaehow, in the future, the land will return to its 
original state with the help of the free flowing river . 

9 

Responses 
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October 8, 1992 

To Whom it May Concern; 
I , regards to the Hanford Reach study . On September 9, 

1992, about 8 to 10 members of the Yakima Indian Nation were in 
atbmdance at the meeting held at Richland. We, of the Yakima 
Indian Nation, listened to the people express their feelings, 
but, we as part of the Priest Rapids band would like for the 
Hanford Reach to remain as is. No developments or buildings on 
or near the Columbia River . We would like for it to remain as free 
flowing and the only stretch of! the "Great Columbia River" as you 
say of the United States. 

We, of! the Priest Rapids band still practice our rights at 
Gable Mountain to gather our food and medicines. To have our first 
Salmon and Root Feasts and most important of all to practice our 
religion. 

There are many different species of animals and plants on 
land as well as on and in the Columbia River . 

My father was born and raised at Priest Rapids and what he 
first saw is what I would like to have my grandchildren to see 
also. 

There are enough Dam's all along the Columbia River. Some 
of these Dara's have taken away our livelihood, so I say, no more 
Dams, but to preserve the Hanford Reach from Priest Rapids Dam to 
north of Richland . 

For any further comments, I am available at (509)865-5121 
Ext.# 734 . 

Yakima 
Woman's 

Indian Nation 
Cultural Specialist, 

L~~ 
Alllelia Sohappy, Enrollee# 2529 
wanapUD1/Yakima 

Amelia Sohappy, 

Responses 
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November 9, 1992 

Charles H, Odegaard 
Regional Director 

Comments 

TRIBES 

P.O. Box 638 
PENDLETON, OREGON 97801 

Area code 503 Phone 27&--3165 
FAX 276-3095 

u.s.D.I. National Park Servi ce 
Pacific Northwest Region 
BJ South King Streat 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

G~NERAL COUNCIL 
and 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Attached please find the co11JMnts of the confederated Tribes 
of the Ulllatilla Indian Reservation on the National Park 
service's 11nfor4 aeaob of th• Coluallia Riy1r1 Draft 
CoWPreben1iv• RiYar con••r.a~ion •tYOY ano snyiroMent•1 
Iapact statyent. 

The Confederated Tribes support the National Park Service 
proposed alternative of designating the lands north of, and 
the Hanford Reach of, the Coll.llllbia River as a "national 
wildlife refuge and wild and scenic river", respectively. 

On behalf of the Board of Trustees I want to collllllend you and 
your staff. The DEIS is well prepared and is comprehensive . 

The Tribes' concurrence with the proposed alternative is 
indicative of our finding that the proposed management is 
broadly coruiistent with the Trust Responsibility vested in 
the National Park Service. I look forward to a close 
government to govarnm.ent working relationship with the 
National Park Service as we proceed in the management of 
this critical segment of the ColUJl!l>ia River. 

Sincerely, 

~L_e_;N. /4) 
Elwood H. Patawa, Cha i rman 
Board of Trustees 

cc: BOT, F&WC, D. Hester, H. Farrow 

TREATY JUNE 9 , 1855 • CAYUSE , UMATILLA AND WALLA WALLA TRIBES 

Responses 
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RESPONSE COMMENTS TO THE 

Confetkraud Tribes of tJu Umatilla Indian &senatlon 

November 9, 1992 

Confederated Tribes of the Umalilla Indian Reseivatlon 
HR-DEIS Technlcnl Review Team Memben: 

Michael Burney, Tribal Archaeologist 

Michael J. Farrow, Director, Department of Natural Resources 

Rick George, Environmental PIMning and Rights Protection , Program M11nager 

Dan Hester, Tribal Attorney 

Carl Scheeler, Habi!Zlt Biologist 

Paul Mlnthom, Rights ProMct!on Poky Analyst 

Jeff Van Pelt, Cultural Resources Protection Coordinator 

J.R. Wilkinson, Hanford Projects Coordinator 

Responses 
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Responses 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

I. INrRODUCTION 

The Hanford Beach of the Co!umbia River: Draft Comprehensive Rlver Cooservat!o0 
Stµdy and Envtronmentol hnpact Statement' (hereafter HR-DEIS) ts the result of a 
Congressionally mandated study. In response to citizen, agency and tribal concern about 
a proposal to dredge and dam the Colwnbla River near Rlchlnnd, Washington, allOINlng 
barge navigation through the Hanford Reach, Public uiw loo-605 directed the Secretary 
of Interior to conduct the HR-DEIS process. 

The approach to developing the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
(CTUIR or Tribes) comments on the HR-DEIS involved a C1UIR interd!sdpllnary 
technical review temn. This temn compared the varloos proposed management options 
In the HR-DEIS to tribally Identified criteria. 

Based upon our review, the proposed action of "National Wildlife Refuge with National 
Wild and Scenic River" (NWR./WSR) overlay most closely reflects tribal goals. In 21ddltlon 
Option Two (2), the inclusion of private lands Into this management allematlve, ls 
neccessary to further protect the resources fundamental to tribal objectives and will be 
discussed in more detail later. 

• Aboriginal Use of Columbia River and Hanford Lands 

There ls sufficient literature and supporting oral history regarding past utilization of the 
Hanford Reach by the Tribes to unequivocally demonstrate their use of the area for their 
livelihood and survlvlll (prior to being denied access in 1943 on lands managed by the 
U.S. Department of Energy). 

Despite previous developments and abuses wrought upon the Columbia River, inclu:llng 
the Hanford Reach, there is much to protect and preserve for future generations of 
Indians and non-lndlans alike. It ls Important to note the natural and cultural resources 
of the Hanford Reach which are of supreme importance to the Tribes. But they also 
represent resources extremely significant to other Indian peoples, the state of 
Washington and the Pacific Northwest, and the nation as a whole. 

'National Park Service, 'The Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River : Draft Conservation Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement,• Pacific Northwest Regional Office , Seattle, WA. 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS page 5 

Responses 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatllla Indlw Reservation 

There are at least four components of the Hanford Reach lanclscape that lwbor culturlll 
and natural resources significant to the Tribe's cultural well-being: 

1) 1ne River itself and the earth upon which it flows; 
2) The islands (e.g., Locke, Savage, and others); 
3) The banks of the River and those areas in close proximity (e.g ., Wahluke Slope and 

White Bluffs); and, 
4) The Inland areas further from the Columbia River but nevertheless an inextricable 

part of the Tribe's world view (e.g., Gable Mountain, Gable Butte and Rattlesnake 
Mountain). 

The protection of the Hanford Reach is parmnount to the Tribes. Many resources, 
policy issues, and habitats are included Wlder the broad heM!ng of the "Hanford Reach." 
Resources involve fisheries , culturlll sites and areas, and flora and fauna. Pohcy Issues 
include Protection and Exercise of Treaty Rights, access to "usual and accustomed 
stations," and Endangered Species listings. Anally, the habitats which support 
biodlve~ty Is crucial to maintaining the cuiturnl heritage of the Tribes. 

• Role of CTIJIR at Hanford 

In 1982, the Congress passed the Nuclear Wast.e Policy Act (NWPA/P.L. 97-425) 
setting high-level radioactive waste management as a matter of national priority and 
pollcy. Along with a schedule and steJH)l.'"step process, the act structured rules whereas 
entities "affected" by the siting of the deep geologic repositories were to collaborate in 
the siting, design , construction and operation of the facility . With the nomination of the 
Hanford site as a potential repository candidate, the federal government recognized their 
responsibilities to support the Tribes as an "affected Indian tribe" l.Dk!r this statute. 

A CTIJIR program operated Wlder a NWPA "affected tribe" status until passage of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. Amendments In December of 1987. At that time fWlding 
stopped for tribal Involvement at Hanford. Today, 50ITl4! four years later, the Tribes are 
re-Invigorating their Hanford Involvement through grant !tr.ding received from the 
Department of Energy (DOE). 

This fWlding allows the tribes to develop and maintain a program 011erseelng DOE's 
activities addressing environmental restoration and waste rnamigement (e .g ., "clean-up") . 
Under this program the Tribes review, consult, and provide comments to improve the 
fulfillment of the Federal Government's trust responsibility and State's cermanagement. 

Recognition of the Tribes Wlder the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and the eligibility of the 
Tribes for oversight grants Is foWlded In the Treaty of 1855. This treaty, along with 
outlining the ceded lands boundary including the east half of present day Hanford and 
the majority of the Hanford Reach , protects the sovereignty and integrity of the Tribes. 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS page 6 

Responses 
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Confederated Tribes of the UmotiDo Indian ReseCYQtion 

II. TREATY RIGHTS OF THE CTIJIR 

• Recognition of Cll.JIR Aboriginal Tenitory 

The half century that foDowed the passage of the Lewis and Clark expedition witnessed 
the lmmlgratlon of thousands of homesteaders, miners, trappen, tniders and 
missionaries Into the homeland of the Umatilla, Cayuse and Walla Walla bibes (CTIJIR) . 
This influx of people caused great consternation for both the bibes and the lmmlgmnts. 2 

Land disputes and cultural clashes erupted in an outbreak of war in 1847 between 
members of the Cayuse tribe and settlers. As a means of restoring order to the region, 
and, to settle the Issue of land ownership and settlement patterns, a treaty wa, 
negotiated between the United States government and the Umetilla, Cayuse and Walla 
Walla tribes. Representing the United States In treaty negotiations were Isaac I. Stevens, 
Governor and Superintendent of Indian Affairs for the territory of Washington and Joel 
Palmer, Superintendent of Indian Affairs for Oregon Tenitory. 

Treaty negotiations were conducted and concluded by the Walla Walla Treaty Coundl on 
June 9, 1855, at a location identified as "Camp Stevens," near present day Wz,lla WaDa, 
Washington . Representatives of the Umatilla, Cayuse and Wz,lla Walla tribes advocated 
their position during the negotiations. Tribal representatives insisted on the right to 
resort to former lands and that fishing sites be protected. Governor Stevens agreed to 
these tenm and incorponited tribal rights into the treaty. Once Incorporated and after 
brief deliberation , the tribes formally signed the treaty. 3 

In nddltion to Identifying tribal rights, the treaty also specilied how tribal lands wouki be 
divided . A major objective of the treaty, from the perspective of the United States, was 
to open up aboriginal land, occupied by the tribes for settlement by westward migrating 
homeste&:lers. The treaty Identified 6 .4 milllon acres of land in which the tribes ceded 
title to the United States. The Umatilla, D,y,.ise and Walla Walla raarwd a tract of land 
for the purpose of creating an exclusive homeland, the Umatilla lndlan Reservation . 

' In 1848 alone , five thousand il!ITligrants settled in the 
coastal region of the Pacific Northwest . Congress's Land Donation 
Act of 1850 insured that the Oregon Trail would become well worn, 
granting a 320 acre claim to arriving settlers , 640 acres if 
married , this without regard to Indian rights to the land. 

'In addition t o the umatilla , Cayuse and Walla Walla tribes, 
separate treaty negotiations were concurrently undertaken between 
Governor Stevens and the various tribes and bands of the Yakima 
Indian Nation and the Nez Perce Tribe . 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS page 7 

Responses 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian ReseJYlltton 

In the Treaty of 1855, lands ceded by the Walla Walla tribe, reser,,ed for the CTUIR the, 
"exclwtvc right of taking ft.sis In w lltrtam.f rw11ll11g through and 
borderflw mid rt.Ul"IIGtton i.J !Mrel,y .secured to .said Jndla,u, and 
at all otMr usual and auustonud srado,u In COIIIIIIOII wlt1s 
citiltll.f of 1M Unltul Statu, and of erecting suilabk bwldtngs 
for curing w same; w privilege of lsunltng, gawring roots and 
berriu and pamuing wlr stock on unclaiJMd 101ld.r in common 
with citi:ens, i.J also secured to wm. • 

• Off Resezvation Treaty-Reserved Ashing Rights 

The right to take fish passing the Tribes' "usual and accustomed places" ls confirmed by 
nwnerous court decisions.• In !lddltlon to binding stale governments,• the treal!es 11re 

111so binding on prillllte citizens,• and the fedend government. 7 Absent specific 
authori~tion by Congress, lndlan treaty rights cannot be abrogated.' 

In Posseoger Ashing Ve.ssel. the Court palnstalclngly examined circumsu,nces surrounding 
the negotiation of the treaties In an attempt to define the parties' long-term Intentions. 
The Supreme Court emphasized that Governor Stevens Invited the tribes to rely on the 
United Stzites' good faith efforts to protect their right to a fisheries llvelihood. Stevens 
specillclllly told the tribes: 'This paper [the treaty) secures your fish . "9 During the treaty 
negotiations, "the Governor's promises thnt the treaties would protect that SOlll'Ce of 
food and co111111erce were crucilll in obtaining the Indians' assent. "10 (Emphasis added.) 

•see e g sohappy v smith. 302 F . Supp , 899 1O .o r. 1969 ) , 
aff ' d , uni ted states v oreaon, 529 F2d 570 (9th cir . 1976 ); 
washinaton v Woshinaton State CoDJDerciol Passenaer Fishina 
vessel Assn. 443 u. s . 658 (1979) (Passenger Fishing vessel ) . 

•see Passenger Fishing vessel . 443 u.s . at 682 and n . 2 5 . 

'see ea , united states y. Winans . 198 u.s. 371 (1 9 05 ). 

'Pasoencrer Fiohina vessel - 443 u. s . a t 682; see also 
confederated Tribe:, of th·c Umotilla Reservation v Alexander - 440 
F. Supp . 553 (D.Or . 1977). 

• Id . • ci ting Menominee Tribes v united states . 39 1 u.s . 
404, 413 11968) . 

'Id . a t 6 67 n.11 . 

10 1 d . at 67 6 (emphas i s added) . 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS p,,ge 8 

Responses 



LETTER 25 Comments 

Confederated Tribes of the UmaliDa Indian Besernrtion 

As the Supreme Court stressed: 
"It t:s alx.oluuly ckar, a., Govmtor Ste1>e111 llbueV IIJld. that 11eit1Nr 1u 
nor du lndtaM llltendd that tht Tatter •sltofdd be aclwkd from tMir 
DIICWlt jhlurla," .... •aNJ it ii accordingly lnconctiwzbu that dWr 
party deliberauly agrttd ro cualto~e futllTe settkr:s to c1Y1Wd tht 
buJlans out of a,ry 1IIUJ1IUlg{ul ''" of their act:11.ffOmed placu to Jim. •11 

The Supreme Court also stated: 
"In our view, tM purpMt aNJ language of tM truztlu art 
unansbtguo,u; they :secwe the JrtdiaM' right to take a :share of each fish 
that pas:su through tribal fl:s}rblg arta.J. •12 

The 137 years since the treaties were signed have witnessed a truly stArtling number of 
methods by which the quantity of fish available for the taking coukl be reduced and the 
use of and access to fishing sites coukl be Impacted. The courts have responded to these 
threats to treaty rights by declaring a pobcy that ~ty rights CM1not be defuted by 
technology or other methods not nnticipated by the truty signatories. 

For example, In United States v. W!ngns.1' the defendant constructed a fish wheel along 
the Columbia River and excluded the Indians from one of their "usual and accustomed" 
fishing places. Commenting on the effects of Improved fishing devices, the Court noted 
that: 

• ... . wheel fis1tlng ts one of rhe civiliud man'.r nutliod.r, a.r kgittmau a., 
the substlturlon of the modem horvuttr for the ~ sickk and flail. 
It need.J no arxument to :show that the suptrlority of a comt,IMd 
horvtster oVt!r the ancient sickle neither iltcrea.rtd nor dtcrUJSed rlgha 
to the U,H of land held tn CO"""""- In the actual taklllg of fish white 
men may not be co,rjlntd to a spear or cnide net, but It dou not 
follow that they may con.rtrllc1 and use a devict whlch glvu tMm 
aelu.rive ,-us.TWn of tM jWdlrg placu, a.r it ii admltud a fish wheel 
dou .... •1• 

11 Id . 

12Id. at 67 9 . 

" 198 U. S. 371 (1905) 

14 Id. at 382. 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla lr4ion Rqeryatton 

Thus, ~h imprOlled technology m11y be brought to bear on that flsheJY technology 
cannot be allowed to imperil the rights secured to the parties to the treaty. 

This result was reaffirmed by the Supreme Court in Passenger Ashing Vesse). There the 
Court declared that: 

'[n]on- treaty flslumun may not rely on property law concepU, ckvicu 
such tu tlu fuh wlue~ licuue feu, or general regu/atio113 to deprive 
rhe Indians of a /air share of rhe relevallt nuu of anadromou.s felt In 
rhe ca.se area. •1 

The Court's Intent is clear: absent specific treaty abrogation legislation from Congress, 16 

no one may use any method to deprive treaty fishermen of their fair share of the 
anadromous fish or access to usual and accustomed fishing places. 

• Off-Reservation Hunting, Grazing and Gathering Rights Related to Hanford Reach 

Off-Resetvatlon Treaty Hunting, Grazing and Gathering Rights are also secured to the 
CIU\R. The membership of the cruIR reseived the right to resort to all hunting and 
food gathering activities on unclaimed lands. Unclainwd lands have been defined by the 
federal courts to include all lands held in pubUc ownership , provided that the 
management of such public lands Is consistent with hunting and food gathering activities. 
The term "unclaimed lands" Is defined within the Umatilla Tribal fish and Wildlife Code 
and reads in relevant part: 

.. .. Unclaimed lands shal mean those lands which have not been occupied 
by settlers and have no outward or visible indication of private ownership 
or are lands to which the United States holds title including, but not Umited 
to, National Forest Land and such other lands where hunting may be 
undertaken without danger to lives or property ... (see Umatilla Tribal Ash 
and Wildlife Code, Chapter 1, Section 4., see also, Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation v. H.G. MQ!son. 262 F.Supp. 871. 1966). 

The above passage defining "unclaimed lands" would also include all lands on within the 
Hanford Reach to which the United States holds title and to which hunting, food 
gathering m11y be undertaken. The right to resort to these lands have been preserved by 
the terms of the Treaty of June 9, 1855. 

15 Passenaer Fiahina vessel- 443 u.s. a t 684 . 

' 'Menominee Tribe v , united states . 391 u.s . at 413 1196Bl 
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• Habitat Preservation and Treaty Rights 

In addition to the treaty right to hunt, fish and food gathering, the treaty right also 
implies the need to manage treaty resource lands and waters so as to provide the 
resources presetVed by the treaty. As was addressed by the courts: 

.... [tlhere can be not doubt that one of the paramount purposes of the 
treaties in question was to reserve to the trlbeJ the right to continue fishing 
as an economic and cultural way of Ufe . It Is equally beyond doubt that the 
existence of an environmentally-acceptable habitat ls essential to the 
swvival of the fish, without which the expressly-resaved right to take fish 
would be meaningless and valueless. Thus, It ls necessary to recognize an 
Implied environmental right In order to fulfill the purposes of the fishing 
clause. (see United States v. Washington. 506 F.Supp. 187. 1980). 

It Is essential that any land use decisions regarding the Hanford Reach consider the treaty 
resources extant thereon and the treaty rese,ved rights of the CI1JIR to access. Further, 
It Is also necessary to consider any land use decisions that may degrade or diminlsh fish 
and wlldhfe habitat to which the treaty resources depend. 

Ill . IMPORTANCE OF HANFORD REACH TO ANADROMOUS ASH 
RESOURCE 

• Last Free-Flowing Stretch of Colwnbla River 

The Hanford Reach ls the last free flowing mainstern section of what was once the 
greatest river system In the Northwestern United States. As such, It represents the last 
remnant of the natuml riverine ecosystem. Many plant and lll1lmal species dependant on 
this ecosystem can now be found only within this reach of river. On this basis alone the 
Hanford Reach should be protected. However, Its Importance is quantitative In providing 
quality spawning habitat. 

• hnportance of Spawning Habitat 

Upriver bright fal chinook sahnon rely heavily on the Reach for mrtural production. This 
area represents one of the most important natural production area for al chlnook 
salmon In the entire Columbia &!In. Whtie the entire Reach ls Important foe spawning, 
concentrations of spawners haw been observed on Vernita Bar and In the White Bluffs 
area. The Reach Is also important for early Juvenile rearing and provides a relatively safe 
downstream migratory conldor. 
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• Role of Endangered Species Act Listing 

The upriver bright run from the Hanford Rewi has been ch..mcterized 
electrophoretlcally as genetically dlstinct from other upriver bright runs In the Columbia 
and Snake River system5. 1bis unique stock Is also used as one of the indicator stocks 
for monitoring the Implementation of the US/ Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty . Given the 
declining population trends throughout the Columbia and Snake River systems, the 
protectlon of this mitunJly producing stock Is essential. FDilure to provide adequate 
protectlon through proper river/riparian , migration/passage, and watershed 
management could result In the listing of this stock under the Endangered Species Act. 

IV. CULTIJRAL RESOURCES PROTI:CTION 

• Extent and Importance of Cultural, Archaeological and Religious Resources within 
Hanford Reach 

The Hanford Reach Is an Inseparable natural and cultural resource capsule upon which_ 
the Tribe's culture and heritage rests. In this regard, the Hanford Reach would clearly 
appear to qualify as a 'Traditional Cultural Property" as dlscussed by National Register 
Bulletin 38 (Parker and King n.d.). 

Parker and King defined "place" as one with "traditional cultural significance" and, 
•a locadon a.uodaud wWi the traditional l>flte/1 of a Nattw American 
group about lt.J orlgw, Its cultural lri.story, or tire "42IUn of tJre workt. a 
locanon WMn Na#w American rdgioll.s p~ haw hutorlcally 
goM, and are blown or thou,rltt ro ,a today, to perfemt ctrtlllOllial 
activitus Ill acco~ wltll traditional Cldtlual ndu of practice; IJlld a 
location whtfl a cammwdly 1uu rrodldonally carried out economic, tuTLfftc, 
or other ctdou-al practlcu Important in IIIIQ/ntatning lt.J lustorlcal ldmtity. • 
(Parker and King n.d.: 1). 

lndlan lands and Indian culture have been drastically altered, In many ways destroyed, 
since the ~ of large numben of non-Indians In the Pacific Northwest. The Hanford 
Reach, because of Its domination by the U.S. G011emment for national securtty reasons, 
has Ironically maintained limited preservation of NaltYe American remains that may not 
have occurred otherwise. 

It Is important to aclcnowla:lge and wxlerstand that there are no mitigation ~ that 
could possible be Implemented that would not ultimately bring about the complete and 
unequivocal demise of cultural resource, remaining With in the Hanford Reach. 
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Traditional forms of "archaeological mitigation" typically remOYI! the resource from its 
earthly home and transport it to museum collectlons and/ or pij)licatlons. From the 
Tribe's perspective this Is not "mitigating the advene Impacts from the cultunil 
resources,· but nither a dismembering of the cultunsl history from their natural, 
traditional, llJld splrttual environment. 

• Relationship of CTIJIR to these CUiturai Resources 

It Is difficult for the tribes to respond to such a narrow definition of "cultunsl resources" as 
that used In the HR-DEJS. The language states that, •w principle crdtwal ruo11TCt 
lsslu u the prorection of archaeological mu'"1 totally disregards other tribally 
significant aspects of cultural resources In defining "rulture." 

In fact , It Is difficult for a tribal member to stn:,tify resources into distinct wuts of analysis. 
Often the tribes find themselves in a "C&tch-22" situation where ooe resource is played 
against another in a management scheme. This conflict does dwervice to the true 
nature of the tribal perspective. By reversing this trend of conflicting resource values llJld 
looking at an ecosystem as a whole nither than the sum of the parts, protecting specie,, 
habitats, resources, llJld hwnan availability can prCMde the necessary in.suRlnce for future 
genenitlons. lb!s is the crux of a tribal perspective: prouiding a cultural foundation for 
chik!ren. 

The HR-DEIS presents eleven resoun:e categories ngainst which the five proposed 
management schemes were compared. In an effort to reverse the trend of conflicting 
resources llJld aid in communicating the tribal perspective, the eleven resource categories 
were re-aligned into three broad elements. These three elements of Cuhure, Biotic, llJld 
Physical are defined below. 

Each element's definition attempts to capture the essence of a tribal philosophy, or a 
tribal approach to managing resoun:es. It's resources that provide the foundation of 
CTUIR culture. One of the three Interrelated elements can not exist without the other 
two. AD three are necessary, and In "good health,' to adequately protect the resources 
of the Reach for the future . 

Cuhure Element: 

The definition of cultural resources as those associated with "stones llJld bones"· 
diminishes the holistic, world-view of tribal members. For- them, they may define It as a 
"way of bfe, of living, of being a part of Creation. We are a part of aD naturnl things 
around us, one no mme impomnt than the other. Culture is what sustains our way of 

17 Ibi d, page 1. 
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~fe , generation-to-generation. Just as my grandfathers have taught me." Thus, cultural 
resources Include aD aspects supporting a tnldltlonal way of life reflected through the 
Biotic and Physical elements. 

Another example of this definition problem ls contained in a response to a Department 
of Energy request for a more refined de!lnltion of "cultural resources." 

lnis was the reply:11 

•cultural ruourcu can be micro 111 nature os well a.r 111aCro, 
encolflJ'O&MB all of creadon. J1ie tribe CDMOt ldmttfy GIid separate all 
thlnp In ll4tlln GIid label tMlt one a.r a cultural ruource llNl anotller 
not a cult#ral ruovn:e. 11,e air, water, uvdt, a., well a.r the treu, 
vegeratton, GIid animals, an all Cldnval ruourcu ta rite trikf. They 
are not ruourcu at our di.spo,ral, tlu11g1 to bt used llNl discartkd or 
manipulated.. They were placed ltere by rite Creator, a part of the 
whole, with rlteir own role GIid value a.r intporttmt a.r our own, to be 
rup«Ud becal4Se of rite natural depouk,u:y we /Jave on IM1I orlter GIid 
rite fact they, a.r we an, from rite Creator. Cullwal ruourcu al3o can 
encompas., our eltkn, chlldren, GIid all memben of rite tribe. Tire 
dejlnirion of cultural ruourcu i:J not only a problem but a legidmate 
conceni to tlte tribe and mu.st be addressed.• 

Biotic Element: 

The ecosystems of the Colwnbia Basin are an integral part of the rulture and religion of 
the tribes and bands that make up the CTUIR. Broad-based CTU!R concerns focus on 
the fact that the Hanford Reach represents the last rernanent of the original, free-flowing 
riverine ecosystem of the Columbia Basin system. ru such, the indlvldulll biotic 
components (plant and animal species, and populations and habitats), are aD IDllq\le and 
irreplaceable In the broad view of these ecosystems. 

The HR-DEIS identifies three "Issues for Analysis" that are compiled in this document 
under the heading of "Biotic." They Include: 1) Impacts on Fall Chinook Salmon; 2) 
Impacts on Biodiversity; and 3) Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species. 1bese 
resources support ceremonial and subsistence purposes and, as such, the C1UIR 
considers Impacts to these biotic components as a threat to the sodoeconomlc fabric of 
the tribal community. 

11 Adap t ed from a paper presented by Michael Burney , Tr ibal 
Archaeologi s t , t o the Northwestern Plains Archaeol ogica l 
Sympos i um, Bil l ings , Montana , March 1, 1992 . 
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Physical Element: 

Wat.er quality, quantity , combined with the m&gnlh.de of the seasonality of stream flow 
affect the geophysical chAnlcter of the Columbia River, Its riparwi corridor habitat and 
flood plain . The Interaction between these basic physical components and their 
influence on the Biotic and Culture elements varies significantly . 

The HR-DEIS Identifies three '1ssues for Analysis," or resource elements, which have 
been compiled in this document wxler the heading of "Physical." They include: 1) 
lmp11cts on the White Bluffs ; 2) Impact! on Water Quality; and , 3) Impacts on lnstream 
Flows. These physical resources provide fowxlatlonal support for habitats critical to 
plant and !ll'llmal species of the Columbia River ecosystem and to the tribal culture of the 
CTUIR. 

V. CTUIR SUPPORT OF PROPOSED ACTION: NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE RmJGE WITH WILD AND SCENIC OVERLAY 

This is the preferred altem11tlve of the Confederated Tribes of the UrnatiDa lndlan 
Reservation . Further, this option should inch.xle pr!v11te lands th.at are within the 
designated corridor. It is important to note that a number of analysis points such as 
watershed management and Cultural Resource management were used to make this 
determination. However, the primary weight pushing this ziliemat!ve forward Is the 
federal government's trust responsibilities towards the Tribes. 

• Treaty Rational for Support of Proposed Action 

As discussed earUer, the government has an obbgatlon to not destroy lndlan treaty rights 
without specific Congressional action. Further, federal 119encles must use their authority 
to safeguard that which is the subject matter of federal treaties. For the CTUIR, this 
includes the right to take fish along the Hnnford Reach and the supporting habitat. It Is 
the responsibility of the federal government to protect resources supporting the tribes 
and Is outlined by the federal trust responsibilities. 

Trust responsibility Is a special relationship between the United Stzites and Indian tribes. 
This relationship is part of the very fabric of federal lndlan law and It Imposes strlngent 
fiduciary standards of conduct on federal agencies In their dealings with Indian tribes. 

19 

"see united states v creek Nation. 295 u.s. 103 t l93S) . 
see also Northern Cheyenne Tribe y Hodel. 12 I ndian L . Rep . 3065 , 
307 0-71 to.Mont . 1985 ; modified on other grounds , 842 F. 2d 22 2 
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In Northern Cheyenne Trtbe, the court declared that: 
•at,tkral agency~ tnat obllgQlioli to a tribe mmd.t to action& It taku 
off a ruerwllion that uniquely Impact mbal memben or pro~n, 011 the 
ruerwllion. .io 

As background, this case emerged in an attempt to save a federal c01U-leasing 
Environmental hnpact Statement from Invalidation. ihe Secreta,y of the Interior alleged 
that there are no specific staMe or treaty that required the Department to consider the 
Impacts of coal leasing on the tribes as an entity. 21 The Secreta,y also alleged that his 
decision to lease the coal was In the "national interest" and "vital to the nation's energy 
future ."22 

The court decwed that: 
~ Secrerar,~ co'lfllctl,,g ruponsibililtu and fttkral action& taun In 
the •nattonaJ inUrut, • .1io-r do not reUew him of hiJI t1MSt 
obligalion&. To the contrary, itkntf/ylllg and fallilJlng w tru.st 

ruponslblllty iJI ewn ""''' Important In llbultlon.s IIICh a8 the prtsmt 
ctue whu, an agency~ co,rJUalns goals and ruponslblllttu colflbtMd 
with political p,us,ue a.uerwl by non-'1u/latu can lead fttkral ag1nclu 
to compromlM or Ignore Indian riglrts. .i, 

Similarly, federal agencies must not allow its obligations to the tribes to become lost ln Its 
concern for the local citlzeruy. It must accord the treaty rights special consideration and 
scrupulous safeguards. 

Management or development activities that affect anadromous fish production or habitat 
and/or tribal fishing and hunting sites also affect the tribes' exercise of their treaty rights. 
Federal agencies owe a duty to not only discuss the effects of lts activities on the tribes, 
but also a duty to safeguard resources of crucial importance to the tribes. This duty Is 
not fulfilled ll'} actions which sanction degmlatlon of fish habitat needed to rebuild 
an!ldromous fish runs or development activities that destroy or Impact fishing sites. 

(9th Cir. 1988). 

10Id. at 3 071. 

21 Id . 

"Id . {citations omitted) . 
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Federal agencies owe a duty to refrain from activities that will Interfere With the 
h!llil!mrot of treaty rights. Moreover, this duty cannot be performed by engaging In an 
"accommodation" or ''balancing" process between Indian treaty rights and a competing 
interest. Any such "accommodation" reached by a Federal zigency would amount to a de 
facto abrogation of Indian treaty rights. 

• Cultural Resource Rational for Support of Proposed Action 

Non-renewable cultural resources still existing w!thln the Hanford Reach are priceless and 
unique. Management of this resource Is best left to the tribes in conjunction with the 
managing federal agency. Further, it Is imperative that private lands be included Into the 
management scheme to adequately provide protection. The proposed alternative, with 
private lands (Option 2), provides the highest level of protection for cultural sites given 
the alternatives. It must be stated clearly that the Tribes can best manage cultural 
resources. 

Ideally, sites shouli be unmolested and closely guarded from man's destructive activities. 
For the Hanford Reach, Native American cultural resOUl'Ce$ should receive optimal 
protection. This would require no alteration of the landscape, short of natural 
occurrences. 

The Hanlon! Reach qualifies for the National Register -:if Historic Places 11S a "Traditional 
Cultural Property." To take It one step further, the Hanford Reach should be considered 
11S a "preserve" established for the cultural preservation of those Indian peoples who look 
upon the Middle Coh.unbia as an Irreplaceable part of their cultural heritage and Identity. 

The Hanford Reach is the last free-flolNing stretch of the Colwnbia River. And the 
islands In the Columbia River are the last remaining cultural resources that represent a 
way of lfe for Indian people for thousands of years. By setting aside the Hanford Reach 
as a National Wildlife Refuge and Wild and Scenic River with Option 2, the highest level 
of protection Is afforded for future generations of Indian and non-Indian peoples. 

Special use permits agreed upon by the T rlbes may be a way of allowing some flexibility 
in how the pubUc may enjoy partial and controlled use of the Hanford Reach. That Is, 
studies sanctioned by the Tribes that deal specifically with the natural and cultural 
resources of the Hanford Reach. Access should be provided to Tribal members for the 
purpose intended by their June 9, 1855 treaty; that Is the right and privilege of hunting, 
gathering roots and berries, pasturing of horses, and fishing . 
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Need for Including Private Lands within Hanford Reach in Proposed Action 

Acce.ss for the exerd5e of treaty rights Is a paramount concern . By not including private 
lands In the management scheme a stage Is set for land use conflcts In the future . Also, 
it is Important to note that conflict may arise from private development along the Reach 
affecting habitat quality. Thus, protecting ttibal access and protecting natural and cultural 
resources prOllldes a basis for the exercise of the fedenil trust responsibility. 

While all of the management alternatives Involve a federal trusteeship of the lands, none 
of the other alternatives Include private lands In that designation . Not so with the 
Proposed Action. 

As previously noted, access to treaty-,-esel"\led resources can't be denied. By including 
private lands In the designation, presetVlng for the future the integrity of the Hanford 
Reach will be assured. By not including these lands In the management scheme, diverse 
land uses could create "corrldor eyesores." 

VJ. IDENllFICATION OF PROBLEMS WITH REMAINING 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

• Alternative B: No A,;tton Alternative 

Seven,) primary Issues drive the exclusion of this management scheme. Under the Biotic 
element, Issues Involve riverine habitat destruction . Team memben reviewing for the 
Culture element Identified concerns alxxi: resources on Islands In the river. In !lddltlon to 
these concerns, other Issues Involving DOE activities and treaty reserved rights to "usual 
and accustomed" fishing stations needed to be addressed. 

Riverine Habitat Destruction 
Assuming that the river Is darMled and dredged, the last remaining natural spawning 
habitat would disappear. This potential, while remote, creates implications for 
Endangered Species listings. 

Culture Issues 
Islands along the Hanford Reach were historically uxd for ceremonial and lnhablllotion 
areas. Culturally rich and unique, the inwidation of the islands would drastically reduce 
tribal access to these sites. In addition, the ability to catalogue and protect thase sites Is 
diminished as well. 

DOE Activities at Hanford 
Direct Impacts to the Columbia River from DOE activities has occurred and continues. 
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In the recent Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 199024 its states, 
'[p]ollutana, borll radtologlcal and IIDN"adiologlcal, are brown to enur rllt river 
along rllt Ha,rford SiU. In addition to dlnct dl.scluvsu of liqldd ef/lMtrrt frorri 
Hanford JacUlllu, contamlnant;r 111 ground water are bwwn to uep l1ltc rllt river.• 

Further, on page 91 of the report, It states that i relattwly 3IIIQ/l riverbank) springs 
~w llltennittently, apparently in,Jl,,enced primarily by rllt changu in the rlvtr 
ltW!L • The major concern with dredging and damming the Hanford Reach woukl be to 
drastically aher the Interaction between known contaminant plumes, riverbank storage 
capacity and actions, and the movement of contaminants Into the river. Currently, little 
knowledge exists about this dynamic process and its affects on the Physical and Biotic 
elements. 

Treaty Reserved Rights 
Based upon earlier discourses on treaty rese!Ved rights, the damming and dredging of the 
river represents II reduction in access to "USUll.l and accustomed" fishing sites. This 
reduction is contrary to treaty reserved rights upheld by various court decisions to dale. 

• Alternative C: Water Resource Development Projects Prohibited, No Additional 
Designations 

While, al II minimum, this management scheme would prevent development of the river 
corridor, It affords bttle protection for other tribally-Identified significant resources. 
Maintaining habitat for the Biotic element is aucial to the survivability of Individual 
species and blodlve1'5ity. This concern Is focused on the area north of the river within 
this alternative. Additionally, any development of the "North Slope" may destabilize the 
White Bluffs area Influencing the Physical element. 

Language on page 139 of the HR-DEIS states that •no controls on corridor 
cltvelopment are pro}ectu" raises concerns. For example, 11 housing development 
accepted wxler this management option would reduce the ablity of the tribes to fish at 
"usual and accustomed" fishing stations. This results In II reduction In treaty rights. 

Further, any development whether II part of DOE or otherwise has the potential of 
adversely Impacting as yet unmolested natural and cultural resources vital to the Tribe's 
cultural identity, history, culture, and splrtt\Jal w11y of lfe. Natural and cultural resources 
vital and significant to the Tribes are threatened dally with a multltuie of dmnaging or 
destructive activities. These activities may be Initiated by private, municipal, state, or 

"Hanf, R.W., and Woodruff, R.K .. 1991. 'Hanford Site 
Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1990.' PNL-7930, Pacific 
Northwest Laboratory, Richland, Washington, pg . 85. 
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federal projects. Regardless of the proponent, the end result ls always the same: 
deleterious consequences to the natural and cultural resoun::es of the ClUIR. 

• Altem11tlve D: N11tlonal Conservation Aru 

As with Alternative C, the lnck of grazing nnd mineral leasing prohibitions creates initial 
problems from the perspective of the cnJIR. These "lllnd uses" provide an avenue 
whereby the Physlcnl and Biotic element.!1 are directly altered, sometimes past the point 
of recovery. Addltionnl concerns arise from the proposed manager of this scheme. 

Cultural Resource Protection 

As a federal agency, the Bureau of Land Management (BU,i) has limited funding and 
personnel to adequately address the short- term and long-term management needs of the 
Hanford Reach. These responsibihties, ns listed on page 41 of the HR-DEIS, are 
unrealistic without the g=tee of adequate funding. For example, "Cortdua 
archtokiglcal IDU"l'ey/1 0$ naf/l1lg kw/:, alkiw' could mean no swveys or flek:I work 
given current commitment.!I. 

This ls not II purposeful intent, but rather the stark realities of culturn1 resource 
mnnagement under BLM funding and personnel levels . The BLM ls responsible for large 
tn,.ct.!I of land containing a wide variety of renewable and non-renewable resources. It is 
very dlfflcuh to control and prevent looting, vandnlsm, theft and desecn,tion of American 
Indian resources. Unfortunately, the BLM is unable to 11ctively protect culturally 
significant sites. 

Recreational Access and Use 

In the HR-DEIS, It states on page 162 that, 1e}lJ,a,ulo11 of tJie IIIU,predve progrrw, 
du ~"' of OIi lnmpmM road, D1l4 du dewlop""111 of factlltta fer OIi 
arraJ of IIOIICOMUll,PIM IUU would lncru,,u U/11 at ,p,cf/lc llflu, alld lfllZ1 lncrea.se 
oi,erall "'' of die area.• Unfortunetely, wllh an lnaease in traffic sensitive nrens 
experience increased impact, from 11ctlvltles. 

Foot tn,.fftc adversely affects the tribally identified three resource elements. Pot hunters 
looking for 1\istoric nrtlfacts" loot trnditiohal sites where the history of the peoples of the 
Columbia Basin stiD survives. An lnaeMe In traffic Is an unacceptable rucome of this 
particular rnM119ement alternaliw. 
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• Alternative E: National River Designation 
Unfortunately Wlder this scheme, many of the management Issues identified for the 
National Conservation Area/BLM are also applcable to this designation. The National 
Park Service (NPS) has bmited resources to DCtively protect culturally significant sites. 
lhis deficiency, will not intentional, can only serve to further degrade the Hanford Reach 
and the resources It contains. 
Additionally, under this ITlllrulgement alternative private lands are excluded from this 
designation. While reassuring statements are made about studying the White Bluffs and, 
• ... actioM [taken to addrts3 slouglung] may hal'e an advtru impact on c""tnt 
Irrigation praaku on a4jacent priVOU lands,'"' the fact that private lands are not 
Included in this alternative make this statement ring ho Dow. 

Land Ownership and Use 

The potential to have Inappropriate land uses along the conidor also rmses concerns. 
While there Is an introduction of grazing restrictions and a study of the White Bluffs 
sloughing problem which Is "Wended to nsult in meDSlll"U whlda will reduce 
.swughing, '"' a problem is with not including private lands along the corridor. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 

Providing for the protection of resources which support the culture, history, and 
sovereignty of the Confedemted Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Is II paramount 
concern In the tribe's review of the HR-DEIS. Under the exmnlned management 
schemes only the ''Proposed Action: National Wildlife Refuge/Wild and Scenic River," 
coupled with the inclusion of private lands, matches the CTUIR's preferred alternative. 

It is Important to recap the treaty reserved rights of the CTUIR. The tribes retain their 
off-reservation treaty reserved rights. Am; development along the coor!dor may affect 
these rights. In Its role as the CTUIR fiduciary agent, the federal government must 
protect the rights, resources, and habitats reserved for the Cl1.JIR. The Hanford Reach , 
representing the last vestige of past, must be protected. Only the proposed action can 
do this. 

• Fulfilllng U.S. Government's Responsib!Uties 

"on page 172 . 

"HR-DEIS, pg 171. 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

There should be no declaration of excess for nny lands being considered by lll'lY of the 
management schemes. 

The CTU!R submits these comments, supporting the preferred alternative , to define the 
federal land management necessary under the trust responsibi~ty of the United States to 
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla lndlan Reservation . 

STATEMENT OF Bill. BURKE 
TREASURER, BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATIUA INDIAN RESERVATION 

September 9, 1992 

Good evening, my name ls BID Burke, I am ll1'l enrolled member of the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and currently serve 115 the 
Treasurer of the Board of Trustees, the governing body of the Tribe . I have also served 
as the principal po~cy spokesperson for the Tribe on Hanford Issues for the past decade. 

I welcome this opportunity to prOlllde the comments of the Confederated Tribes 
on the Draft Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. Since the beginning of my 
involvement in Hanford Issues, the Tribe has struggled to prevent the location of a high 
level nuclear waste repository at Hanford and more recently to 011ersee the cleAnup of 
the Hanford nuclear weapons facilities and the Cokl War legacy of wispenkable 
environmental contamination in the name of National Security. 

The protection of the Hanford Reach, the last free flowing segment of the 
Columbia River prOllides the wlique opportunity to protect a slgnlftcant environmenUII 
re.source prior to destruction or degradation. 

The Confederated Tribes has a special status with regard to the Hllnford Reach. 
Hlstortcaly, my ancestors and the anceston of my feDow tribesmen lnhabltated the area 
that Is how the Hanford Reservation and the surroo..nilng area. We have fished for 
Salmon at traditional fishing sites on the Columbia River within the Hanford Reach for 
cOlWltless generations. We buried our dead pum.iant to our religious traditions along the 
banks of the Columbia within the Hanford Reach. We grazed large herds of horses In the 
vicinity of the Hanford Reach in an area that came to be known as "Horse Heaven". 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS page 22 

Responses 
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla mdian Reservatton 

The United States Government expressly recognized the claims of the 
Confederated Tribes to the Hanford Area and the Columbia River in our Treaty of 1855. 
In that binding document, the United States recognized that the aboriginlll territory of the 
Confederated Tribes encompllSSed what Is now the Southeast portion of the Hanford 
Reservation which borders on the Hanford Reach. 

In addition, our treAty reserves the right to fish at all usw,l and acrustomed fishing 
st11tions IOC11ted outside the boundllrles of our reservation homeland. In recent federal 
court decisions, the treaty h11S been Interpreted llS rese!Wlg not only the right to fish, but 
the obligation to protect the habllllt that the Slllmon depend upon for their very survival. 

The Hllnford Reach is 1111 are.i of critical concern to the Confederated Tribes 
bee11use of the Slllrnon redds 1111d spawning hllbilllt it conllllns. While the historical runs 
of Salmon in the Columbi11 often exceeded 15 million, beClluse of the dams, ocean 
hllTllest and other land use activities. 

Todlly only 11bout 2 million Slllmon return to the Columbia. The decline of the 
numbers of Slslmon hove resulted In the listing of seYeral Snake River Salmon runs as 
endangered or threlltened species under the End11119ered Spedl?l Act. Clellrly, the only 
way to avoid the continued decllne of the Slllmon runs and the economic chaos CMried 
by their listing under the FSA is to protect the critic..! habltllt needed by this Important 
n11tural resource. 

Furthermore, because of the Columbia River Ash M1111119ement Plan, which is the 
Pllln agreed to by the pMlies in the U.S. v Oregon fishing litigation, which estllblished 
the Zone 6 triblll fishery , which is located between Bonneville and McN11ry Dmns, the 
Slslmon which return to the Hanford Reach to SJ>llwn are those fish that are availllble to 
triblll flshennen. Therefore, protection of the Hanford Reach Is not simply II m11tter of a 
good environmental practice tt is also essential for the protection of those solemn rights 
reserved by the Confederated Tribes In our treAty with the United States. 

The preservation of the treaty fishing rights of the Confederated Tribes is of both 
economic and cultural lmportilnce. Ashing hlls historically, and to a more limited extent 
tod11y, beclluse of the degradation to the Fishery h11bltat, been II source of commerce and 
Income among members of the Confederated Tribes. Equzilly important Is the cultural 
significance of Slllmon in our relglon and community. This economic and cultural 
dependence upon the Colurnbl11 River Solrnon has, Ironically, required thllt II special 
stooy be conducted of OlD' trtblll members by the Nllllonlll Center for D!Jease Control to 
determine If our col\5WllPtion of Slllmon contamlnllled by radioactive releases from 
H1111ford Operations produced any adverse health consequenCl?l. 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS p119e 23 
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LETTER 25 Comments 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indion Resewtton 

Another factor contributing to the need to preserve the Hanford Reach Is the 
Mchaeological, cultural and religious significance of the river bank. My ancestors roamed, 
lived, fished and engaged In other subsistence activities In the Hanford Reach. 

Our ancestors were buried their. These sites, by our religion, are not lo be 
distwbed . The Hanford Reach DEIS recognizes what our tribal Mchaeological staff has 
been telling us for the last 8 years - that the banks of the Columbia River within the 
Hanford Reach are one continuous Mchaeological site deserving and requiring protection 
under vnrious federal statutes lnck.ding the National Historical Protection Act, the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act and the Native American Grave and 
Repatriation Act. While my Tribe and others have witnessed degradation of our cultural 
and burial sites In the past, we have no Intention of standing idly by If the remalnlng sites 
are threatened. 

The Confederated Tribes strongly supports the proposed action In the Hanford 
Reach DEIS to designate the Hanford Reach a National Wild and Scenic River overlay. 
This tribal position is based on the management focus of the Proposed Action which Is 
to "provide for the permanent protection for Salmon and Cultural Resources". 

The Confederated Tribes supports Option 2 of the Proposed Action because 
management of riparian lands whether they be In pubftc or private ownership, are 
essential to the achievement of the management goals of the Proposed Action . 

I appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla lndiM Reservation on this bnportant Issue. The Tribe will prOllide more 
deuuled written comments prior to the October 8 , 1992 deadline . 

Thank you. 

Response Comments: HR-DEIS page 24 
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WASHINGTON PUBUC POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM 

P.O. Bo,c 968 • 3000 Gfo'l!' Wasbtn&ton Way• Rieb/and, Wasbfneton 99352-0968 • (509) 372-5000 

September 28, 1992 

~Uffl 
Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

- I 
i 

Subject: SUPPLY SYSTEM POSITION ON HANFORD REACH EIS 

SUPPORT 

Permanent protection of the significant resources on the Hanford Reach. 

Permanent prohibition of damming and channel dredging. 

A locally crafted solution. 

A solution that recognizes the beneficial activities of man, and recognizes the impacts of 
"solutions' on the activities of man. 

CANNOT SUPPORT 

Including private landqwoers within the boundaries of any river protection scheme, unless 
their concerns are addressed, and they want to be included. 

"Solutions" or protection and control schemes that will or can result in a significant 
impediment to or prohibition of continued operations of WNP-2, restart of WNP-I, or 
repowering of the Hanford Generating Project. 

Responses 
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26-1 

26-2 

C'1ar!es H. Odegaard 
Page 2 
September 28, 1992 
SUPPLY SYSTEM POSITION ON HANFORD REACH EIS 

COMMENTS AND REQUESTS 

CONCERNS AND EXPLORATIONS FOR SOLUTIONS 

PROTECTIONS AND "GRANDFATHERING" 

A review of the Draft EIS showed very little acknowledgement of the critical role played 
by the creation of energy for the region from projects along the reach, and of the value of 
sites and projects currently being held for future decisions. 

The same review showed a lack of sensitivity to any potential impact that a river protection 
scheme could have on WNP-2 operations, or WNP-I restarL The intakes, discharges and 
pumphouscs for both projects arc within the river, or the 1/4 mile zone contemplated for 
a river protection area 

The first of these situations could be addressed by incorporating clear language in the Final 
EIS · that recognizes the role of energy production in the Hanford Reach. The second 
concern can he addressed by incorporating into both the Final EIS and the legislation 
creating the protection scheme explicit language that would prohibit using the river 
protection mechanism to: restrict in any way the continued operation of WNP-2 (by 
interfering with maintenance activities at the pumphousc or on our structures in the river, 
or by attempting to control intakes and discharges beyond the controls already established 
by law); impede a decision to restart WNP-~ or repowcr the Hanford Generating Project; 
restrict the operations of WNP-1 or a repowered HGP, if such projects reach fruition. 

APPROPRIATE PROTECTION MECHANISM 

With the assumed inscnion of the proper descriptions, assurances and legislative 
prohibitions, it was tempting to support the Preferred Alternative, Option I, which would use 
the policies and tools established in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and would exclude 
private propeny owners along the Reach. The Reach would be classified as "Recreational," 
which is the least restrictive of the classifications, and the level that recognizes most clearly 
the evidence and activities of man along and in the river. 

HOWEVER, further review of the Wild and · Scenic Act has revealed several disturbing 
features. First, the primary purpose of the Wild and Scenic mechanism -- the preservation, 
restoration and enhancement of free flowing rivers - is set forth in ways that cast the 
continued activities of man in those river stretches as antithetical to the Act. In this way, 
activities previously authorized and permitted become suspect, and must continually 
shoulder the burden of proof, constantly having to demonstrate to the agency and to the 
courts why their activities should be allowed to continue. The primacy given to this purpose 
(in cases of competing legislated purposes, Wild and Scenic shall prevail), and the array of 
tools given the agency to accomplish its mission (participation in existing permit processes, 
imposition of new pcnnits and conditions, and acquisition of scenic easements with which 
to ntrol undesired uses of the land) result in an ever more difficult struggle merely to 
continue an activity desired by society and authorized by law. 

26-1. 

26-2. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch. II, 
Alternatives, Existing Legal Requirements Corrrnon to all Alternatives, 
Management of Columbia River Flows, Ch. III, Affected Environment, 
Land Uses on Hanford Site, and Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, 
Land ownership and Use, under each of the alternatives. 
Text has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch. II, 
Alternatives, "llater Development, llater Rights, and Power Production", 
and Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, Land Ownership and Use, under 
each of the alternatives. 
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Charles H. Odegaard 
Page 3 
September 28, 1992 
SUPPLY SYSTEM PosmoN ON HANFORD REACH EIS 

CONCLUSION 

Based on our participation in the Hanford Reach Task Force since its inception and our 
knowledge of the group's struggle to reach consensus and to address the concerns of all 
parties involved, we have concluded that a river protection scheme based upon the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act is not the most appropriate protection scheme for the Hanford Reach. 
Rather, another more appropriate protection scheme should be developed. 

Based upon our review of the Wild and Scenic R ivers Act, we have concluded that a river 
protection scheme based upon the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act has a dramatically high 
probability of working against the continued operations of Supply System projects, both in 
the near and long terms. Thus, as no organization can be expected to embrace a scheme 
that ls inimical to Its primary mission, the Supply System cannot support a river protection 
scheme that is based upon the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. We will continue, however, to 
lend our support to the development of an alternative scheme that is more demonstrably 
crafted by the many local interests who have participated in the process to date, and which 
would more directly address the concerns, goals and missions of local organizations and 
entities. 

REQUESTS 

1. We request that the Hanford Reach Study Team temporarily suspend its pursuit of a 
Final EIS and a Record of Decision, and reconvene the Task Force, for a renewed 
pursuit of a locally crafted solution. 

I urge the Study Team to help the group reach consensus on three key elements of a 
protection scheme, in this order. First, articulate the purpose and objectives of a 
protection scheme (a step quickly glossed over during the original process). The second 
target of consensus should be the most appropriate protection mechanism for the 
Reach, to wit: an "off the shelf' mechanism, such as a classification under the Wild and 
Scenic system; an approach like a National River or National Conservation Area which. 
because of the limited legislative framework, requires an explicit statement of 
boundaries, purposes, limitations and managers to be called out in the enabling 
legislation; or some other approach that does not rely on existing framework, but rather 
is entirely a local creation that is blessed by Congress. The third target of consensus 
should be the agency(ies) most appropriate to implement the agreed upon solution. 
("Most appropriate' addresses not only area of expertise and congruence of mission, but 
also degree of trust and respect afforded that agency by the Hanford Reach 
stakeholders.) I urge that options for each of these issues be treated as separate 
menus, and to the maximum extent possible, not allow the selection of an item from 
column A to dictate or limits choices in the other columns. 

26-3. 

Responses 

Tex t has been revised to address corrment. The study team with the 
task force considered an alternative of local management and concluded 
that it would not provide long term protection of the Hanford Reach. 
Among other drawbacks , local corrmunities would not have the authority 
to prohibit federal actions which would adversely affect resource 
values. 
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Charles H. Odegaard 
Page 4 

September 28, 1992 

SUPPLY SYSTEM POSITION ON HANFORD REACH EIS 

2. 

.,_ 

4. 

Once consensus has been achieved for these three critical targets, it will be appropriate 
to resume the completion of the Final EIS, with the consensus position becoming the 
FEIS's Preferred Alternative. (If you are worried about making an unheard of 
departure from perceived NEPA duties, I would direct you to the Bonneville Power 
Administration. Recently, after receiving substantial and substantive input to a Draft 
EIS, they chose to respond to comments and insert an extra step by issuing "Draft II." 
No one was hurt or dismayed that the original schedule had been abandoned; 
conversely, almost all parties felt that the effort was better for taking the extra time to 
'get it right") 

We request that the Final EIS be revised to more fully acknowledge the presence of 
electric generating projects along the Hanford Reach, the contribution of the output of 
WNP-2 to the electric power system of the Pacific Northwest, and the value of the 
Supply System sites, e.g. WNP-1/4 and the Hanford Generating Project, for possible 
future generating projects. 

we request that the Final EIS be revised to analyze and describe in far greater detail 
the effects of each alternative upon the continued operation of WNP-2, possible restart 
of WNP-1, or the future use of Supply System sites for other energy projects. Such 
additional wodc could easily be included in either '9) Effects on I.and Ownership and 
Use" or "10) Effects on Department of Energy Industrial Activities on the Hanford 
Site.' 

We request that the Final EIS, in its presentation of the Alternatives for Wild and 
Scenic River, National River, National Conservation Area, National Wildlife Refuge and 
for any other alternative adopted as a Preferred Alternative, include explicit language 
to acknowledge the role of WNP-2, and to prohibit the imposition of any additional 
permit, license or decision point for the continued operation of WNP-2, for the 
completion and operation of WNP-1, or for a repowering of the Hanford Generating 
Project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If I can offer clarifications, please do 
not hesitate to call me at (509) 372-5565. 

Sincerely, 

C:2-/c f Ii~ -llf 
Carl Van Hoff, ~z
Regional Planning 

pyp 

26-4. 

26-5. 

26-6. 

Responses 

See 26-1. 

· l · · t. ns f the "PPSS The text It was never the intent to 1m1t ope~a -10 or w • 

has been revised to clarify this position. Please r~fer to Ch. II, 
Alternatives, section #8: IJater Development, IJater Rights, and Power 
Generation. 

See 1-2. 
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COMMENTS SUBMITfED BY PUBLIC UTILI1Y 

DISTRICT NO. 2 OF GRANT COUNTY, 

WASHINGTON IN RESPONSE TO THE HANFORD 

REACH COMPREHENSIVE RIVER STUDY AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

(DRAFf JUNE, 1992) 
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LETTER 27 Comments 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 2 OF GRANT COUNTY 
30 ·c· ST11EET SW . P. 0 . BOX 11711 . EPHRATA, WASHINGTON 9111123 . 609fl6• -36•r 

October 29, 1992 

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Ms. Kristen sycamore 
United States Department of Interior 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104-2887 

RE: Grant PUDs Comments to Han!ord Reach Study Report/Drart EIS 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

Enclosed please find comments submitted by Public Utility District 
No. 2 of Grant County, Washington (Grant PUD) in response to the 
Department of Interior's Hanford Reach Study Report/Draft EIS 
(DEIS) dated June, 1992. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If you would 
like to discuss some of our concerns identified in the comments 
enclosed, please contact me or Bob crump at (509) 754 -3541. 

DG/CRS: jm 
Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

£)..,.,-) 
Don Godard 
Manager 

Responses 
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I, INTRODUCTION 

Public Utility District No. 2 · of Grant County, Washington 

(Grant PUD) believes that efforts to conserve fish and wildlife 

habitat and cultural and archaeological resources within the 

Hanford Reach are laudable objectives . However, we object to the 

proposed action . Why? In short, the DEIS contains inadequate 

information and analyses to justify the selection of a 51 mile long 

National Wild and Scenic River and Wildlife Refuge for the Hanford 

Reach. Additionally, the DEIS fails to provide substantia l 

infonnation to justify the selection of the preferred alternative 

over other alternatives presented . 

These comments are intended to provide the public, 

decisionmakers and elected officials with information relevant to 

the selection of alternatives consistent with existing laws and 

regulations that concern the Hanford Reach . Your careful 

consideration and response to each of the comroents made here in will 

be appreciated . 

II . EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Because Grant PUD strongly rejects the proposed action for 

several reasons, we have divided these comments into the following 

sections: (1) Legal Comments; (2) Technical Comments; and 

(3) Publ i c Policy Comments. 

l. . Lega 1 Co)JUlents : The Legal Comments are intended to 

clarify the legal and social environment in which this decision 

must be made. For example , an examinat ion of the legislative 

history of P.L. 100-605 reveals that Congress never intended that 

COMMENTS OF GRA!'!T PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - l 

27-1. 
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The intent of an EIS is not to justify any particular alternative but 
rather to compare potential environmental effects resulting from their 
implementation. 



LETTER 27 Comments 

27-2 

the means to protect the Hanford Reach from damming and dredging 

have the potential to i mpact the operat i ons of the coordinated 

hydroelectric power system in the Pacific Northwest . A disc ussion 

of this le-1 i slative history in the context of existing laws is 

necessary in order to properly evaluate each of the alternatives 

presented for consideration. 

Additionally, the more significant def iciencies invol ve th e 

failure to comply with the minimum procedural and substant ive 

requirements of the Nat i onal Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC §4321 

et seq., (NEPA) and the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

regulations . 

Further, the lack of information concerning the need for flow 

regimes which could affect the entire Columbia River i s staggering . 

Clearly, this is the single ~ost i~portant component of the DEIS 

and has regionally significant environmental, social and economic 

consequences that aren't even identified let alone assessed and 

compared. 

We are also concerned about the extent to which flow regimes 

could potentially conflict with: (1) Grant PUD's legal obligations 

under the Vernita Bar Agreement; (2) activities being undertaken to 

protect threatened and endangered salmon s t oc ks under the 

Endangered Species Act; and (3) the system Operation Review (SOR) 

EIS process being undertaken by federal agencies which will result 

in _a new plan for operating the Columbia River after taking into 

consideration both power and non-power uses. 

COMMENTS OF GRAN_T PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 2 

27-2. 

Responses 

The Department of Interior and Department of Energy have complied with 
procedural and substantive requ i rements of NEPA and CEQ. 
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2. Technical comments: The Technical comments discuss the 

very complex nature of the hydroelectric power system on the 

Columbia River and its relationship to hydrology and biodivers ity 

within the Reach. One important relationship throughout ·these 

comments concerns the inability to study and implement flow regimes 

designed to protect the Hanford Reach i n isolation, because there 

will necessarily be impacts in areas both upstream and downstream 

of the Hanford Reach. 

Additionally , a bas ic understanding of the Vernita Bar 

Agreement which protects over 99i of the fall Chinook salmon 

spawning habitat within the Reach is also necessary for proper 

evaluation of alternatives. Because of the protection levels 

achieved under the Vernita Bar Agreement , there is no scientific 

evidence to justify further instream flow studies other than those 

currently being conducted pursuant to the Agreement . 

These collJl\ents also include information concerning hydrology, 

water quality, land uses, cultural resources, biodiversity, impact 

on Grant PUD 1s project facilities and operations, instream flows, 

and the DOE Industrial Activitiaa at the Hanford Site. 

J. Public Policy Coffl!1)ents: Public policy issues necessarily 

involve a cost-benefit analysis and jud9111ent as to the need and the 

availability of resources. These issues are not analyzed in the 

DEIS although they are required to be analyzed under the Northwest 

Power Act and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

currently, salmon in the Hanford Reach are protected under the 

Vernita Bar Agreement, Endangered Species· Act , Pacific Northwest 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 3 
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Power Planning and Conservation Council's (Council's) Fish and 

Wildlife Program and proposed Phase II and Phase III amendments, 

Water Budget Program and Protected Area designations and other 

state and federal laws and regulations. An additional federal 

regulatory overlay for this area is neither necessary nor based on 

scientific data and could prove to be counter productive to 

activities being taken under the Endangered Species Act, the System 

Operation Review (SOR) EIS process, and the Vernita Bar Agreement. 

Concern for various salmon species on the Snake and Columbia 

Rivers combined with enforcement of the Endangered Species Act 

will, as a practical matter, prohibit any further development of 

the Hanford Reach. Moreover, the Hanford site is one or the 

nation's largest hazardous waste sites and actions currently being 

taken or which are planned for cleanup of the site would prohibit 

any construction of a dam that would flood this area. 

Because land use restrictions are likely to remain in effect 

for the future at the Hanford Site, a Wild and Scenic River 

designation will largely promote only the interests of the 

governmental agencies at the expense of the regional and local 

.economies dependent on the hydropower system. Utilities, the 

Council, NHFS, and federal river operators are taking a thoughtful 

and sensitive approach to planning and controlling river operations 

taking into consideration the interests of all of the various user 

groups . The assertion of federal control over river operations 

cannot be justified on amorphous assertions of need and undefined 

and limited purposes. 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 4 
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l. 

III. LEGAL COMMENTS 

Existing Laws, Agreements, FERC License 
Provisions and Policies of State and Federal 
Agencies currently Protect Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Within the Hanford Reach. 

Various laws, agreements and policies compose, in part, the 

legal and social environment with i n which this decision must be 

made. A basic understanding of this legal and social context is 

necessary for careful e v aluat ion of the various alternatives 

presented . 

A host ot federal and state laws, regulations, and agreements 

already protect the Hanford Reach . Some of these laws include; the 

Endangered Species Act, Executive Order 11988 Floodplain 

Management , Executive order 11990 - Protection o f Wetlands, Verni ta 

Bar Agreement, Washington State Environmental Policy Act, State 

Growth Management Act , the state Shorelines Management Ac t, 

Nat ional Environmental Policy Act, Northwest Power Planning and 

Conservation Act (Northwest Power Act) , Federal Power Act, National 

Historic Preservation Act, Archaeological Resource Protection Act, 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, Pacific 

Northwest Power Planning Council's Fish and Wildlife Program 

{Council) including proposed Phase II and Phase III amendments, and 

other state and federal environmental and water quality laws. The 

EIS must discuss and evaluate the extent to which existing laws, 

agreements, FERC license provisions and policies already p rotect 

fish and wildlife habitat within th e Hanford Reach and prohibit 

construction or dams within the area. 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 5 

27-3. 

Responses 

The Proposed Action acknowledges exis!ing l~ws. agr:ements, plans, and 
policies . There is no attempt to be 1ncons1stent with or supercede 
what currently is in place_ 
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A. The Federal Context. 

i) The Northwest Power Act . The Northwest Power Act 

established the Pacific Northwest Electric Power and Conservation 

Planning Council (Council) as a regional agency obligated t o 

develop a program to protect, mitigate and enhance f ish and 

wildlife within the Columbia River Bas in. Because the Northwest 

Power Act was signed well after the Endangered Species Act, the 

Council must give due regard for the provisions of existing 

environmental l aws and Endangered Species Act activities in the 

development of a fish and wildlife program. 

The Northwest Power Ac t pres~ribes the measures the Council 

must undertake for the protect ion of fish and wildlife. 

regard, the Council must: 
In this 

Promptly develop a program to protect, mitigate, and 
enhance fish and wildlife, includi ng related spawning 
grounds and habitat on the Columbia River and its 
tributaries. (16 use § BJ9(b) (h) (1) (A)) . 

The Fish and Wildlife program shall deal with the river 
and its tributar i es as a system. ( 16 use 
BJ9(b) (h) (1) (B)) . 

Consult with state and federal fish and wildlife 
and the region's appropriate Indian tribes 
development of or in making amendments to its 
c 16 use § BJ9 (b) (h) (2)). 

agencies 
in the 

program. 

Give notice of all recommendations for fish and wildlife 
measures and make supporting data available to agencies, 
tribes and to the public. (16 use § 
839(b) (h) (3), (4) (A)) . . 

Provide for public participation and comment regarding 
any reco11111endation and supporting documents including an 
opportunity for written and oral comments ( 16 use § 
839 (b) (h) (4) (B)). 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 6 
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Develop a fish and wildlife program based upo n the 
recommendations, supporting documents, and views and 
information obtained through public comment and 
participation, and consultation with agencies, tribes and 
the public. (16 use § 8J9(b) (hi (5)). 

The program shal l cons i st of measures to p r otec t , 
mi tigate and enhance fish and wildlife while assuring the 
Pacific Northwest an adequate, efficient , economical and 
reliable power supply . Enhancement measures shal l be 
included in the program to the extent suc h measures are 
designed to achieve i mproved protection and mi t i gat ion. 
( 16 USC § 839 (b) (h) (5)) . 

The Council's program shall also : 

complement existing and future activities of state 
and federal tish and wildlife agencies and tribes ; 

be based on, and supported by, the best available 
scientific knowledge : 

utilize, where equally effective means of achieving 
the same biological objective exist, the 
alternative with the minimum cost; 

provide tor improved survival of anadromous f ish 
through dams; 

provide for flows that improve production, 
migration and survival of fish as necessary to meet 
sound biological objectives. 
(16 use § 8J9(b) (h) (6)). 

The Northwest Power Act provisions provide that power and non

power uses be given equal weight in decisions involving river 

operations. Pursuant to this Act, the Council has adopted a Fish 

and Wildlife Program for the Columbia River Basin and is currently 

in the process of amending the same. ·Although extensive comments 

have been submitted in connection with the council's amendment 

process, the analysis in the DEIS does not reflect any attempt to 

consult and coordinate measures tor protection of the Hanford Reach 

through the council's Fish and Wildlife amendment process pursuant 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 7 
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The EIS no longer suggest an intent to regulate or control river flows 
through National Wild and Scenic River designation. The Proposed 
Action would result in the USFWS necessarily consulting and 
coordinating with exi s ting appropriate agencies and councils to ensure 
the protection of the unique resource values of the Hanford Reach. 
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27-6 

to 16 use 839 (b) (h) (2), or with the Bonneville Power 

Administration (BPA) under 16 use§ 839(b) (hi (11) (B). 

The DEIS is also deficient because it tails to indicate that 

there is an existing process tor protecting the Hanford Reach under 

the Northwest Power Act. This process of consul tat ion, 

coordination and negotiation works because both power and non-power 

uses are given equal weight. one important component of this 

process is the requirement to utilize, where equally ettective 

means of achieving the same biological objective exist, the 

alternative with the minimum cost. 16 use § 839 (bl (hi (61. To 

sulnll\arize, the DEIS is deficient because the drafte'rs have failed 

to consult with the Council and BPA and include a cost-benefit 

analysis as required under the Northwest Power Act. 

The DEIS should also contain an evaluation or the Council 1 s 

proposed Phase II and Phase III amendments since the council 

proposes to impose !low regimes under its Fish and Wildlife Program 

which affect the Hanford Reach. Separate and independent studies 

are unwarranted duplication of effort and create a potential for 

conflicting programs for protection and enhancement of fish and 

wildlife habitat elsewhere within the Columbia River Basin . 

The NPS and other federal agencies responsible tor the DEIS 

should be aware that the Hanford Reach has already been designated 

by the Council as a "Protected Area", which has as its single 

standard of protection, a prohibition on hydroelectric develop111ent . 

This standard of protection is intended to send a clear signal to 

water resource project developers to look to other river reaches 

COMMENTS OF c.RANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 8 
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The Northwest Power Act "protected area" classification does not 
prohibit dams. Instead it discourages hydropower development by 
prohibiting the Bonneville Power Administration from acquiring power 
from such developments and by denying them access to the intertie. 

See 1-2. 
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and streams tor development. A.s a practical matter, further 

development will be prohibited in the Hanford Reach and a 

legislative prohibition on dams and dredging will foreclose even 

the most remote possibility of any development. A. l so, the 

coordination of actions pursuant to the Northwest Power A.ct will 

avoid potentially counter productive measures that may be required 

by the USFWS under the preferred alternative. 

ii) Recent Amendments to the federal power A,ct Give 
state and Federal Agencies Much Greater Ability to 
Influence the Planning and Licensing Process for 
the Protection and Enhancement of Fish and Wildlife 
H.a.12..l.llt • 

The Electric ConsUJters Protection A.ct of 1986 (ECPA.) clarified 

the comprehensive planning requirements tor hydropower development. 

The Act made explicit the right of· states and federal resource 

agencies to prepare comprehensive plans tor a "waterway or 

waterways" and to have these plans be given considerable weight in 

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing process. 

As amended by ECPA., § l0(a) [16 USC§ B0J(a)], now reads in relevant 

part: 

Modifieation of plan• , ate., to • aeur• 
adaptability of projact. (1) That the project 
adopted, including the maps, plans, and 
specifications, shall be such as i n the 
judgment of the Comm ission will be best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving 
or developing a waterway or waterways for the 
use or benefit of interstate or foreign 
commerce, tor the improvement and utilization 
of water-power development, for the adequate 
protection, mitiaation, and enhancement o! 
fish and wildlife (including related spawning 
grounds and habitat), and for other beneficial 
public uses. includ ing irrigation. flood 
control, water s upply, and recreational and 
other purposes referred to in section 4fel r16 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REA.CH DEIS - 9 
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uses S 797(ell (;and] if necessary in order to 
secure such plan the CoMission shall have 
authority to require the modification of any 
project and of the plans and specifications of 
the project works before approval. 

( 2) In order to ensure that the pYoj ect 
adopted will be best adapted to the 
c0111prehensive plan descr i bed in paragraph Cl). 
the Coll)Jllission shall consider Mch of the 
following; 

IAl The extent to which the project is 
con1ist1nt with a comcrehensive clan 
(where one exists) for improving, 
develoPina. or conserving a waterway or 
waterways affected by the project that i s 
crecored bY --

Cil an aaencv established pursuant 
to federal law that has the authority to 
crecare such a clan; or 

Ciil the state in yhich the facil i ty 
is or w111 be located . 

(Bl The recollllllendations of Federal and 
State agencies exercising administration 
over flood control, navigation, 
irrigation, recreation, cultural and 
other relevant resources of the State in 
which the proj • ct is located, and the 
reco111111endations (including fish and 
wildlife recommendations) of Indian 
tribes affected by the project • .. 

(C) Upon receipt of an application for a 
license, the Collllllission shall solicit 
recolltl'llendations from the agencies and 
Indian tribes identified in suhparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of paragraph (2) for proposed 
terms and conditions for the Commission's 
consideration for inclusion in the 
license. (Emphasis added). 

In the present case, the DEIS fails to consider the adequacy 

of existing measures and plans for protection of fish and wildlife 

habitat within the Hanford Reach prepared by state, federal and 

regional agencies. Like the Council's "Protected Areas" 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - l0 
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27-7. See 27-3 and 27-5. 
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designation, several state agencies have been involved in the 

development of Washington State Hydropower Development/Resource 

Protection Plan. This draft plan (January , 1992) also recommends 

a proh i b ition on dams within the Hanford Reach. 

iii) Grant PUD's FERC License Requires Implementation of 
the Vernita Bar Agreement Through the Year ioos . 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has also 

exercised i ts authority to impose measures for the protection of 

fish and wildlife habitat under Section lO(j) of the Federal Power 

Act (16 USC§ 803(j)) . That provision provides: 

Fish and wildlife protection, mitigation, and 
anbanc .. ant . (1) That in order to adequately 
and equitably protect, mitigate damages to, 
and enhance, fish and wildlife (including 
related spawning grounds and habitat) affected 
by the development, operation and management 
of the project, each license issued under this 
Part [USCS § § 792 et seq . ) shall include 
conditions for such protection, mitigat i on, 
and enhancement. Subject to paragraph (2), 
such conditions shall be based on 
recommendations received pursuant to the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordinat i on Act (16 u.s.c. 661 
et seq.) from the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and State fish and wildlife agencies. 

Pursuant to Article 39 of the District's license and§§ lO(a) 

and lO(j) of the Federal Power Act, Grant PUD, state and federal 

rish and wildlife agencies, and Indian tr i bes have studied the 

Hanford Reach segment of the Columbia River for over ten years with 

the intent of reaching a comprehensive agreement for the protection 

of the fish spawning areas in the Hanford Reach. The Vernita Bar 

Settlement Agreement was reached in 1988 as a culmination of these 

negotiations and studies. Extensive data has been collected by 

COMMENTS or GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 11 
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27-9 

Grant PUD and the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission 

(CRITFC) each year ainca the date of the settlement agreement . The 

data which is agreed to by all parti es to the Vernita Bar 

Agreement, establishes that over 221 of the fall Chinook spawning 

habitat within th• Reach is protected. K. Dell and R, S , Kindley , 

Y•rnita Bar Monitoring Annual Report. 1983-1985 ; c. Carlson and M. 

Dell, Vernita Bar Monitoring Annual Report, 1985-1991. The data 

from the Vernita Bar Monitoring Studies reveals the following 

protection levels for salmon redds at Vernita Bar . 

Exhibit "l" , 

1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1918-89 
19119-!!0 
1990-91 
1991-92 

1983-91 
1988-91 

Percant Impacted 

0.40 
0.12 
0.07 
0,05 
0 . 04 
0.14 
0.05 
0.02 
0,17 

Percant Impacted 

0.12 
0.10 

Although the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement will remain in 

affec t thr ough the year 2005, t he DEIS fails to contain a 

discussion of this Agreement under any of the alternatives. 

Additionally, the DEIS does not indicate why further studies 

or measures are necessary nor does it address the volume and timing 

of flows. Those same agencies and tribes having an interest in 

protecting and enhancing fish life within the Hanford Reach are 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 12 
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The final EIS includes a discussion of the Vernita Bar Agreement in 
Ch. 111, Affected Environment, Land Use and Fisheries Regulation. 
Benefits and limitations of th i s ag reement are also discussed. 

See 27-4. The USFWS does not anticipate conducting instream flow 
studies or securing water rights as a result of National Refuge/Wild 
and Scenic River designations. The text has been revised to address 
this con1Tient. Please refer to Ch. 11, Alternatives , Fisheries 
Management. 
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parties to the Vernita Bar Agreement and have studied instream flow 

needs !or over ten ( 10) years. If state and federal agencies 

believe that additional conservation measures are necessary, § § 

lO(a) and lO(j) of the Federal Power Act and/or the Vernita Bar 

Agreenent provide mechanisms for resolution of such issues. 

To summarize the colnJTlents made in this section, the DEIS is 

deficient because it fails to address "'hether existing laws, 

agreements, policies and programs are inadequate or sufficient to 

achieve the objectives of P.L. 100-605. such an analysis should be 

included so that decisionmakers, the public and elected officials 

will have a basis !or selecting, among equally effective 

alternatives, the one with the minimum cost. This process is 

already called for under the Northwest Power Act and NEPA. 

2. conaress Never Intended that the Means to 
Protect the Hanford Reach Kave the Potential 
to Il!\Pact the Qperations of the Coordinated 
Hvdroelectric Power svstem in the Pac ific 
Northwest . 

Congress never intended that the means to protect the Hanford 

Reach have the potential to impact the operations of the 

coordinated hydroelectric power system in the Pacific Northwest. 

This legislative intent is illustrated in the letter attached as 

Exhi bit "2" from Senator Daniel J. Evans in which he states: 

Regarding your specific concern for any 
possible impact this legislation may have on 
the region's hydroelectric resources, I don't 
believe this to be a problem. In the 
committee report, a copy of "'hich is enclosed, 
language was specifically included that 
states: 11 It is the Committee ' s expectation 
that the wild and scenic river study will not 
a! feet the Corps of the Engineer's 
normal opera t ions of the Pr i est Rapids and 

COMMENTS or GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 13 
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Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to Ch. III, 
Affected Environment. Public Law 100-605 mandated that alternatives 
address resource protection. A cost/benefit analysis is not 
specifically required. 
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McNary Dams." The understanding of the 
protection this legislation affords. is to 
Protect the status quo, and that ooerations 
currently in existence will not be affected. 
(Emphasis added) 

Clearly there was no intention that the initial study result 

in a recoll\l1lendation that could affect existing operations of dams 

on the Columbia River or that could atrect water rights for 

exist i ng operations . Pages of the Congressional record focus only 

on the intent to stop the Army Corp of Engineers' plans for 

development of the Ben Franklin Dam, and later, the proposal to 

dredge a channel for barge traffic up to Wenatchee, Washinton. 

However, the DEIS ambiguously suggests that th·e USFWS should 

have authority to secure water rights that could affect river 

operations. Accordingly, the DEIS should be revised i n order to 

accurately reflect tha legislative intent that existing operations 

and water rights will not be affected. 

3 . Ib• usrws' control over the Columbia River 
will subordinate significant Power Resources 
contrary to the Intent or the Northwest Power 
l,tl. 

Th• lack of any meaningful discussion in the DEIS of the 

hydroelectric power system and other uses of the Columbia River 

sends a clear message that the USFWS intends to exercise its 

authority under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to subord inate all 

uses except those relating to fish and wildlife. We are told that 

at least one member of the study task force has stated that the 

reason tor the USFWS' request for Congressional authority to study 

instream flows is "to gain control of the entire Columbia River 

Basin - Fish will coma first!" This threat, which is contrary to 

COMMENTS OP GRAN'.I' PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - l4 
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27-11. See 27-4 . 
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the intent of the Northwest Power Act which provides that power a nd 

conservation are given equa l weight, could be carried out under the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act . 

p rovides in relevant part: 

In this r egard, 16 USC § 12 78 (b) 

(b) Construction projects on rivers 
designated tor potential addition to syste• . 
The Federal Po wer Commission shall not license 
the construction of any dam , water conduit, 
reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line , or 
other project works under the Federal Power 
Act, as amended, o n or directly affecting any 
river which is listed in section 5, subsection 
(a), of th is Act (16 uses § 1276(a)J, a nd no 
department or agency of the United states 
shall assist by loan, grant , license, or 
otherwise in the construction of any water 
resources project that would have a direct and 
adverse effect on the values for which such 
river might be designated , as determined by 
the Secretary responsible f or its study or 
approval . . . 

Noth i ng conta ined i n the f oregoing sentence, 
however, shall preclude licensing of, or 
assistance to, deve lopments below or above the 
potential wild, scen i c or recreational river 
area or on any stream t ributary thereto which 
wil l not invade the area or d i minish the 
scenic, recreational , and fish and wildlife 
values present in the potential wild, scenic 
or recreational river area on the date of 
designation of a river for study as provi ded 
in sections of this Act (16 uses§ 1276). 

Because measures taken to protect the Hanford Reach cannot be 

implemented in isolation, the above authority would give the US FWS 

control over the ent i re coordinat@d power system under the guise ot 

its duty to manage the Hanford Reach. Such broad statutory 

authority should not be delegated to the USFWS orricials and 

employees who have such a narrowly defined set of obj ectives and 

expertise . 

COMMENTS OF GRA!'!T ·PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 15 
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If the propoa•d action is adopted, the USFWS will be the 

controlling agency of the nation's largest hydropower resource . 

The economic consequences from actions based on a narrowly defined 

river study could be devastating to the national, regional and 

local economies . The USFWS has no experience or any particular 

knowledge of the vastly complex hydropower system and i ts 

importance to the region and nation. Instead of giving a single 

federal agency supreme authority , existing laws allow the USFWS to 

pursue its interests through a negotiated process that requires 

consultation and coordination with other agencies such as the 

Council, BPA, Bur•au, Army Corps of Engineers, NMFS, Mid-Columbia 

PUDs and their long t•rm power purchasers, and various state 

agencies and Indian Tribes. If the lack of coordination and 

consultation shown to date is any indication, th• USFWS doesn't 

agree that a balanced approach called for under the Northwest Power 

Act should be followed even though there are other nationally and 

regionally significant interests at stake. 

4. The DEIS Do•sn•t Address Potential Impacts on 
various Regionally Signiticant Agreements. 
Policies and Programs Affecting the Hantord 

Contrary to CEQ guidelines, the EIS fails to discuss 

inconsistencies between the proposed action and existing state and 

federal laws, regulationa, ope":ating .:agreements , plans and policies 

affecting the Hanford Reach. 

provides: 

I I 

I I 

In this regard, 40 CFR § l506.2(d) 

COMMENTS OF ~RANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 16 
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The Proposed Action acknowledges existing laws, agreements, plans, and 
policies. There is no attempt to be inconsistent with or supersede 
what currently is in place. 
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To better integrate environmental impact 
statements into State or local planning 
processes, statements shall discuss any 
inconsistencies ot a proposed action with any 
approved State or local plan and laws (whether 
or not federally sanctioned) . Where an 
inconsistency exists, the statement should 
describe the extent to which the agency would 
reconcile its proposed action with the plan or 
law . 

Additionally, the DEIS fails to discuss potential conflicts 

with those laws, policies, plans and agreements which also affect 

the operation of the Columbia River~ of the Hanford Reach . 

Some of the agreements , plans and policies that could be affected 

by the proposed action include: Pacific Northwes~ Coordination 

Agreement; The Treaty Between the United States and Canada Relating 

to the Cooperative Development of Water Resources of the Columbia 

River; Flow Augmentat ion Agreement; Arrow Lakes Storage Agreement; 

Mica Storage Agreement; BPA Power Sales Contract; Canadian Treaty 

storage Agreement; BPA Special Storage Agreement; Non- Treaty 

Storage Agreement; Hid-Columbia Hourly Coordination Agreement; 

Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement; Canadian Storage Power Exchange 

Agreement; Canadian Entitlement Allocation Agreements; and other 

agreements providing for fish mitigation, irrigation and flood 

control. 

Several other agreements concerning resource planning, 

acquisition and conservation could also be impacted. Some ot those 

agreements, plans and policies are: BPA 1992 Resource Program; BPA 

Transmission System Facilities 10 Year Development Plan; Pacific 

Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan; the Bureau of 

Reclamation's EIS _concerning Continued Development of the Columbia 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 17 
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River Basin Project ; 1 99 2 Washington State Energy strategy; 

Washington State Hydropowe r Development/ Resource Pro t ect i on Plan 

(drart 1992); the Counc i l's Columb i a River Basin Fi sh and Wildl i fe 

Program and Phase II and Phase III Amendments ; and the Counci l ' s 

Resource Plan. The DEIS s hould address potential i ncons istencie s 

between the proposed act i on with these agreements, plans a nd 

policies under each alternat i v e . This informat i on i s also 

necessary for decisionmakers and elected officials to meaning fu ll y 

evaluate the select i on of one alternative over the othe r s 

presented. 

5. l:h!I QE:I:. Fails to !;;2ota i o ii, Quantitativ e 
A:Ui!:~smen:t 12: Img~~t:i un!.lei:: i:;acb AU1:i::oatl.v11 
1ocl1ull.og a gu;i,ntitative Assessm~D:t Qf 
E!cQDQ!lis;: ~ad. I1:cboic11l ~QD§ide;ra:ti2D~ Uodi~:C 
HllA.,_ 

The National Environmental Policy Act , 42 USC § 4332, requires 

that an environmental impact statement contain a quantitat i v e 

assessment of i11pacts under each alternative, inc ludi ng 

and technical considerations. 42 u s e § 43 )2 provides i n 

part: 

The Congress authori zes and directs that, to 
the fullest extent possible: (l) the policies, 
regulations , and public laws of the United 
States shall be interpreted and administered 
in accordance with the policies set forth i n 
this chapter, and ( 2) all agencies of the 
Federal Government shall - .. • 

(B) identify and develop methods and 
procedures, in consultation with the Counc i l 
on Environmental Qual i ty established by 
• ubchapter II or this chapter, which will 
insure that pi;:es1:otly uoauaotified 
environmental amenities and values mav be 
aiveo aPProoriate consideration in 
decisioomakina along with economic• and 
technical coosideratii;ios . (Emphasis added) 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 18 
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See 27-12. 

Thi s i s a s tudy level EIS developed in response to Cong ressional 
direction. Analys is to facilitate this level of deci s ion-making has 
been provided. 
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The DEIS contains a clearly inadequate evaluation of probable 

impacts arising from instream flow regulations. The inadequacy is 

due in part to the fact that th• DEIS tails to state in clear and 

unambiguous language what is intended. For example, the proposed 

action calls tor studying instream flow needs for various purposes: 

Instream flow needs for salmon, critical 
habitats, and rare plant and animal species 
will be studied in order to determine flow 
requirements. The USFWS would pursue the 
securing or suf!icient water tor these 
resources . As a result, future water riahts 
would possibly require that instream tlow 
needs tor these resources are met, Existing 
water rights would not be affected. and flow 
fluctuations based on the exercise of these 
water rights would continue. The consequences 
of these fluctuations will be evaluated in 
instream flow studies . (Emphasis added. See 
Comparative summary or Impacts Chart following 
page 49 of the DEIS). . 

The above language appears to protect Grant PUD's right to 

continue its current operations at Priest Rapids Dam. 

existing water rights would not be affected, and flow fluctuations 

based on the exercise of these water rights would continue . " 

However, the DEIS goes on to state that: ". • . The consequences of 

these fluctuations will be evaluated in instream flow studies." 

Why do existing water rights and flow fluctuations need to be 

studied, if no additional water rights are intended to be acquired 

at the expense of existing water rights? 

language is conflicting and unclear. 

The intent of this 

Apart from the ambiguities previously referred to, the 

drafters ot the DEIS concede that sign ificant impacts to Grant PUD 
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and the region's hydropower system will occur from a Wild and 

Sceni c River designat i on : 

Many of the important resources of the Hanford 
Reach are dependent on the flow regime of the 
river, and changes in the operations of 
upstream and downstream dams could have 
significant impacts to the area . Th is i ssue 
is addressed i n several of the a lternat i ves 
through the establishment of water r i ght s to 
maintain inst ream flow requ i rements f or 
signifi cant resources. Should one of these 
alternatives be implemented, instream flow 
water rights may influence the operating 
regimes of all new projects and, through 
relicensing of nonfederal dams and reviews of 
federal dams, the operations of existing dams 
which have a significant impact on the Hanford 
Reach . (DEIS at p. 15) . 

The above language suggests that Grant PUD's existing water 

rights may be altered at the time of relicens i ng o f our dams to 

secure additional water r i ghts tor s i gniticant resources . This 

provision appears to be i n conflict with other statements i n the 

DEIS which guarantee existing water rights. If the final EIS 

includes a discussion of flow studies , flow reg i mes or the 

acquisition of water rights, the EIS should at least be consistent, 

state in clearest possible terms what is intended, describe the 

nature of the water right includi ng the quantity and timi ng of 

f l ows and, most of all , ident i f y and evalua t e the i mp acts to Gr ant 

PUD and the region's hydropower system from the proposed act i on . 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 
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A. The NPS may not legally deter 
consideration of impacts from instream 
flow issues to the SOR process because; 
r11 the EIS must contain a discussion of 
these impacts or incorporate a separate 
EIS which does; 121 the SOR process is 
incomplete; and CJ I the soR does not 
address ways to distinguish how to 
operate the river with a Wild and scenic 
desiaoation at the Hantord Reach. 

The DEIS improperly deters numerous uncertainties aris i ng from 

various !low regimes to the System Operation Review (SOR) process 

as follows: 

Given the complexity of the framework of laws, 
regulations, and vested rights under which 
these dams operate, a thorough analvsis of 
revisions to oroiect ooerations is beyond the 
scope of this study . This analysis is the 
subject of the Columbia River System Operation 
Review, a multi-year study by the Bonnevil l e 
Power Administration, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the Army Corps of Engineers 
to review project operations (Emphasis added, 
DEIS at p. 15) . 

This deference is clearly erroneous tor several reasons . 

First, the DEIS tails to contain an analysis of quantitative 

impacts of both economic and technical considerations contrary to 

42 USC§ 4332 (8). Additionally, the SOR process is more than 24 

months away trom final completion and a DEIS has not even been 

prepared to date. Further, it is clearly erroneous for the 

drafters of this EIS to rely on the SOR to evaluate the various 

flow regimes the USFWS might require when the SOR process contains 

no alternative which would allow ~ays to distinguish how to operate 

the river system with a Wild and Scenic River designation at 

Hanford Reach . 
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As a practical matter, the SOR cannot begin to address a Wild 

and Scenic River designation at the Hanford Reach until the amount 

and timing of !lows are known. Until then, there is simply no way 

to model river operations within the SOR process or assess economic 

and technical impacts on river operations, power supply, power 

marketing, long-term resource planning, acquisition 

conservat i on polici es . 

a. Depending on the timing and magnitude, an 
alternative tlow regime could have 
~,here from a minimal to an 
extraordinarily significant impact on the 
environment, 

and 

Depending on the timing and magnitude, an alternative flow 

regime in the Hanford Reach could have anywhere from a minimal to 

an extraordinarily significant impact on the environment. Even a 

seemingly modest restriction on daily peak flows could hav e far 

reaching implications on the coordinated system as a whole in 

meeting electrical demand. The development of replacement 

resources would not only be extraordinarily expensive, but pose 

additional threats to the environment . A comprehensive and 

rigorous analysis of these impacts must be conducted before 

decisiorunakers can meaningfully evaluate the various alternatives 

presented. 

The potential environmental impacts from additional flow 

requirements on the regional economy, local economies , flood 

control , irrigation, navigation, f i sh migration, fish and wildlife 

habitat, recreation, and water supply and quality should also be 

fully evaluated in the DEIS. 
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Given the potentially significant environmental i mpac ts of 

instream flow requirements, elec ted officials, dec i s i onmakers and 

the public have a~ and a legal right to know the cost of s u ch 

requirements . The NPS i s asking agency dacis i onma kers, elec ted 

officials and the public, to balance the assumed benefit of 

additional instream flow requirements for resourc es in the Hanford 

Reach, with the potentially s i gnificant economic and soc ial c os t s 

such requirements imply. Only with specific flow informa t ion and 

a rigorous analysis of the potential environmental impact s , costs , 

and biological benefits, can elected officials or the public be 

expected to make a r@asonably informed decision between 

alternatives which include potential flow requirements and those 

that do not. 

A public policy decision of this magni tude should not, and 

cannot, be left after the fact to a select group of non- elected 

federal otricials and employees at the USFWS whose interests and 

legislative mandate are limited and so narrowly defined. Before a 

final EIS is issued, the NPS must identify, quantify and compare 

all of the potentially significant environmental impacts, costs and 

benefits resulting from additional instream flow requirements the 

USFWS might require. 

C. The DEIS Fails to Cont~in Adequate 
Infoaation to support the Preferred 
Alternative over others Presented for 
Consideration. 

A comparative assessment of impacts of each of the 

alternatives considered is the heart of the environmental impact 
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statement. In this regard, 40 CFR § 1502.14 provides in relevant 

part : 

This section is the heart of the environmental 
impact statement. Based on the information 
and analysis presented in the sections on the 
Affected Environment (§ 1502.15) and the 
Environmental Consequences (§ 1502.16), it 
should present the environmental impacts of 
the proposal and the alternat i ves in 
comparative form, thus sharply defining the 
issues and providing a clear basis for choice 
a11ong options by the decisionmaker and the 
public. In this section agencies shall: 

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for 
alternatives which were eliminated from 
detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons 
for their having been eliminated. 

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail including the 
proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate 
their comparative merits. 

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not 
within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

(d) Include the alternative of no action. 
(e) Identify the agency's preferred 

alternative or alternatives , if one or more 
exists, in the draft statement and identify 
such alternative in the final statement 
unless another law prohibits the expression of 
such a preference. 

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures 
not already included in the proposed action or 
alternatives. (Underscoring added). 

In describing the purpose of an EIS, the Council on 

Environmental Quality emphasized the important role of the EIS as 

a vehicle to inform ". • decisionmakers and the public of the 

reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse 

impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment . • 40 CFR 

1500 . 2. An environmental impact statement is more than a 

disclosure document . It is to be used by Federal officials in 
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conjunction with other relevant material to plan actions and make 

good decisions. 40 CFR §1500.1-3. 

In Stop H-3 Asso, v, Dole, 740 F.2d 1442 (9th Cir. 1984) the 

court found that a 11 rule of reason" should apply when reviewing 

agency actions under NEPA. The court determined that an EIS must: 

(1) contain a reasonably thorough discussion or significant aspects 

of probable environmental consequences: and (2) whether statements 

fonned, content and preparation foster both informed decision

making and infonned public participation. 

The DEIS fails this test by not providing sufficient 

information for elected officials and the public to make a 

reasonably informed decision among the available alternat ives. The 

proposed action, and two other alternatives in the DEIS, call for 

studying i nstream flow requirements and securing, if necessary, 

additional water rights to protect the significant resources of the 

Hanford Reach . The remaining two alternatives are silent with 

regard to studying instream flow requirements or acquiring 

additional water rights . The proposal to regulate i nstream flow 

requirements is by far the most significant distinguishing 

characteristic between these groups of alternatives. However, 

there is no scientific basis that justif ies further flow studies or 

the imposition of flow regimes. 

The DEIS contains five alternatives for the future management 

of the Hanford Reach: National Wildlife Refuge/Wild and Scenic 

River, No Action , Prohibit i on on Dams and Dredging, National 

Conservation Area, and National River. In the words of the NPS , 
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•• The alternatives provide a range of options tor legislative 

designation tor preservation and protection, and a no action 

alternative providing no additional protection than what currently 

exists." 

As previously discussed, the "No Action" alternative fails to 

contain a discussion of the current protection of the Hantord 

Reach. In fact, the discussion and analysis of the "No Action• 

alternative is deficient because it incorrectiy assumes that no 

protection exists. At a minimum, accurate information must b e 

contained in the EIS in order for decisionmakers to make an 

intormed decision . 

D. The DEIS Fails to Address Indirect and 
cumulative Impacts rrom The Proposed 
Ac.t...i.=... 

In addition to providing a rigorous comparative analysis ot 

the proposed action and alternatives, CEQ Regulation§ 150 2 . 16 

requires that an EIS include a discussion of: (a) direct effects 

and their significance; and (b) indirect effects and their 

signiticance. The tenn "effects" is defined in 40 CFR § 1508 . 8 as 

follows: 

Etfects and impacts as used in these 
regulations are synonymous. Effects includes 
ecological (such as the effects on natural 
resources and on the components, structures, 
and functioning of affected acosyste~s), 
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, 
social, or health, whether direct, indirect, 
or cumulative. Effects may also include those 
resulting from actions which may have both 
beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on 
balance the agency believes that the effect 
will be beneficial. 
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40 CFR § 1508 . 7 defines a cumulative impact as: 

. the impact on the· enviro nment which 
results frol!I the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present , and 
reasonably foreseeable future action 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non
Federal) or person undertakes such actions . 
Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually 111inor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period 
of t i me . " 

Federal case precedent indicates that failure to properly 

address cumulative i111pacrs in an EIS shows non-compl ianc e with 

NEPA. Natural Resources Defense council v . Hodel . 865 F.2d 288 

co.c. cir. 1900) ; Thomas y. Peterson. 753 F.2d 754 (1985). 

The DEIS states that a study will be conducted to examine the 

appropriate !low needs for the natural resources in the Hanford 

Reach. The DEIS also states that Grant PUD's existing water rights 

would be unaffected , but future generating capacity at Pri est 

Rapids Dam and other upstream hydroelectric projects would be 

contingent upon meeting the future established flows . These 

statements are the entire analysis of the possible impacts to the 

operation of the Priest Rapids Dam and upstream hydroelectric 

projects. 

Th• "analysis" ot cumulative impacts to Priest Rapids dam 

operations and those at upstream federal and non-federal projects 

falls far short of the requirements of 40 CFR § § 1502 .14. and 

1502.16. These requirements call for a rigorous comparative 

analysis of alternatives, and evaluations of direct and indirect 

effects. For exa111ple, the DEIS notes that several other federal 
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actions are occurr i ng that would potentially impact the natural 

resources in the Hanford Reach and the river users. The DEIS ,, 
tails, however, to address allot the potential federal actions, or 

t o adequately address the actions it mentions. 

studies are worthy of discussion. 

A few of those 

For exanple, the DEIS fails to mention the current Bureau of 

Reclamation (Bureau) action of expanding the Colwnbia Basin 

Project. The Bureau proposes to withdraw 200 thousand acre feet 

(KAF) of irrigation water and mitigate this withdrawal by 

supplementing spring flows in the mainstem Colwnbia River with an 

additional 1.4 million acre teet (MAF) of water. This water would 

be used during the period from May to June , wi th possible use in 

July . Since the Bureau's proposed action will impact the flows 

through the Hanford Reach, it may have a detrimental or beneficial 

impact to the Hanford Reach fall Chinook population depending on 

when the water is used. 

Additionally, the Bureau, the Corps of Engineers , and the BPA 

are conducting the system Operation Review (SOR) EIS process. The 

product of this review will be a new system operation strategy . 

This strategy may change the entire operation of the Columbia River 

and Snake River systems . River flows through the Hanford Reach 

wil l be impacted, which wil l impact the fall Ch i nook population . 

Moreover, the NMFS Recovery Team and the Council are 

developing flow augmentation measures to help the downstream 

migration of the salmon stocks identified by the ESA biological 

opinions as threatened or endangered. The majority ESA stocks 
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require additional flow augmentation during the spring months. The 

Hanford fall Chinook need special flow operations during the fall, 

winter and early spring. The potential flow measures for ESA 

stock, therefore, could detri11entally conflict with the fall 

Chinook flow needs. The NHFS and council flow measures also 

directly i mpact the operations of the mid-Col\lll\bia River 

hydroelectric projects , and indirectly impact the flows through the 

Hanford Reach. 

Finally, the NHFS Recovery Team is strongly considering the 

Snake River and the lower Colu11bia River as critical habitat for 

the Snake River ESA salmon stocks . Such a designation may cause 

new flow regimes in the mid-Columbia River to augment flows in the 

lower Columbia River. Again, the Hanford Reach flow regime and 

fall Chinook will be impacted. The DEIS should address these and 

other cUll\ulative impacts and indirect effects arising from the 

proposed action . 

E. Ille ll~l:i [Ai.ls t2 Consj,de[ tlle LQng-I~:c:m 
lm~A~t~ QD B~~ou~ce fl~DDing. acguisitiQD 
iJD~ ~an:u::l'..Ys1ti2n. 

The DEIS is deficient because it fails to assess long term 

impacts on resource planning, acquisition and conservation programs 

and polici es. In this regard, 42 use § 4332(C) provides: 

(C) include in every recommendat i on or report 
on proposals for legislation and other major 
Federal actions significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment , a detailed 
statement by the responsible official on -

(i) the env i ronmental impact of the proposed 
action. 

COMMENTS OF GRANT PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 29 

27-23. 

27-24. 

Responses 

See 27-4. 

Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to Ch. IV, 
Environmental Consequences, Proposed Action. In addition, the 
proposal no longer contains a provision to control instream flows . 



LETTER 27 Comments 

(ii) any adverse environmental effects which 
cannot be avoided should the proposal be 
implemented. 
(iii) alternatives to the proposed action. 

( iv) the relationship between local short
term uses of man's environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity, and 

(v) any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be 
involved in the proposed action should it be 
implemented. 

NEPA imposes an obligation on the NPS to address regional 

impacts in the EIS from the proposed action on policies concernl ng 

long-term resource planning, 
acquisition and conservation. 

Forelaws on Board y. Johnson, 74J F.2d 677 (9th cir .. 1984); ~ 

Astoria oregon v Hodel, 595 F.2d 467 (9th cir. 1979). 

The imposition of flow regimes which impact operations will 

likely impact the operation of the coordinated system, r•quire 

acquisition of costly and environmentally damaging resources, 

affect local and regional economies, affect BPA's rate schedules, 

and cause implementation of other more costly policies and programs 

to meet electrical demand. 

Impacts on long-term energy plans must also be considered. 

Some of these plans include: BPA's 1992 Resource Program, Northwest 

Conservation and Electric Power Plan ( 1991); Washington State 

Energy Strategy (Draft 1992); the Council's Resource Plan; 

Washington State Hydropower Development Plan/Resource Protection 

Plan (draft, January 1992). To su111111arize, significant long-tan, 

impacts on resource planning, acquisition and conservation must be 

quantified under each alternative and compared in the EIS. 
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6 . consultation with Federal and state Agenc i e s i s 
Requ i red B@fare Issu i ng a Fi na l EIS Pursuant to 40 
CFR § 150J, 

The CEQ regulations requ i re consultation with affe cted federal 

and state agencies and Indi an tribes. 

relevant part: 

40 CFR § 150 ) provides i n 

(a) After preparing a draft environmental 
impact statement and before prepar i ng a f i nal 
envi r onmental i mpac t statement the agency 
sha l l : 

Federa l 
law or 

to any 

( 1) Obtain the comments of any 
agency which has jurisdiction by 
speci al expertise with respect 
envirorunental impact involved or 
authorized to develop and 
envirollJl\ental standards . 

which i s 
enforce 

(2) Request the comments o f : 
( i) Appropriate State and l oca l 

agencies which are authorized to develop and 
enforce environmental standards: 

(ii) Indi an tribes, when t he effects 
may be on a reservation ; and 

( i ii) Any agency which has requested 
that it receive statements on actions of the 
kind proposed. 

In order to comply with the foregoing regulation , the NPS must 

consult wi th the council, Bureau, BPA, Army carps or Engineers , 

FERC, NMFS, the Mid-Columbia PUOs and their long-term power 

purchasers, and any other affected federal, state or local 

agencies, Many of these agencies were not on the mail i ng list of 

the DEIS , 

Consultation with the NMFS under§ 7 of the Endangered Species 

Act (16 USC § 15J6(a) (2)) i s critically important because flow 

regimes authorized to be conducted under the preferred alternative 

could impact Snake River salmon ESA stocks. Consultation with the 

Council is also required because the s,ime flow regulations m,iy 
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contlict with tlow regulations approved by the Council under§ 300 

of the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program and other programs 

designed to provide fish passage benefits. Consultation with FERC , 

BPA and Mid-Columbia PUDs and their power purchasers is required 

because alternative flow regimes may conflict with the FERC 

approved Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement . 

7. The DEIS Lacks an Adequate Basis for concluding 
That the Columbia River is Eligible t 0 r Inclusion 
into the National Wild and scenic Rivers system. 

Grant PUD also questions the •tree flowing" criterion used to 

determine the eligibility of the Columbia River for addit i on to the 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. 

states: 

At page 203, the DEIS 

Free-Flowing criteria: under the Wild and 
Scenic River Act (P,L. 90-542, as amended), 
the term free-flowing is defied as "existing 
or flowing in natural condition without 
impoundlllent, diversion, straightening, rip
rapping, or other modification of the 
waterway.• (section 15(b)) Through its 
actions in designating rivers, Congress has 
shown that the definition allows tor prior 
impoundments and diversions upstream and 
downstream of the designated segment, even if 
they result in modifications of the natural 
flow regime in the reach being considered. 

While the flow wi thin the Hanford Reach is 
aodified by Priest Rapids Dam and other 
upstream facilities, the river is without 
impoundments, substantial diversions, and 
straightening within the study segment. The 
Hanford Reach is therefore found to be free
flowing under the definitions of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act . 

The Columbia River is p~obably the most highly developed and 

regulated river in the United States . The drafters of the DEIS 

adlllit that flows on the Columbia River ( including the Hanford 
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Reach) are choreographed through several complex agreements and 

projects. (DEIS at p. 57). 

In addition to the development of 19 major hydroelectric and 

storage projects upstream from the Reach , within the Hanford Reach 

itself, shorelines contain numerous intakes and outfalls from old 

and existing nuclear reactors and related plants constructed for 

production of plutonium and power generation. These plants have 

existed since 1945 and many are visible from the shoreline. 

The extent and nature o! contamination and planned cleanup 

activities at the Hanford site is also a factor that should be 

considered. In 1989, the Department o! Energy (DOE); United States 

Environ11ental Protection Agency (US EPA) and Wash i ngton State 

Department of Ecology (Washington state DOE) entered into a long 

term cooperative agreement tor cleaning up the Hanford site. (Tri

Party Agreement). The purpose of this agreement is to identify and 

clean up the hazardous nuclear waste contamination which exists at 

the s ite. Cleanup of these hazardous wastes is expected to 

continue over the next JO years . Once contamination has been 

i dentified and quantified, the cleanup activities could i nvolve 

numerous actions including but not limited to, removal of soil, 

punping and treating ground water , in-situ vitrification, and/ or 

capping o f contaminated areas. S~ch actions would resemble a major 

construction project immediately adjacent to and within the study 

area (DEIS at pp. 17-18). Much of this information was not 

available at the time P.L. 100-605 was passed in November, 1988 and 

is noticeably absent in the DEIS. 
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However, numerous technical studies have been undertaken to 

identify and quantify the risk of contamination since 1988. 

Investigative newspaper articles have also been written which 

express concern about the risks o! contamination and other public 

health concerns. Additional studies should be performed to 

identify the risks of human exposure to these contaminants if the 

Hanford Reach is to be opened to the public as a Wild and Scen ic 

Recreational river. The ext ent of contami nation and e xposure risks 

should be quantified and evaluated in the DEIS . Absent su ch 

inforniation and analysis , the Department of Interior has simply 

ignored its duty to the public. 

Due to the highly regulated flaws, contamination and planned 

cleanup activities and extensive development of the Columbia River, 

we question the rinding that Hanford Reach is eligible 

in r. lusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. 

DEIS doesn't contain an adequate d iscussion of tha basis for 

finding . 

1. 

It cites only congressional intent. 

IV. TECHNICAL COMMENTS 

Impacts on the coordinated Hydroelectric Power 
system in the Pacific Northwest Must be Taken Into 
consideration in the Evaluation or Each 
l,lternatiYe . 

for 

The 

th i s 

The USFWS desires to subordinate p6wer issues on the Columbia 

River under the authority of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act , 16 USC 

§ 1278 . However, the DEIS t'ails to identify and analyze these 

impacts and potential impacts arising !ram the subordination of the 

policies contained in the Northwest Power Act . The comments in 

this section identify many areas of likely impact and raise serious 
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questions about the need to balance energy and natural resource 

policies. 

The Columbia River System hosts one ot the most sophisticated 

and complex hydroelectric sy~ ~ems in the world. This unique system 

produces approximately 60\ of the electric power consumed in the 

Region. This Region includes the states of Oregon, Washington , 

Idaho, and portions at Montana, Wyoming , Utah, Nevada, and 

California. 

current river operations on the Columbia River take into 

account diverse interests and a broad spectrum of agencies and 

river users. This requirement demands an integrated approach to 

planning and operations among the various user groups. 

The coordinated Columbia River· system includes over 90 dams 

which are princ ipally operated under three separate but related 

arrangements; the Pacif i c Northwest Coord ination Agreement, the 

Treaty between the United states and Canada Relating to the 

Cooperative Development of Water Resources of the Columbia River 

Basin, and Federal flood control statutes, among others . 

The coordinated operation of these projects is important not 

only for eff i cient power production, but also allows the system to 

efficiently accommodate its other responsibil ities including flood 

control, irrigati on, navigation, fish migration, conservation of 

fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, water supply and water 

quality . 

The mid and upper Columbia portions of the system, located 

upstream from the Han fo rd Reach, i nclude nineteen major federal, 
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non-rederal, and Canadian dams, including Grant PUD's Priest Rapids 

and Wanapum dams. Collectively, these 19 dams account for the 

majority or the storage capability on the coordinated system. The 

power operations and/ or water releases or these dams are 

coordinated with over 70 other dams or the coordinated system 

located throughout the Region. 

Grant PUD's Priest Rapids Dam is located approx imately one 

mile north of the Hanford Reach study area, with Wanapum another 16 

river miles upstream . These dams are operated under a single 

Federal Energy Regulatory commission License No. 2114 . 

Unlike the large federal and Canadian dams :ocated further up 

stream, Grant PUO's Priest Rapids and Wanapwn Dams are considered 

"run-at-the-river" dams because of their limited stora.ga 

capability . For the most part, flows at Grant PUD' s dams are 

detet'lllined by the water releases of the larger upstream dams. 

Depending on the timing and magnitude, an alternative flow regime 

on the Hanrord Reach would not only directly impact power· 

production and water releases at the Priest Rap i ds dam, but also 

likely afrect power production and water releases at the dams 

located upstream, or possibly across the coordinated system as a 

whole . The DEIS rails to quantitatively assess and discuss these 

impacts under each of the alternatives. 

Operations of the dams in the coordinated system are artected 

by or affect the following agreements: Pacific Northwest 

Coordination Agreement; the Treaty between the United States and 

Canada Relating to the Cooperative Development of Water Resources 
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of the Columbia River Basin; Flow Augmentation Agreement; Arrow 

lakes Storage Agreement; Mica Storage Agreement ; BPA Power Sales 

contracts; Canadian Treaty Storage Agreement ; BPA Special storage 

Agreement ; Non-Treaty Storage Agreement ; Hid-Columbia Hourly 

Coordination Agreement; Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement ; Canadian 

Storage Power Exchange Agreement; Canadian Entitlement Allocation 

Agreements; and other agreements providing for fish mitigation, 

irrigation, and flood control. The DEIS must identify and eva luate 

probable impacts on these agreements before seeking Congressional 

legislation for the proposed action . 

2. The Hydrology, Biodiversity, and Rare and 
Endangered Species within the Hanford Reach Exist 
by Virtue of Regulated flows of the Hydroelectric 
POTJer svstem . 
A. Hvdroloav. Flows from the pre-dam Columbia River 

v aried greatly, depending upon the season ot the year. Average 

spring and summer flows bolstered by snow melt would typically 

reach 350 to 400 thousand cubic feet per second (cfs), while 

average fall and winter flows would often drop into the 20 to 30 

thousand cfs range. We have attached a s Exhibit "3", a table 

s howing average monthly Columbia River flows at Priest Rapids Dam 

from 1918 through 1991. These wide seasonal fluctuations in 

Columbia River flows, for the most part,--woul d not allow vegetation 

to establish on the shorelines. The effect of frequent spring 

flood waters is evident from pre-dam aerial photographs wh i ch show 

shorelines stripped bare of all but cobble and debris. We have 

attached as Exhibit "4" a photocopy of a photograph showing the 

relatively barren landscape compared to a present day standards . 
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This general condition ot the shorelines continued through the 

early period of dam construction on the mid and upper Columbia 

River and was not appreciably changed until the early 1970 1 s, with 

the completion of the large storage projects in Brit . sh Columbia, 

Canada . These projects allowed for much greater regulation of the 

Columbia River and a significant increase in the stability of 

flows. Average seasonal flows now commonly range from 190 thousand 

cfs in spring/ summer to about 90 thousand cfs in fall / winter . 

Exhibit "5" contains graphs which compare monthly weighted average 

flows before and after completion of upstream storage reservoirs in 

Canada. This change in stability of !lows has allowed riparian 

vegetation to establish not only in the Rantord Reach , but also 

along the shorelines of the mid-Columbia projects (Priest Rap i ds, 

Wanapum, Rock Island, Rocky Reach, and Wells) . 

B. Biodiversity . Because of wide seasonal flow 

fluctuations within the Hanford Reach during the pre-dam era, 

biodl.versity was signiticantly less than present day standards. 

The present rich biodiversity of the Hanford Reach is directly 

related to past and present river operations implemented by many 

federal, state and local agencies. Based on our experience at 

Priest Rapids and Wanapum reservoirs, we would expect the riverine 

habitat ot shorelines and riparian habitat along the banks to 

flourish successionally because of the controlled water level flows 

experienced in the Hanford Reach. 

c . Rare and Endangered species. The DEIS states that 

there are rare, endangered and sensitive species in the Hanford 
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Reach. The DEIS fails, however, to adequately evaluate whether the 

present operations of the hydroelectric power system have harmed or 

enhanced these species. The District has observed an increase in 

the abundance at riverine and riparian vegetat i on, and wildlife 

species as a result of the regulated flows through the Hanford 

Reach. The DEIS should provide and discuss available research 

infonnation on the effects of flows on these species. 

For example, the Persistantsepal yellowcress (~ 

colurnbiae) is a candidate plant species for listing by the Federal 

government and is listed by tha State of Washington as endangered. 

This plant is found in tha wetted perimeter, mud to mud/ cobble 

substrate, in areas of gradual slope at the lower margin of 

shoreline plant growth. This plant species tolerates water levels 

that fluctuate on II daily basis, as evidenced by its persistence in 

the Hanford R'"ach. Th'" DEIS should discuss current information 

which addresses the beneficial or detrimental effects of regulated 

flows on this species and other rare or endangered species before 

seeking authority to effect flows and project operations. 

contrary to the DEIS at page 79, the Pygmy Rabbit is not k.nown 

to currently live within th'" Hanford Reach riv .. r corridor and has 

a specific habitat requirement that might well limit its expansion 

into the area, i . e . large undisturbed tracts of native shrub-steppe 

habitat with large overstories of sagebrush. Accordingly, 

infor111ation r'"lied on by the drafters of the DEIS is outdat .. d and 

inaccurata. 
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Many of the endangered, threatened, and sensitive species are 

presently at the limit of their range, e.g., the White pelican, 

Striped whipsnake, and Black-crowned night heron. 11'. major 

environmental factors remain unchanged, it is unlikely that 

significant population increases will occur in these species with 

or without 1'.ull protection !or the Reach. 

Because ol'. limited access to the Reach, the biodiversity and 

endangered plant and animal species are likely to be fully 

protected under the simple "Prohibition on Dams and Dredging" 

alternatives. The recreational 11.anagamant programs recommended 

under the Wild and Scenic River designation, however, are likely to 

increase recreational use, and adversely impact some ol'. the rare 

and endangered plant and animal species sensitive to disturbance. 

The NPS and USFWS should include statistical infon11ation which 

shows the volume of public use in areas after they have been 

designated a Wild and Scenic River or similar designation . With 

this information, environmental impacts from public use arising 

from the proposed action can be quantified and evaluated. 

currently, the DEIS is deficient because it fails to include this 

information and analysis . 

3. The DEIS Fails to Assess the ESA Activities Being 
Conducted by the NMFS Recovery Team and the 
council. 

The DEIS states that recent Endangered Species Act listings of 

Snake River salmon could impact the flow regime through the Hanford 

Reach . (DEIS at p . 16), Recent rulemaking by the Council and 

litigation concerning the NMFS' biological opinions could also 
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result in fish passage programs that may alter present !low regimes 

through the Hanford Reach. The failure to adequately address these 

activities in the DEIS has resulted in an erroneous analysis c f the 

alternatives presented. A short sull\lllary of recent ESA activities 

highlights the importance of these actions. 

The NMFS has appointed a Recovery Team to study and develop a 

recovery program for threatened and endangered salmon stocks in the 

Snake River. The recovery program will contain measures that are 

designed to enhance the migration of the ESA stocks through the 

lower Columbia River. These measures may alter flows through the 

mid-Collllllbia River and tha Hanford Reach. 

Also, in the Phase II and Phase III amendments to the 

Council's Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council adopted flow 

measures of the mid-Columbia River to aid the migration of the 

Snake River salmon through the lower Columbia River. Environmental 

groups have challenged the adequacy of the Biological Opinion and 

the current measures to protect the ESA stocks proposed by the 

Council . Northwest Resource Information center, Inc. INRIC) v. 

HHrS., U.S. o.c. w.o. Wash. NO. C92-ll56M; NRIC v. Pacific Northwest 

El ectric Power and conservation Planning council. 4th cir. ct.App. 

No. 92-70190. Grant PUD and others have also moved to intervene in 

two lawsuits seeking additional protection for ESA stocks. 

Northwest Environmental Defense Fund v. BPA. U.S. 9th cir . Ct. App. 

No . 90-70547; NRIC v. Pacific Northwest . Electric Power and 

conservation Planning council. u . s. 9th cir. ct . App. No. 92-70190 . 

Decisions from these actions could result in measures that affect 
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the current flow regulation in the mid-Columbia River in order to 

protect Snake River ESA stocks in the lower Columbia River. 

The NMFS Recovery Team, Council, utilities and other state and 

federal agencies have extens ively studied ways to enhance fish 

passage. Additional studies are only redundant. Further, flow 

measures unilaterally required by the USFWS could- conflict with 

those already proposed for recovery of Snake River ESA stocks and 

undennine the coordinated system's ability to meet the existing 

obligations of the Vernita Bar Agreement, Flow Augmentati on 

Agreement or the Council's Water Budget policy. (See Council's 

Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, §JOO) . Moreover, 

the DEIS is deficient because it fails to assess and discuss 

impacts of ESA recovery proposals for ESA stocks located~ 

the Hanford Reach under any of the alternatives presented. 

4. The Vernita Bar settlement Agreement Protects 99t 
of the Fall Chinook Salmon Habitat Within the 
Hanford Reach -

The Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement protects 99\ of the fall 

Chinook salmon habitat within the Hanford Reach . However, the 

Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement is mentioned only once at page 58 

of the DEIS . Because the DEIS fails to contain an analysis of the 

scope ot protection provided to fall Chinook salmon at Vernita Bar , 

the DEIS inaccurately overstates the potential impacts under the 

"No Action" or "Prohibition on Dams and Dredg i ng• alternatives. We 

have included a brief discussion and history of the Vernita Bar 

settlement Agreement below. 
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The Vernita Bar is located about 4 miles below Priest Rapids 

Dam and is the first major natural spawning site of •upriver 

br i ght" fall Chinook salmon in the Hanford Reach. About one third 

of the redds (salmon nests) counted annually in aerial surveys are 

located on or near Vernita Bar. 

The Agreement arose because of circumstances that occurred 

between April 9-11 , 1976. At that time the Washington PUblic Power 

Supply System (WPPSS) requested a low flow of 36 kcfs over 24 hours 

ta test water intake structures at three nuclear power plant 

projects at Hanford. Flow levels scheduled for 36 kcfs for 24 

hours extended to 32 hours due to lack of flow from upstream 

hydroelectric projects to refill both Priest Rapids and Wanapum 

reservoirs. WPPSS arranged these law flaws with the u. s . Army 

Corps of Engineers (COE) and the BPA. The Washington Department of 

Fisheries (WDF) allowed the low flow test to be conducted. 

Personnel from WDF, NMFS, United Engineering (UE), and Battel l e 

Northwest Labs (BNWL) provided on-site monitoring . WPPSS was 

subsequently blamed for the resulting fish kill and provided 

compensation at Priest Rapids fish hatchery of 834,000 swim-up fry 

annually for tour years (1979-1982). 

In September , 1976, WDF petitioned FERC under the Federal 

Power Act to request the parties conduct joint flaw studies to 

increase the license minimum from 36 kcfs to 70 kcfs during the 

tall Chinook spawning and incubation period. From 1979 through 

1982, studies were conducted under FERC jurisdiction. These 

comprehensive studies included distribution of redds on Vernita Bar 

COMMENTS OF GRA~T PUD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 43 

Responses 



LETTER 27 Comments 

by aerial photos, fixed wing and helicoptar redd counts and SCUBA 

surveys. Other studies involved intergravel conditions at all life 

stages for temperature, oxygen, gravel composition and 

permeability. Eggs and embryos were tested at different bar 

elevations. Test plots were scarified and an artificial channel 

was constructed at China Bar to test enhancement. Significant 

nwnbers of Priest Rapids hatchery fish, identified by coded wire 

tag recoveries, were found to be spawning on Vernita Bar and 

elsewhere in the Hanford Reach. 

A separate FERC order regarding the 1983-1984 flow regime was 

set up under Docket No. E. 9569 on October lJ, l98J·. The Vernita 

Bar Settlement Agreement 1984-1985 for the period October 15, 1984 

- April JO, 1985 was approved by FERC order on August 21, 1984. 

This Agreement was extended for successive one year periods through 

April, 1988. 

The long-term Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement (years 1988-

2005) was approved by FERC Order dated December 9, 1988 

(Agreement). The Agreement establishes obligations and procedures 

tor the protection of fall Chinook salmon at Vernita Bar as part of 

Grant PUDs' FERC license. Parties to tha Agreamant include the 

three Kid-Columbia PUDs (Grant, Chelan, and Douglas), Bonneville 

Power Administration, National Karine Fisheries Service, Washington 

Department of Fisheries, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation, 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the 

Colville Confederated Tribes. 
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The biological effectiveness of the Vernita Bar Agreement is 

lllonitored by a team of diverse interest groups composed of the 

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Coruoission (CRITFC), Washington 

Department of Fisheries (WDF) and Grant POD fisheries biologists. 

This team annually conducts ground redd counts to determine the 

initiation and end of spawning and to set critical flow levels for 

incubation and emergence of fall Chinook on Vernita Bar . These 

flow levels are provided and coordinated by parties to the Vernita 

Bar Settlement Agreement of 1988 . over 99t of the fall Chinook 

spawning habitat is protected within the Hanford Reach under this 

Agreement. See H. Dell and R. S. Kindley, Vernita Bar Monitoring 

Annual Report. 1983-1985; c . Carlson and H. Dell, Vernita Bar 

Monitoring Annual Report, 1985-1991. 

According to the terms of the Agreement, 11 perfornance of the 

requirements of the Agreement constitute acceptable protection of 

the fall Chinook salmon at Vernita Bar , taking into account both 

hydro power and fishery needs." (Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement, 

§ 6, p . 6). Accordingly, the parties who have historically had an 

interest in the mid-Columbia have already agreed to the levels of 

protection and enhancement of the important fishery resource within 

the Hanford Reach. If the US FWS or the NPS believes that 

additional protection is necessary beyond that which all of the 

interested groups have accepted, then those interests, including 

supporting biological data, should be clearly and conspicuously 

stated in the DEIS. 
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Additionally, the level of protection required under the 

Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement i s achieved through a special 

operating agreement between the Mid-Columbia PUDs and BPA. The 

Hid-Columbia Hourly Coordination Agreement prov ides for reverse 

load factoring at Priest Rapids Dam, controlled storage and release 

transactions and power exchanges between the Hid-Columbia PUDs and 

BPA . The requirements of the Vernita Bar Agreement could not be 

met without hourly coordination because Grant PUD simply does not 

have sufficient storage capacity to regulate flows by itself . 

The DEIS is inadequate because it fails to discuss the impacts 

on tha Verni ta Bar Settlement Agreement or the Hourly Coordination 

Agreement . The DEIS also tails to recognize that the federal and 

state fishery agencies, affected Indian tribes, BPA and federal and 

non-federal river operators, all acknowledge that the current flow 

program stipulated in the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement provides 

adequate protection of the Hanford Reach fall Chinook. 

It is simply unnecessary to grant the USFWS the authority to 

subordinate the current balance between power and natural resource 

protection policies to any flow regime the USFWS may desire . In 

this regard, the DEIS calls for additional !low studies and river 

manageJ11ent by the USFWS, NPS or BLM for the protection of fall 

Chinook are redundant with the current Vernita Bar Settlement 

Agreement, the SOR EIS process, and ESA activities. These proposed 

measures in the DEIS exhibit both naivety and arrogance by the 

drafters of the DEIS by proposing that the USFWS, NPS or BLM, which 

have no research or river operations experience with Hanford Reach, 
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can manage the Hanford Reach flows and river operations better than 

the participants to the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement . 

Therefore, the DEIS is inadequate because it f ai ls to adequately 

assess the exist ing river management program under the Vernita Bar 

Settlement Agreement. 

s. cultural Resources Are current l y Protected under 
Existing Arrangements and could be Adversely 
Impacted Under the Preferred Alternative. 

Grant PUD is committed to the protection of cultural resources 

within project lands and, to the extent it is able, prov ides 

assistance to the Wanapum people in protecting and preserving their 

native heritage. This special relationship between Grant PUD and 

the Wanapum people has existed for more than 35 years. 

The Wanapum Indians and Grant PUD's Cultural Resource 

Supervisor have expressed concern over the impact increased land 

use and flow regimes may have on disturbance to Indian graves, 

artifacts, home sites, and traditional root digging, fishing and 

religious sites. Each of these sites is an important part of the 

Wanapwt Indians' sense of place and connection to the land. 

Within the Hanford Reach, there are eight archaeological 

districts listed in the National Register of Historic Places and 

three listed in the Washington State Register. Many other areas 

may contain significant cultural resources yet remain unevaluated . 

The DEIS, however, fails to state whether there are any impacts to 

these areas under current flow regimes nor does the DEIS identify 

impacts to these areas under different flow regimes that may be 
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imposed by the USFWS. We believe the Hanford Reach DEIS is 

deficient in this regard. 

Although interference with archaeological sites is illegal 

under various state and federal laws, the designation of a Wild and 

Scenic River is also likely to result in increased land use, 

including off-road vehicl• use by hobbyists and recreational 

enthusiasts visiting the Reach. Such increased use will naturally 

result in increased disturbance of archaeological and cultural 

sites of concern to the Indian people. 

The likelihood of future damage to archaeological and cultural 

sites was substantially increased by the disclosure of precise 

archaeological site locations in the DEIS contrary to explicit 

statutory prohibitions. (See DEIS at pp. 26, 33, 37, 41, and 47) . 

Further, detailed information of site descriptions revealed in the 

DEIS is enough to educate an inept amateur relic hunter or grave 

robber in the basic skills of identifying a site or a grave. (DEIS 

at pp. 82-83) . Such disclosures could result in increased 

disturbance and looting. References to specific archaeological 

site locations should be deleted from the EIS and impacts to 

archaeological and cultural resources should be fully evaluated 

particularly in light of the disclosures made in the DEIS . 

currently, such impacts are not discussed. 

Rastricted public access to the Hanford Reach is important to 

the Wanapum people, and therefore, to Grant PUD. For Indian 

people, past and present, the White Bluffs and surrounding area 

represent some of the most intrinsic of all cultural resources . 
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This area is sacred ground to the Wanapums - it is whera their 

ancestors lived, dreamed, died and are now buried. Historically, 

the Wanapwns were essentially a "Priest Tribe" a nd their religious 

and vision quest s i tes are just as much a cultural resource as a 

pit-house depression. The physical attributes of the land alone 

portray the myths and oral traditions of the Wanapum people that 

define their collective memories. It is simply inaccurate to state 

that any p~rtion o! the White Blu ffs or surrounding area is not a 

cultural resource. Accord i ngly, off-road vehicle use is the most 

intrusive type of damage possible to this area and is likely to 

destroy the land's cultural significance. 

As a further example, the proposal in the DEIS to improve the 

boat launch and increase access to the river is contrary to well 

known and vigorous opposit i on by the Wanapum and Yakima Indians. 

The development of trails and enhancing existing uses s imply opens 

the Wanapum' s "church" to the public to be hiked upon and disturbed 

without any sensitive and meaningful controls. 

Moreover , the DEIS incorrectly states that "Legal mandates to 

protect cultural resources would not apply to private lands, 

allowing uses which could be detrimental to cultural resources . " 

This statement is just not true. Washington State law prohibits 

any disturbance of a cairn or grave of a native Indian on~ 

as well as public land . RCW 27 . 44 et seq . Addi t iona Uy, 

excavation of any archaeolog ica l site is prohibited, ev" n on land 

owned by a private citizen. without a permit from the Director of 
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Community Development. RCW 27. 53.060. Enforcement of these and 

other laws is sufficient to preserve these resources . 

Because incr2ased land use will naturally occur from the 

establishment and recognition that the Hanford Reach is either a 

nationally significant recreat i on, conservation or river area , the 

"No Action" or "Prohibition on Dams and Dredging" alternatives pose 

the least risk of harm to archaeological and cultural resources as 

long as access is controlled. The long-tenn extension of cur rent 

policies restricting access combined with existing state management 

and enforcement programs will protect these resources with minimal 

cost to the public. 

On the other hand, a Wild and Scenic River designation is 

likely to result in greater public access and disturbance to 

cultural resources. It just doesn't make any sense to say it is 

necessary to spend millions or dollars of public funds to 

establish, maintain and manage a "recreational river" under the 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and then prohibit -access because it is 

necessary tor protection or cultural and archaeological resources_ 

6. The Analysis of the "No Action" Alternative is 
Flawed Because It Incorrectly Assumes That a Dam 
yill be Built Within the Hanford Reach . 

In discussing the "No Action'' alternative, the NPS "assumes 0 

that a dam might be constructed that would inundate buildings and 

nuclear waste burial grounds which are on the National Priority 

List for cleanup. This assumption is wholly without merit because 

current legal, economic, social, and env i ronmental constraints 
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prohibit further water resource project development within the 

Hanford Reach. 

In fact, the Anny Corps of Engineers' own study report on the 

Impacts !ram the Ben Franklin Dam (September, 1981) concludes: 

[N]o further study efforts of the Ben Franklin 
damsite be pursued by the Corps of Engineers 
until a clear mandate is provided by the State 
of Washington, the United States Congress, and 
the Administration that environmental 
tradeoffs in favor o! power development with 
mitigation are potentially acceptable. 

Since 1981, efforts by state, federal and regional agencies 

have established the Hanford Reach as a 11 Protected Area,. 

prohibiting dam construction. Although current ESA activities and 

Hanford site contamination and cleanup activities also render 

future development impossible, the DEIS ignores these prohibitions 

in order to justify a result desired by the USFWS. The analysis of 

the "No Action" alternative is !lawed because there is no realistic 

basis for making the assumption that a dam would be built if no 

action is taken. 

7. The failure to comprehend the Nature and Extent of 
contamination as Well as the scope of the DOE' s 
Cleanup Activities Required at the Hanford Site. 
Renders the DEIS Analysis Flawed to the Extent That 
it Provides No Meaningful Information for 
Oecisionmakers, the PUblic or congress to Make an 
Informed Decision. 

our concerns over the inadequacy of this DEIS are based, in 

part, on a recent Federal Register notice of intent to prepare an 

EIS to assess the potential consequences of various alternatives 

!or conducting a remedial action program (HRAEIS). 57 Fed. Reg. 

37959 (August 21, 1992). The notice provides that various NPL 

COMMENTS OF GRANT P.UD TO HANFORD REACH DEIS - 51 

27-44. 

Responses 

The basis is that a dam legally could be built, with no assumption as 
to the likelihood of that occuring. 



LETTER 27 Comments 

27-45 

sites were designated by the U. S . EPA for cleanup under the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act 

(CERCLA), 42 USC § 9601 et seq ., as amended, and the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended. These sites have 

been named 100, 200, JOO and 1100 Area sites, respectively. As 

stated in the notice, operations at the Hanford nuclear sites have 

generated a variety of hazardous, low-level and high-level 

radioactive, TRU and mixed wastes. The DEIS will also address 

proposed remedial action and the implementation of corrective 

measures at 78 different waste sites. The DEIS will evaluate 

several different alternatives, . including a combination of 

engineering and treatment options in order to cleanup the sites. 

The DEIS is inadequate because it fails to specifically address the 

nature and extent of contamination within the study area as well as 

the impacts from the various remedial actions to be considered in 

the HRAEIS. 

There are several other Hanford related EIS processes that 

have yet to reach completion which will have an impact on the 

Hanford Reach. These include the Hanford Defense Waste EIS 

(HDWEIS), the Programmatic EIS for Restoration and Waste Management 

(EM-PEIS) and the Programmat ic EIS for Reconf i guration of the 

Nuclear Weapons Complex (NWC-PEIS). Until a record of decision i s 

issued on these and other related EIS processes and the final 

action known, the public , decisionmakers and elected officials are 

unable to meaningfully evaluate the appropriateness of the 
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selection of the preferred alternative aver the other alternat ives 

presented . 

However , it is claimed in the DEIS that a n adv isory project 

review process by the USFWS woul d reduc e impac ts to signi f icant 

resources from these activities. (DEIS at p . 17). In fact , there 

is neither substantial evidence nor any analysis to support the 

notion that such an advisory review would result in any mitigat i on 

whatsoever. Moreover , we are not aware of any advisory rev i e w 

process being conS i dered as a component of any current DOE EIS 

process. 

If a remedial action plan is adopted which involves full 

removal and t r eatment, the wor k wi l l resemb l e a major c onstruction 

project within and immediately adjacent to the study area. One 

hundred (100) year access restr i ctions are also be i ng cons i dered in 

certain areas . Ac cess restrictions at the Hanford site will render 

the Wild and Scenic River area unnecessary because public access to 

large sections of the Hanford Reach will be prohibited . 

Numerous newspapers articles and scientific studies have been 

written wh i ch ident i fy the location, amount and type of waste 

contamination at the Hanford site and raise ser i ous questions about 

potential health risks to humans from exposure to contaminants . 

Because information concerni ng the nature and extent of 

contamination at the Hanford site is reasonably known only to a 

select few and is central to the analysis of alternatives, th i s 

information should be summarized and inc luded in the DEIS . Withou t 

this and other information concerning planned cleanup activ i ties, 
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decisionmakers and the public are unable to determine whether the 

human population could be safely exposed to these contaminants. 

8 . The DEIS' Discussion of Water Rights is Inadequate. 

Grant PUD has a surface water Certificate of Water Right ( IS3-

01612C) to continuously flow 192,500 cfs for power generation at 

Priest Rapids Dam. The DEIS is deficient because i t doesn't ~tate 

whether this water right will be impacted and how it may be 

impacted. The DEIS should state in clearest possible terms exactly 

what is intended in terms of water rights to be acquired, the costs 

of such water rights to the public, the t iming of flows, and the 

volume of water to be dedicated for non-power uses. 

The DEIS should also address whether the acquisition of water 

rights for "significant resou·rces" would be consistent or 

inconsistent vith current flows, current protection levels achieved 

under the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement, current programs for 

protection of ESA stocks on the Snake River, and the numerous 

operating agreements affecting the Columbia River. 

9. Impacts on Grant PUP Project Lands and Facilities 
are Not Discussed and Analyzed. 

The boundaries of the study area are not clearly defined in 

the DEIS. They are stated to begin at river mile 396, 

approximately one mile south or Priest "Rapids Dam, and include a 

quarter mile on either side of the River. A map which clearly 

shows the boundaries relative to existing section lines, topography 

and other locations known to the public would help all concerned to 

evaluate the potential impacts arising from a Wild and Scenic 

River. 
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See 1-1 and 1-3. 

The final EIS clarifies the issue of study area boundaries, see 12-1. 
Lateral boundaries would be established during development of river 
management plan and cannot exceed an average of 1/4 mile on either 
side of the river. 
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We have enclosed a copy of a map of Grant PUD's project lands 

and facilities within the study area as Exhibit "6", which shows 

that Grant PUD's project lands extend into the s tudy area for one 

mile to approximately river mile J95 and include one-quarter mile 

of project lands on the east side of the Columbia River. Also 

included within . the study area are primary transmission lines 

leading from Priest Rapids Dam to BPA's Midway substation which 

cross the river at river mile 390. In some areas, the transmission 

lines may or may not be within the study area depending on where 

the boundaries of the study area are located . A more accurate 

description of the study area would aid in e valuating the impacts 

a Wild and Scenic River designation would have on Grant PUD's 

project lands and facilities. 

Land use restrictions present a problem because of the need 

to patrol , maintain, repair and replace the electrical transmission 

lines which are part of Grant PUD's licensed facilities. Access 

roads are also necessary for these activities. The DEIS should-

state how the proposed action and land use controls would affect 

these necessary activities. we are concerned that the inability to 

perfonn routine maintenance and rebuilding work could result in 

emergency s ituations involving the loss of power to the cit ies of 

Seattle and Tacoma and other long term power purchasers. 

Grant PUD also pays for operation of a USGS' gauging station 

pursuant to Article 6 of the District's FERC license and a river 

cableway crossing at approximate river mile J95. Access to these 

facilities and operation and maintenance may be r estricted by the 
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The boundary for the study area was specified in the Public Law 
100-605, and i s restated in Ch. I, Purpose and Need, in the final EIS. 
Lateral boundaries were not specified in the study authorizing 
legislation and will be specified in the designating legislation. See 
1- 2. 

See 1-2. 
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proposed classification. The DEIS should clearly address probable 

impacts to Grant PUD's project lands and facilities arising from a 

Wild and Scenic River designation . 

As previously discussed, it appears that the proposed action 

could have a potentially adverse affect on the operations of the 

Priest Rapids Project and other FERC licensed projects upstream of 

the Hanford Reach (Rock Island, Rocky Reach and Wells Dam). Fred 

E . Springer, Director of Hydropower Licensing, has commented on the 

FERC's concerns that operational changes required by the US FWS 

might impede the FERC's ability to regulate these projects, 

including authorizing future improvements . Moreover, the FERC has 

expressed concern that the DEIS fails to analyze the impacts on 

power generation and reservoir levels for these projects . Any 

changes in project operation could require a formal license 

amendment. The DEIS should discuss how the various alternatives 

might i mpact the various licensees' rights and responsibilities 

under their licenses to operate and maintain such project works and 

property and how they would impact the FERC's authority to require 

the licensees to take actions regarding project works and property 

within the study area. 

Grant PUD has also adopted a Comprehensive Long-Terrn Land Use 

Plan which includes lands owned and operated by Grant PUD. Under 

this Land Use Plan, the primary goal for management of project 

lands within the study area is stated to be: "Minimize Degradation 

of Natural Resources". Given the existing land use controls and 

license provisions for the protection of the river corridor, the 
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drafters of the DEIS should evaluate whether any probable benefit 

will be achieved from a Wild and Scenic River designation at the 

Hanford Reach which includes project lands and f aci lities owned and 

operated by Grant PUD under FERC License No. 2114. 

To the extent that the study area includes Priest Rapids 

project lands and facilities, Grant PUD believes that current 

management of project lands and facilities along the river corridor 

makes the proposed additional overlay of federal regulation 

unnecessary and an unwise dupl ication of resources. Accordingly, 

Grant PUD's project lands and facilities must be excluded from the 

study area. 

10. Other Scecific Technical comments. 

Alternative C, a simple prohibition on dams and dredging, 

achieves largely the same result as the proposed action with 

regards to fish, wildlife, and habitat values. Fall Chinook salmo· 

receive the same protection under both alternatives. Present day, 

regulated river conditions actually provide greater flows during 

spawning than were present during historic, pre-dam, natural 

conditions. The proposed action has the potential to reduce these 

benefits depending on the results of flow studies that would be 

conducted . 

The majority of the bibliography references which appear to 

contain studies or inventories of habitat, ecology, and wildl ife of 

the Hanford Reach are dated from 1975 - 1980. The notable 

exceptions besides Vernita Bar reports by Grant PUD are the NEPA 

Characterizations (1988, 1990) (DEIS at pp . 186-194). Based on our 
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Grant County PUD lands are located upstream of several significant 
salmon spawning areas. Since fall chinook salmon were identified as a 
critical resource of the Hanford Reach, protecting valuable habitat 
located downstream of Grant County PUD is significant to maintaining 
populations. 
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review, we bel i ev e that much of the b i olog ical infoOllation referred 

to in th" DEIS is outdat"d and inaccurate. The DEIS should contain 

current inventories of habitat, wildlife and ecology in order to 

evaluate · current trends in vegetation and species abundance and 

distribution . Additionally, we note that no references a~e dated 

prior to hydro development . Such informat ion may well show that 

the rate of species decline has not changed with hydro development 

and that abundance and distribution of ma~y species has increased 

with river regulation . 

Control of flows is suggested to reduce or prevent sloughing 

of the White Bluffs. Others have suggested this· is causP.d by 

excess irrigation runoff from lands managed by the Washington 

Department of Wildlife (WOW) and USFWS. If the cause of sloughing 

is unknown, further studies should be conducted to detenTline the 

cause . Costly flow regimes may have no impact whatsoever on the 

White Bluffs . 

Much higher flows are being requested to speed up juvenile 

salmonid migrations and these options are being studied under the 

SOR process. To provide these higher spring flows, reservoirs may 

have to be drawn down, thereby affect i ng riparian habitat in 

another reach of the Columbia River. These studies should be 

completed before a final decision is made . 

The DEIS fails to adequately define what is meant by "secure 

sufficient water rights for fisheries." (DEIS at p. 24). Also, the 

DEIS fails to adequately state a need to study flows for fish 

passage referred to at page 24 of the DEIS. 
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Text has been revised to enhance, correct , and update the biological 
information where available. In addition, see 13-4 . 

See 27-9. 
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How does the Columbia River Fisheries Management Plan goals 

affect the selection of the alternatives or the selection of the 

preferred alternative? We don't believe it is a basis for 

selecting the preferred al ternative over the others presented. 

Rather, the Plan should be emphasized under Alternatives Band c, 

the "No Action 11 

alternatives. 

and nprohibition on Dams and Dredging" 

The DEIS provides estimates of thca value of fall Chinook 

salmon taken in commercial fishing {$17 million, NMFS 1989, DEIS at 

p . 64), but no estimate is provided for the value of lost power 

generation through the coordinated power system. Similar 

criticisms apply to the DEIS' discussion of impacts on farming and 

agriculture. The DEIS shoul d quantify and evaluate economic 

impacts in a consistent manner. 

The source of the information disclosed in the chart on page 

58 or the DEIS is unknown . The intonnation shown on the chart and 

in paragraph 2 or page 58 also appears to be incorrect. 

Additionally, further explanation of the mean i ng of the word 

"avera.ge 11 as used on p . 58 is required. Is it based on 10, 20, 50 

or 100 year averages? such additional definition would be helpful 

for decisionmakers' and the public's understanding. 

Moreover, information which compares average flow fluctuations 

based on pre-dam flow studies {pre-1973) and those between 1973 -

1991, would also be useful to decisionmakers' evaluation of the 

various alternatives. This information is attached as Exhibit "3 11
• 
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This chart has been deleted from the final EIS. 
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In-river overfishing and uncontrolled offshore harvest a l s o 

i mpact adult fish returns in the Hanford Reach . Improve d 

management of these activities should be considered as well in 

order to enhance salmon runs in the Columbia Riv er. 

Other alternatives should be discussed in the DEIS . some of 

these include : National Reserve , Primitive Area , Research Natura l 

Area, National Preserve and a Special Information Area. These 

areas aren't likely to result in increased publ ic access like a 

National Wild and Scenic area . Accordingly, acc ess controls could 

be implemented consistent with the designation. 

The DEIS is deficient because it contains no analysis of any 

measures to mitigate the various impacts identified. 

The DEIS is deficient because it fails to identify the 

recreational carrying capacity of the study area. This informat i on 

would seem to be important because of the classification of the 

Hanford Reach as a "Recreational" river. The proposed removal of 

exotic trees could be detrimental to certain bird species that use 

these trees for nesting sites . e.g. Great blue heron. 

Moreover, there is no assessment of the projected short term 

and long term land management costs incurred as a result of the 

proposed Wi l d a nd Sc enic Riv er designat i on nor are such costs 

discussed under any alternative . For exampl e, the DEI S proposes to 

increase river patrols, establish hiking trai l s, and fencing of 

restricted Hanford Sites ; however, the costs of these actions and 

which federal agency will pay for the same , are not discusse d . A 

comparative cost analysis for eac h alternative should be d i s cussed . 
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27- 57. Adm i ni s trative des ignation, wh i ch is the bas i s for the type of 
management a reas mentioned, does not offer the permanency of 
legi s lative designation. 

27-58. The proposal is designed to protect natural and cultural resources. 
The adverse impacts are financial with possible s iting of new 
hydropower facilities and mineral development. Any such activity that 
would affect natural and cultural resources is prohibited, therefore, 
is not mitigable. Please refer to the "Unavoidable Impacts" section, 
following the Proposed Action in the Environmental Consequences 
chapter. 

27-59. The "recreational" class ification is based upon the level of 
development currently located along the river, as defined by the Wild 
and Scenic ·R-ivers Act. It gives no indication as to how an agency 
will manage a river with respect to recreation. 

27-60. Cos t s of improvements would be borne by the managing agency. They will 
be developed as part of any management plan for the area and will be 
unavailable unless and until the area is designated by Congress with 
management responsibilities assigned. 
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This analysis should also include any cost reductions arising from 

the deletion of project lands from the preferred alternative . 

V. PUBLIC POLICY COMMENTS 

The issues presented in the DEIS go far beyond the 

authorization provided under PL.100-605 and the analysis of ways to 

prohibit water resource development within the Hanford Reach, the 

concern which initially prompted the study in 1988. Because 

authorization is sought to regulate the flows of the Columbia 

River, the issues concern who should control the entire Columbia 

River itself and how the river should be regulated among the 

various user groups. The answers to these questions cannot be 

gleaned from the limited scope, analysis, and information in the 

DEIS. 

It is significant to note that Congress did not intend that 

the means considered for protection of the Hanford Reach have the 

potential to impact the coordinated power system which produces 

approximately 60% of the electricity consumed within the region . 

Numerous regional and local economics are dependent on this 

resource. The present framework of laws allows for negotiating a 

balance between various interest groups, giving equal weight to 

power and non-power uses . This consensus approach envisioned by 

Congress has worked well in the Pacific Northwest. However, a Wild 

and Scenic River designation would upset this balance by giving the 

USFWS virtual veto authority over nearly every action affecting the 

Columbia River. 
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Currently, numerous strategies are being modeled by BPA, the 

Bureau and Army Corps or Engineers to determine how the Columbia 

River should best be managed. This process is called the System 

Operation Review (SOR) process. The product or this comprehensive 

study will be a new planning and operating strategy for the entire 

Columbia River, taking into consideration both power and non-power 

uses. The federal agencies responsible for the DEIS have not 

coordinated with the federal agencies respons i ble for the SOR 

study. Nevertheless, the USFWS desires authority to impose its own 

flow regime for a small segment of the Columbia River even though 

it has no particular research or experience in river operations . 

Such authority could be counter productive to current measures 

being taken to protect endangered salmon stocks on the Snake River 

and - cor.flict with the preferred alternative selected in the SOR 

process. Additionally, it is possible that the requirements of the 

Vernita Bar Agreement could be adversely impacted by flow regimes 

required by the USFWS. 

The Columbia River resource should not be left to USFWS 

employees who have a narrowly defined set of objectives and 

expertise. Their narrow focus, exclusively on the values of the 

Hanford Reach, will n@cessarily upset th': balance establ i sh@d under 

the Northwest Power Act and other laws and could be counter 

productive to conservation measures b@ing taken elsewhere in the 

Colwnbia River Basin. 

Congress, decisionmak@rs, and the public should be informed of 

the realistic need and potential costs and other impacts before 
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such authority is considered further- A cost-benefit analysis is 

required for similar actions under the Northwest Power Act and NEPA 

and one should be included i n the EIS. The authority proposed to 

be delegated should not be used as a means to achieve, and thereby 

justify, an isolated objective when environmental, economic and 

social consequences could be staggering. 

Moreover , the analysis of the alternatives in the DEIS is 

flawed because it fails to consider current protection of the 

Hanford Reach, including but not limited to : river planning under 

§ lO(a) of the Federal Power Act, as amended by the Electric 

Consumers Protection Act of 1986; the Northwest Power Act; the 

Vernita Bar Agreement; and the council's Fish and Wildlife 

Programs. As a result of current conservation measures , the 

Hanford Reach is a "Protected Area" and no hydro development may 

take place within this area. A legislative prohibition which 

confirms the "Protected Area" designation will foreclose even the 

most remote possibility of any future water resource development 

proposal. 

The proposed designation of the Hanford Reach is an extremely 

important public policy decision. As with most such decisions , a 

balance must be struck between a variety of important and often 

competing interests. In striking this balance, elected officials, 

decisionmakers, affected agencies, and the public must have 

sufficient i nformation to make a reasonably informed decision a.tong 

the available alternatives. We hope that the information and 
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See 27-6. 

The Vernita Bar Agreement does not prohibit dams and water resource 
development projects, the most significant threat to the resources. 
In addition see 27-5 and 27-8. 
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comments presented here will be or assistance to those who will 

make the final decision . 

a:\hantord.com 
Attachments (Exhibits "1" through "6") 
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VI. EXHIBITS 

DESCRIPTION ~ 

SulUlllary of fall Chinook Salmon redd 
protection levels from 1983-1992 based 
on the Vernita Bar Monitoring Studies 

Letter from Senator Daniel J. Evans dated 
August 29, 1988 to Grant PUD Co111111issioner 
Harold Beckemeier 

Tables showing average monthly Columbia 
River flows at Priest Rapids from 1918 
through 1991; average flows before and 
after completion of upstream storage; and 
10 year weighted average flows from 1918 
through 1989 

Aerial photograph showing shorelines before 
construction of Priest Rapids and Wanapum 
Dams 

Graphs comparing monthly weighted average 
flows at Priest Rapids before and after 
construction of the large storage reservoirs 
in Canada in 1973 

Map of Grant PUD's project lands and facili
ties within the DEIS study area 

12 

13 

37, 59 

37 

38 

55 
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FALL CHINOOK SALMON REDDS AT RISK FROM FLOWS 
IN THE HANFORD REACH 1'1 

Percent 
~ Impacted 
1983-84 0.40 
1984-85 0.12 
1985-86 0.07 
1986-87 0.05 
1987-88 0.04 
1988-89 0.14 
1989-90 0.05 
1990-91 0.02 
1991-92 0.17 

Percent 
~ Impacted 

1983-91 0 . 12 

1988-91 0.10 

(1) Val•les are based on number of redds above the critical flo,1 
level on Vernita Bar and the estimated number of adult female fall 
chinook salmon spawning in the Hanford Reach (assumes one female 
per redd). 
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1amttd ~tatt5 ~mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

August 29, 1988 

llarold v. aecke11ier, Pruident 
Board of Coaaissioners 
Publlc Utility Dhttict No. 2 of Grant County 
P.a. Box 878 
Ephnta, \IA 98823 

Dear Harold : 

Thank you for your letter reg1rding legislatton I sponsored 
to study the Hanford Reach of the Colwu:bia River for 1nc:lusion in 
the National Wild and Sce:nic Rivers System.. 

Thi• pa•t spring, 1i1hen I chaired the Senate Energy and 
Natural Resources Com,aittee hearing on S. 1850, I \las ertremely 
encouraged by the broad range of support exhibited on this issue. 
Since that ticu the Seoate has acted quickly and favorably on 
this legislation. S. 1850 passed the Senate on June. 6, by unan
i•ou11 consent, and - hopeful that we will soon see favorable 
action in the House of Representatives. 

Regard1ng your specific concern for any possible impact thi, 
leg! slat ion • ight have on the region'• hydroelect.ric re•ource~, I 
don't believe thla to be & problet1. In the co-tttee report, a 
copy of vhich 1• enclo• ed, language "•• •peclfically included 
that states: ·1c it the Co-it tee' 1 expectat.ion that the wild 
and •c~nic river study will not dfoct •••••• the Corpe of 
Engineer' • nonaal operation• of the Priest Jtapids •nd HcNary 
D&11s. • The uodentanding of the protection thh legislation 
afford •, la to protect the st:1tu1 quo, and that operation• 
currently in exiatence will not be affected. 

As you are probably aware, there 1• strong ,upport in the 
delegation for thia leghlation and l anticipate that ve vill be 
• uccessful 1n enacting the lezielation thla year. Your couent, 
on thh issue are grutly appreciated. Should you have further 
concern• or question• re1arding thi• legi• latinn. plea• e do not 
heaitate to contact iay,eH ~r lleidi · Bigg• of •y staff. 

DJE:hbk 

tnclo1ure 

Si~ 

DANIEL J. !VANS 
United States Senator 

EXHI BIT 11 2 11 
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PRIEST RAPIDS DAM A V E RAGE M O N T HLY DI SC HAR GE 
{KCFS) 

YEAR 
YEAR mi ill !,!.!!! APR MAY ,!llli JUL AUG ~ OCT NOV DEC WTAVO 

1918 99.9 61.4 50.3 102.6 233.4 334.7 286.1 153.9 99.4 73.2 53.7 45.1 133.2 
1919 40.7 50.7 46.1 96.6, 22 1.3 335.2 261.3 154.0 92.3 49.7 36.4 28.1 11 7.8 
1920 27.5 31 .1 32.1 44.4 146.0 253.1 338.0 192.0 99.8 97.6 65.6 53.1 11 5.7 
1921 53.3 52.7 69.4 100.6 245.7 439.4 285.9 153.2 81 .9 56. 1 61.3 58.3 138.5 
1922 38.6 29.7 31.1 54.8 165.2 391 .1 244.8 136.4 97.9 61 .3 44 .9 31 .6 110.9 
1923 44 .1 30.2 31.9 79.0 208.5 374.6 286.8 147.7 99.9 53.8 37.8 33.0 11 9. 1 
1924 26.2 47.1 45.8 '7.5 208.0 251 .5 175.4 119.0 88.3 51.7 50.7 ,1.1 96.8 
1925 47.7 68.9 61 .7 130.1 28'-4 373.5 289.0 152.6 88.1 56.5 38.7 34.B 135.8 
1926 31 .9 33.9 38.2 67.6 178.5 152.6 151 .1 100.1 79.5 64.6 69.0 67.1 86.5 
1927 41!.3 44.6 49.5 66.9 198.6 405.8 329.3 171 .5 131.7 119.8 11 8.8 103. 1 149.2 
1928 72. 1 61 .2 65.7 102.0 303.5 395.9 28' .2 15S.4 85.7 57.8 47.0 37. 1 t :?9.4 

1929 30.1 25.3 28.2 40.2 122. 1 294.1 182.5 116.9 75.3 47.2 34.6 27.6 85.6 
1930 23.3 25.6 31 .5 76.6 173.0 239.1 206.4 130.5 82.9 48.2 35.6 29.5 92.2 
1931 25.1 26.5 33.1 57.6 171.8 233.5 173.2 110.6 82.8 48.0 37.1 30.6 85.8 
1932 32.4 29.0 61 .9 120.2 270.7 355.5 247.0 133.9 63.0 50.6 54.6 58.7 125 .3 
1933 47.2 35.4 40.7 71.1 202.5 430.0 367.4 11,., 97.7 71.0 99.4 108. 1 148.0 
1934 122.9 89.4 82.5 196.S 348.5 334.2 182.4 120.8 78.1 49.8 63.7 56.3 143.9 
1935 49.4 62.2 54.5 71 .7 192.7 352.1 272.5 153.B 85.7 52.1 38.0 31 .6 118.l 

1936 29.9 24.3 33.5 78.8 271 .5 319,0 173.8 108.9 70.3 .4 6 .1 32.3 26.8 101 .6 
1937 21 .7 20.9 26.5 46.8 143.0 269.7 202.5 112.6 72.2 ,1., 62.0 51.9 90.1 
1938 51 .3 40.5 54.6 104.7 237.7 362.9 243.2 105.7 75.9 59.5 42.0 35.6 118.1 
1939 36.4 32.9 37.4 90.1 240.6 244.0 193.0 113.0 71.5 52.0 56.7 50.6 10 1.7 
1!MO 39.3 40,2 53.7 106.8 164.4 248.0 170.3 98.5 79.2 59.1 5-4.2 40.1 96.3 
1941 40.0 39.5 52.2 86.4 151.5 152. t 91!.3 92.6 87.7 82.0 74.3 98.7 88.2 
1942 64.9 ss.o 50.5 82.1 160.0 272.4 225.3 125.3 71 .2 55.0 47.7 ,a. , 105.1 
1943 45. 1 44.7 43.2 151 .5 215.3 321 .4 300.1 142.5 69.6 56.1 50.9 ,. ·• .7 123.8 
1944 50. 1 45.0 42.5 37.2 99.1 212.3 130.2 98.9 69.0 61 .8 51 .7 '47.e: 78.9 
1945 45.5 43.8 « .7 50.2 170.5 309.2 195.2 99.2 67.5 47.5 -47.4 U.2 97.3 
1948 49.3 44.5 57.3 109.3 310.5 382.8 244.8 124.5 62.3 53.9 45.8 62.0 131.0 

=r- 1947 54.0 60.5 72.5 106.7 299.2 337.6 219.6 116.5 73.0 90.5 82.6 51!.9 131 .3 

f'.. 1948 61.4 59.7 54.1 76.2 286.2 590.2 248.5 1'5.7 91 .6 68. 1 5-4 .2 49.8 148.8 

a:> 1949 50.0 49.0 51 .9 111.7 309.4 293.1 152.3 97.8 66.1 52.1 52.8 60.5 112.5 

r;-..J 1950 60.0 61.8 71 .8 100.9 212.0 410.5 384.9 151 .5 87.1 68.8 78.0 79.3 147.7 

1951 87.5 100.6 85.5 128.2 317.2 338.7 288.6 141.1 n.4 79.9 69.2 67.7 146.7 • 1952 n .8 69.8 80.9 88.1 275.9 273.2 203.7 107.5 64.7 57.2 55.9 52.0 117.6 
a:l 1953 50.8 71.6 80.4 84.7 143, 1 330.7 246.5 120.7 68.1 75.7 69.2 62.5 118.8 
Oj 1954 68.2 62.8 72.5 66.5 246.6 386.8 351!.7 178.5 i 17.4 75.4 75.3 71.4 148.9 . 
('IC"'"} 1955 69.J 78.2 86.7 80.2 69.6 325.6 341 .6 149.0 83.8 69.1 78.5 69.4 126.S 

~ 1956 73.6 73,7 74 ,4 188.3 321.7 446.8 247.S 122.6 80.6 71.7 68.6 64.6 153.0 
1957 78.6 72.4 56.0 77.2 305. 1 318.7 156.0 96.4 64.9 63.7 61 .2 58.8 117.5 

t..n 1958 59.5 68.7 86.8 95.3 221.0 320.0 160.3 93.1 67.6 67.5 61 .6 67.2 114.0 

O",, 1959 78.S 84.4 99.3 123.0 239.4 375.5 298.7 134.5 117.8 117.7 108.5 92.7 155.9 

EXHIBIT "3" 
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PRIEST RAPIDS DAM AVERAGE MONTHLY DISCHARGE 
(KCFS) 

YEAR 

llaM! m! m. ~ !fl! ?,!Al ,Wti ,WI, &Q §Ii? Q!,I ttQll ~ ~ 

11160 n .3 75.1 68.9 163.2 193.8 Z7$.4 251 .2 122.1 74.2 81.6 88.5 58.0 124.8 
1981 63.3 90.0 92.8 103.3 2Z7.0 481 .1 1115.8 100.3 65.0 11.8 59.5 52.8 130.9 
11162 65.0 74.2 58.2 108.7 111.6 2SV.8 1112.0 122.5 58.0 65.4 70.1 80.0 112.9 
1913 83.1 8'.5 75.9 98.1 140.7 29.9 200.5 11>'.S 59.5 11.5 58.1 59.5 108.6 
11184 55.1 72.7 61.2 53.1 157.8 388.3 au 130.2 74.8 ea.a 70.9 69.5 128.2 

1965 71.0 101 .5 91.5 114.1 237.5 315.2 219.9 129.8 71.3 64.5 70.1 74.7 131 .4 
1988 88.2 81 .3 n .e 78.3 183.5 274.0 227.6 110.5 73.1 88.7 85.5 73.7 115.1 
19S7 75.7 78.3 90.0 90.7 139.5 432.5 2811.2 128.1 82.1 n.2 75.8 89.8 138.6 

1- 71.1 74.7 109.0 100.3 127.0 271.4 221.8 114.1 IUI n .1 71.8 92.1 120.4 
19119 104.8 119.7 108.8 118.1 232.5 234.1 187.1 101 .0 75.4 82.1 89.1 M.7 134.7 

1170 87.2 76.7 15.2 91 .8 129.8 181 .7 t2:U 100.7 74.5 7!.2 74.5 n.1 98.3 

1971 70.2 95.0 133.1 121.5 289.8 294.2 207.1 131.8 74.4 71.3 81 .0 911.8 137.9 

1172 12.1 105.0 152.4 158.0 238.9 388.8 Zll.4 152.8 .... 80.5 63.1 102.1 157.2 

1973 93.0 96.8 101 .2 99.1 79.1 87.4 1011.0 IOU 71.3 71.7 6U 18.1 89.8 

1974 142.2 147.2 115.3 145.8 195.9 260.8 213.1 138.8 104.1 95.4 95.7 97.4 145.9 

1975 105.1 111S.3 137.1 120.8 163.5 181.9 11L8 91.1 70.0 81.0 101.8 109.1 115.8 

1978 122.4 143.8 142.4 138.1 185.1 188.1 185.8 111.0 128.7 105.5 98.9 97.4 141 .8 

1977 113.3 97.7 17.1 69.5 95.7 71.1 71.1 71.0 80.0 68.4 82.9 81.8 84.5 

1971 101 .8 103.7 98.3 138.4 150.8 129.1 128.0 95.7 107.8 100.3 108.0 99.8 113.0 

111711 122.1 10L8 115.0 100.5 128.0 101 .1 It .I 11.1 78.2 81.2 100.1 94.5 99.0 

1180 109.4 99.8 85.4 71.5 133.1 170.5 114.8 113.0 70.9 72.~ 118.4 111S.4 102.9 

111111 154.7 133.8 108.9 97.7 147.7 247.7 1114.4 148.2 84.0 118.8 18.1 99.8 132.3 

11112 118.1 1211.0 200.0 164.1 190.4 20IS.1 101 .3 127.3 84.4 71.1 !111.5 90.5 140. 1 

1153 113.9 148.2 207.4 167.8 170.5 143.9 141.5 125.8 79.8 71 .7 11.6 117.9 131 .2 

11184 111.4 138.5 112.1 138.5 143.0 . 14L1 127.7 101.1 70.1 111.8 71.8 101 .4 112.2 

19115 147.6 145.5 112.0 98.4 137.3 108.1 79.0 55.7 68.2 89.0 114.1 127.3 107.2 

1188 83.4 117.5 122.8 148.8 136.0 138.2 118.2 17.1 72.I n .8 100.5 109.4 108.2 

1987 121S.5 97.9 82.0 96.2 153.2 117.3 117.0 87.0 81 .0 117.1 82.I 107.7 101 .4 

1- 11a.5 103.6 90.3 n.3 119.4 111 .0 85.2 82.3 89.8 86.8 103.6 131 .5 99.9 

1989 129.6 112.5 n.1 93.5 157.5 113.3 75.2 117.5 70.9 82.7 103.2 113.8 99.7 

1- 12:3.1 139.2 142.8 145.1 151 .1 222.3 153.8 115.4 75.2 81 .5 123.4 156.6 135.7 

1!191 155.3 149.7 172.0 178.5 187.8 193.8 164.0 139.7 87.0 94.8 101 .1 101 .6 143.8 

1992 115.5 91.4 

R,OWS BEfORE AND AFtEa COMPLETED llPs-nJIAM ffOJWJII 

~!!l!J!!§!l -1!U1, ,. __ 
76.8 86.7 92.5 113.5 189.8 312.6 219.5 11LI 76.4 71 .9 72.4 78.8~ 

v~ 1m- ,,n,, 
,...,_ 120.8 121 .3 120.9 120.5 148.7 153.0 128.7 107.4 82.5 84.7 95.9 108.0~ 

Yl;t,!§ I~ - ti9t, ,. __ 
102.8 107.2 109.3 117.7 165.4 217.8 165.6 112.1 80.1 79.5 86.3 96.2 c:::JE§] 

!1Qll;; UptitrNm 11:cng• COfflpletN 1972 (Mica 011111, .ta.,, ltontl nal lln.d und 1t1•. 

U9Cl8wafwa11.ct1~ 1ffl. PflJdlachaf'O• uadOct.1~ ·- · 
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PR I EST RAPID S DAM AVERAGE MONTHLY D I SCHARGE 

TEN YEAR AV E RAGES (KCFS) 

10 Yl;AR 
JAN ill MAR APR MAY JUN !Y!: M!..Q SEP OCT NOV DEC ~ 

YEARS 1918 - 1929. . ., --• .7 
. .. n1 209 8 333 5 2595 U 81 ., 3 ... , .. .,, 11g. 1 

YEARS 1930 - 19~~-

u o ,. 7 45.6 .,. 225.2 ]1• 0 2281 "'" 10 0 52 .2 " 1 
.. 0 112 3 

Y~ARS 194Q - 1949. ... 41 .2 52.l 920 2 18.8 ]1 1.11 ,us 11, .2 75 7 82 .4 56.2 55.• 111] 

YEARS 1950 - 1 !159. 

10.• 74 .2 79. 10]2 n1.2 352 7 '61 7 \29 S ... 7'7 12 e· ... 13'. 

YEARS 1960 - 1969. 

H .11 15.0 ll.2 110.4 Ill. I l l l .S :12 1 . 4 11 8 . 1 750 70 I 70 l 74.7 124 .4 

YEARS 1970 - 1979. 

10 411 109 .l 115.8 111 .2 183 3 115S 1413 117 I 11 0 IHI H .f iS.S 111 . ) 

YEARS 19~ - 1989. 

121 4 119.1 11 11.7 11 s e 10 9 , ... 121 .4 .. 3 , .. ., ' 9•.s 111 . I 1135 

YEARS 1990 - 1991. 

(...r, 
I 139 2 

"' 5 
157 .4 tt51.I IHI 4 2011 1519 127.8 II I "' 123 4 158.8 135.7 r,.._ 

O:> 
~ 

• Maximum and Minimum Monlhl:t Flow during 1918- 1989 . 

0.-:1 ~u • ,.,., Min • 20.9 
0:, 
(';t""} 
~ -t..r,. 
cr.... 
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EXHIBIT "6" 
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c:;.i 111. ,, ,..., . . · 
141'11 41'1Aii ·1L. 1,,''I' 
w• •- l• .. ,. c scoq .:•, ::. 

f>11/•li , C1i!i1_r Diurio .\'o. I of Cbel ,111 Co1111ty 
• ~ .. r- =: ._ .~ .:r:l ' , :,, ; ·J 

November 5, l 992 

Express Hajl 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
United States Department of Interior 
Nat i onal Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, IIA 98104-2887 

Dear Hs. Sycaore : 

Re: Co1111ents on H,mford Reach Draft River Conservation Study and 
Environ11enhl l11pact Statement. 

Public Utility District No . l of Chelan County Wash i ngton (Chelan PUD) submits 
the following coments on the Hanford Reach of the Colu11bia River, Draft River 
Consorvat1on Study and Environ111ental lffl(lact Statement, Jun• 1992 (DEIS) . In addit i on , 
Chelan PUD supports the c01111ents submitted by Public Utility District No. 2 of Grant 
County . 

Chelan PUD objects to the 'Proposed Action" selected by the National Park 
Service; National 1111d11fe Refuge with a 1111d and Scenic River Overlay . Such a 
designation is not necessary to assure that the natural resources of the Hanford Reach 
are protected . Fe~ the following reasons, Chehn PUO supports either the "No Act i on" 
or the "Proh i bition on Dams and Drodg i ng• alternatives. 

I. Exht1ng Laws and Assochted Activities Provide Protection for Hanford 
Reach Ffsh and Wjld) !fe. 

The draft DEIS inadequately assesses or fails to recognize and address 
existing laws and the signifiunt efforts currently unden,;ay that protect the natural 
resources in the Hanford Reach . Host significan t of these is the Vernita Bar 

Responses 

28· 1. See 27·8. 
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Ms. Kr1 sten Sycamore 
United States Department of Interior 
Novelllber 4, 1992 
Page 2. 

Settlement Agreeinent (198B-2005) ordered by the Federal Energy Reguhtory Connlss1on 
1n 1988 that establishes obligations for the protect ion of fall Chinook salmon, 
1nclud1ng spec1f1c flow levels. In add1t1on, the F1sh and W11dl1fe Program of the 
Northwest Power Planning Council Includes many measures that provide for protection 
and enhance111ent of Hanford Reach f1sh and wil dl I fe spec I es . Further , the Nat Iona 1 
Marine Fi sheries Service 1s currently developing a recovery plan for 1 isted salmon 
stocks In the Suke River . NHFS hu clearly indicated, however, that it Intends to 
address protect i on of wild salmon stocks throughout the Columbh Basin so that 
additional 11st1ngs do not become necessary . 

2. Adequate lostream F]ows ue Being ProyJded for Fall Ch1oook. 

Designation of the Hanford Ruch 1s not necessary to assure that adequate 
1nstream flows are provided for fall Chinook salmon. The proposed action and two 
other alternat i ves call for study of lnstrea111 flow needs and maintenance of lnstream 
flows for fall Chinook 11igrat1on, spawning, and rearing . However, there Is no 
analysis that Indicates that flows are currently Inadequate to protect fall Chinook . 
As discussed above, the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement specifies the flow levels 
necessary to protect fall Ch1nook at various life stages. Moreover, a water budget 
flow progra 1s being imple111ented 1n the Mld-Columbh River under the Northwest Power 
Planning Council's F1sh and Wildl ife Program and the Council has adopted the Vernita 
Bar Settlement Agreement Into 1ts progrui . Flow studies have been conducted under 
the Vernita Bar Agreeaent and several other entitles, Including the Bonneville Power 
Ad• 1nistratlon and the National Mar ine Fisheries Service, are Investigating f1sh flow 
needs. Separate flow studies conducted by the NPS , BLM or USFWS would only duplicate 
and • ay conflict w1th ongoing efforts. The 'No Action' alternative incorrectly 
usumes th1t there will be no study of flow needs 1nd that flow reg1ines could be 
111odlfled In the future that would adversely 1ffect the fall Chinook. 

3 . A Ma lot P• wrn cot be Constructed Io the Htnford Rueb. 

Designation of the Hanford Reach Is not necessary to 1ssure th1t no dams ire 
constructed 1n the Hanford Ruch or that no dredging occurs to 1dversely 1•pact fall 
Chinook h1b1tlt. The Ar111y Corps of Engineers Investigated ind abandoned the concept 
of I iujor dat1 on the Hanford Ruch In the 1970s. The 11 ke 11 ho.od that 1ny d1111 would 
be constructed 1s extremely re•ote s I nee the Vern I ta Bar Agree• ent and the Endangered 
Species Act would prohibit such construction. For s111llar reasons, 1t 1s unlikely 

28·2. 

28·3. 

Responses 

The Proposed Action would not interfere with other efforts to protect 
flows on the Hanford Reach. The Proposed Action no longer contains a 
provision to control instream flows. Also see 1·1. 

The ~e '.nita Bar Agreement and Endangered Species Act CESA) do not 
P:oh!b!t dams and water resource development projects, the most 
s1 gn1f 1cant threat to the resources. Dams or water resource 
deve~opment ~rojects could be proh ibited by the ESA only if the 
cont1nued _ex1ste~ce of a listed species (as threatened or endangered) 
would be Jeopard ized by the action. The Columbia River fall chinook 
sal mon is not currently listed. A simple prohibition on dams and 
water resource development projects is considered in the EIS as 
Alternative C. 
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United States Oepartinent of Interior 
November 4, 1992 
Page 3 . 

that major dredging would be allowed . Nevertheless, a simple legislative prohibition 
on dams and major dredging within the Hanford Reach would be sufficient to protect 

fish and wil dlife . 

4. The DEIS Fal]s to Address !moacts on Chelan Pl/P Ooentjons. 

Chelan PUO owns and operates the Rock Island Project and, further upstrellll , 
the Rocky Reach Project. Both projects are located near Wenatchee, Washington upriver 
fro11 the Priest Rapids Project . From the DEIS, it appears that Chelan P\JO operations 
could be Impacted through lnstream nows and changes to the requlre11ents of the 
Vernita Bar Aaree111ent. Additionally, the Mid-Columbia Hourly Coordination Agreement 
and ether ·Northwest power systet1 operational agree11ents could be 1111pactea. sueu on 
the lnfoniatlcn provided, however, It Is unclear hew the various alterHtlves would 
ultiiutely affect the operation of Chelan PUO.'s Rocky Reach and Reck Island projects 
and the water rights they have for power generation . 

Both the Rock Island and Rocky Ruch projects are considered run-of- the- river 
projects because of their limited storage capacity. The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Conal ssion (FERC) licenses requ ire the projects to operate in a Hnner that would not 
prevent the Priest Rapids Project from 11eetlng its instrelll flow requlre11ents. 
Therefore, any new lnstrea• flow obl lgatlons for the Priest Rapids Project could 
adversely affect the operation of Rock Island and the Rocky Reach Projects as well . 
The DEIS does not address the potential i11pacts cf new regulations to the Rocky Reach 
or Reck Island Projects nor does the DEIS contain an econo11lc analysis of Impacts the 
proposed action HY have on the coordinated hydroelectric systl!ftl as a whole . 

Moreover. it is unclear whether any of the alternatives containing provisions 
for lnstreilll flows would i• pact reservoir levels for these projects . The National 
Park Service should be aware that any changes in the operat i ons for these projects 
would require FERC approval of an illllendfflent of the Rocky Reach and Rock Island 
1 lcenses . It 1s unclear how the 1 lcense u,endment process would be affected if 
ope rat Iona l changes were re qui red under the proposed act I on . 

5 . Impacts on the CoordJnited System ue not Addressed, 

The Colullhla River hydroelectric system i s one of the 110st sophisticated and 
complex syste11s in the world . The Col1111bh River system produces approxiiutely 60% 

28-4. 

28-5. 

See 1-1. 

See 1- 1. 

Responses 
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of all electricity consullled In the region . Operations of the syste11 are coordinated 
by 111<1ny agreements Including the Pacific Northwest Coordination Agree11ent, U.S. -
Canadian Treaty, Flow Augmenhtion Agreement, BPA Power Sales Contract, various 
Canadian Treaty Storage Agreements, Non-Treaty Storage Agreements, Mid-Columbia Hourly 
Coordinat Ion Agree11ent , Vernita Bar Agreeaent, etc . How these agree11ents would be 
affected by the proposed id lon Is unclear and was not addressed in the DEIS . 

Moreover, impacts on these agreements could sign I f1cantly affect the local, 
regional and national econ0111ies which are dependent on the power generated fro11 the 
coordinated system . Other agreements providing for resource acquisition and planning 
could also be adversely i111pacted. The DEIS fails to analyze the consequences of the 
proposed action on these agree11ents, pol lci es, progra11s, resources, and economl es. 

CoDcluston 

In s1111111ary, Chelan P\JD believes that existing laws and associated governmental 
activities provide protection for Hanford Reach fish and wildlife . The DEIS fails 
to deftlonstrate that these laws and activities provide Inadequate protection and fa i1 s 
to det10nstrate that superior protection w1ll be provided by designation of the Hanford 
Reach . The DEIS lacks analysis of benefits, Impacts, and costs of alternatives such 
that the effects of various alternatives can be understood and c011pilred and can result 
In lnfomed agency decision 11aking . This Is particularly true in the discussion of 
lnstream flows. The DEIS doesn't analyze how the various alternatives will l11pact 
FERC licensed operations at Chelan PUD's Rock Island and Rocky Reach Projects nor does 
it identify and evalute l11pacts on the coordinated systet11 as a whole . lie bel I eve 
these content deficiencies as well as justification for another regulatory overlay 
on the Hanford Reach 11ust be addressed before a 110re restrictive alternative can be 
selected for this proposal. 

Very truly. yours , 
/J . . £ ' 

/'(.:')1-h:J{ , ~•~ -
J -~ l'il•- -~~n,.'--'--' ·~ 

Roger l. Purdo• -•---~~- ·"" · ' 
Managing Director -
Power Manage,nent l Administrative Services 

Responses 
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Ch1efE • acu1veCthc:i1r Mar.ac;er 
ELDON E L..\J',G I'\ 

MICH.AEL OONEEN 

District "" No .1 of Douglas County 

T JAMES DAVIS 
LYNN M. HEMINGER 

Public Utility 
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11 51 Valley Mall Parl<way 

September 29, 1992 

East Wenatchee . Washington 98802-4497 509/884-719~ -- ~ 

11ml(f; r. 0~l 
\~ ''" "'' ~ 
It__----

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National Park Service Pacific Northwest Regional orric e 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104-2887 

RE: Hanford Reach Study Report/Draft EIS dated June, 1992 

Dear Ms. Sycamore : 

Publ i c Utility District No. l of Douglas County, Washington 
(Douglas PUD) has reviewed the June, · 1992 Draft !or the "Hanford 
Reach of the Columbia River, Comprehensive River Conservation 
Study and Environmental Impact Statement•. Douglas PUD i s 
concerned about the d i scussion addressing instream flows in the 
Hanford Reach. 

Douglas PUD owns and operates the Wells Project approximately 1 20 
miles upriver from Priest Rapids Dam. The Wells Project is 
considered a run of the r iver project because of its limited 
storage capacity. The Wells Project's Federal Energy Regulatory 
Licansa (FERC) require the project operate in a manner that wou l d 
not prevent tha Priest Rapid Project from meeting its instream 
flow requirements . Therefore, any new obligations for instream 
flow at the Priest Rapids Project could adversely affect the 
Wells Project. The DEIS did not uddrass the potential impacts of 
additional flow regulation to the Wells Project. Nor did the 
DEIS contain an economic analysis of the proposed action to the 
hydroelectric system. 

The Columbia Ri ver Hydroelectric system is one of the most 
sophisticated and complex systems in the world. The Columbia 
River System produces approximately 60t of all the electricity 
consumed in the region . Operations of the system are coordinated 
by many agreements including the Pacific Northwest Coordination 
Agreement, U.S .- Canadian Treaty, Flow Augmentation Agreement , 
BPA Power Sale~ Contracts, various Canadian Treaty Storage 
Agreements, Non-Treaty Storage Agreement, Hi d-Columbia Hourly 
Coordinat i on Agreement , Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement, etc . 
How these agreements would be affected by the proposed action i s 
unclear and was not addressed in the DEIS. 

29-1. 

29 -2 . 

See 1-1. 

See 1-3. 

Responses 
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Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
September 29, 1992 
Page Two 

Douglas PUD believes the DEIS is wholly inadequate in the 
discussion of potential impacts from additional instream flow 
requirements at the Hanford Reach. The DEIS does not address how 
the Wells Pro j ects or power operations of the Columbia River 
Hydroelectric syst&J1 would be impacted. Nor does it address 
potential impacts to the Northwest Regional Power Council's Fish 
and Wildlife Program or Regional Power Plan. 

cc: Don Godard, Grant PUD 
Jerry Copp, Chelan POD 
R. W. Clubb, Douglas POD 

Very Truly Yours, -, 
'-""~~ 

Eldon E Landin 
Chief Executive Officer/Manager 

Responses 

29-3. See 1-1. 
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

Ms. Kruten Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National P>rlcs Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street Suite 212 
Seattle Washington 98104-2887 

November 6, 1992 

Re: Comments on Hanford Reach Draft Con,ervation Study and Environmenul lmpact 
Statement (June 1992). 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

The Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee (PNUCC) submits the following comments 
on The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, Draft River Conservation Study and Environmental 
Impact Statement, June 1992. In general, PNUCC agrees with the substance o( the comments 
submitted by Public Utility Dir.trict No. 2 of Grant County. 

PNUCC d<>C$ not support the 'Proposed Action' selected by the National Parle Service: National 
Wildlife Refuge with Wild and Scenic River Overlay. Such a designation is not necasary to as.sure 
that the natural resources of the Hanford Reach are protected. For the following reasons, PNUCC 
supports the "No Action" allernative. 

1. Eristjng Laws and Auoci•ted Activjtjes Provide Protection for Hanford Reach fi>b and 
~ 

The draft EIS inadequately uscssca or fails to recognize and address e:mting laws and the 
significant efforts currently underway that protect the narun1 resources in the Hanford Reach. 
Most significant o( these LI the Vernita Bar Settlement Agcement (1988-2005) ordered by the 
Federal Energy ReJUlatory Commwion in 1988 that atablishes obligatiooa foe the protection of 
fall dunook salmon, including specific flow levcla. In addition, the Fish and Wildlife Program of 
the N orthwe.at Power Plannin& Council includes many measures that provide (or protection and 
enhancement of Hanford Reach fish and wildlife apcciea. Further, National Marine Fisheries 
Serviu (NMFS) LI currently developin& a recovery plan for listed salmon stocks in the Snake River 
Buin. NMFS hu clearly indicated, however, that ii intends to addreoa protection of wild salmon 
stocks throughout the Columbia River Basin so that additional listing;, do not become neces.ury. 

PNUCC · ONE MAINIV.C.E · 101SCIIMAl'-ISTREET. SUT£ 810 · POIITLAND, OR971!04-31!16 · (503)1!1!3-Q343 FAX (503)1!94·1250 

30-1. 

Responses 

See 27-8. In addition, a di s cuss ion of the Northwest Power Planning 
Council Fi sh and Wildlife Program i s also included in the Ch. 1, 
Purpose and Need. 
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Kristen Sycamore 
November 6, 1992 
Page 2 

2. Adegpate Irutream F1ows arc Beine Provided for Fall O,inook 

Designation of the Hanford Reach i., not necessary to ensure 1dequ1.1e inatream flows a.re provided 
fo e fall chinook. The proposed action and !WO other alternatives call for study of instream Oow 
needs and maintenance of instream flows for fall chinoot migration, spawning. and rearing. 
However, there is no analysis that indicates that flows a.re cunently inadequate to protect fall 
chinook. A3 discussed above, the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement specifies the Oow levels 
nece&&ary to protect fall chinook al various life stages. Moreover, 1 water budget fl.ow program is 
being implemented in the mid-Columbia River under the Council's Fish a.nd Wildlife Program and 
the Council has adopted the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement into its Program. Aow studies 
have been conducted under the Vernita Bar agreements and several other entities, including the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) a.nd NMFS are investiptina fish flow needs. Separate fl.ow 
atudiea conducted by the NPS, BLM, or USFWS would only duplicate a.nd may contlicl with ongoing 
efforts. The "No Action" alternative incorrectly usumes that there will be no study of fl.ow needs 
and tha.t fl.ow regjmea could be modified in the future that would advenely affect the fall chinook. 

3. A Major Dam will not be Constructed in the Hanford Reach 

Desienation of the Hanford Reach is not necessary to ensure that dams a.re not constructed in the 
lhnford Reach or that no dredging occur• lo adversely impact fall chinook habitaL The Corps of 
Engineers investip.wf a.nd abandoned the concept of I ma.jar dam on the Hanfocd Reach in the 
19701. The likelihood that a dam would be conslrucled is extremely remote since the Vernita Bar 
A,reement and the Endanscccd Species Ad would prolubit such construction. Foe similar rca.sons, 
it is unlilcely that major dredging would be allowed. Nevertheless, 1. simple legi.,lative prolubition 
on dams and major dredging within the Hanford Reach would be sufficient to protect fish and 
wildlife. 

4. Impac;U oa the CoordiQa1cd System are not Addressed 

The Columbia Rivec hydroelectric syltem is one of the moot sophisticated a.nd compla sy,tcms in 
the world. The Columbia Rivcc system producea apprmimately 6091, of all electricity cotUumed in 
the region. Opecatiooa of the sy,tem arc coocdinatcd by ma.ny a,reementa indudina the Pacific 
NocthwC$1 Coordination A&Jccmcnt, U .S.-Cana.dian Treaty, Flow Ausmcntation A,reemcnt, BPA 
Power Salea ContrlCI.I, -.a.rio111 ~dian Treaty storqe qr cements, non-tteaty 1tocaae qreements, 
Mid-Columbia Hourly Coordination Aareement, V emit.a Ba.r Avecmcnt, etc. lnatream !low IIIUdiea 
cannot be conducted in isolation because river operations will impact these qrcernenll and cause 
environmental impac11 both upstream and downstream of the Ha.nford Reach in the Columbia 
River Basin. Thi., EIS wls to analyze bow the proposed action may impact these operating 
agrccmcnll and other areas in the Columbia River Basin. 

PB104 

30 -2. 

30-3. 

30 -4. 

See 1-1. 

See 28-3. 

See 1-3 and 27-3 . 

Responses 
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Kristen Sycamore 
November 6, 1992 
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Comments 

In summary, PNUCC believes that existing lawt and associated a.ctivities prDVide protection for 
Hanford Reach fish and wildlife. The draft EIS fails to demonstrate that these laws and activities 
provide for inadequate protection and (ai!J to demon,trate that superior protect.ior, will be provided 
by desiination of the Hanford Reach. The draft EIS laclu ana!y,is of benefits, impacts, and costs 
of altcmativea such that the effects of various alternatives can be understood and a>mpared and can 
result in informed agency decision malting. Consequently, the draft EIS fai!J to support selection 
of the proposed action. 

~ AIWriet,1 
t' Elecutive Director 

Responses 
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North-Neat Publlc Power Asaocl• tton 

9917 NE 54th SI1eet P.O. Bo-. 4576 Vanc:Ou"8t. WashinQ'on 98662-0576 
(206) 2~•0109 (503) 28~9411 

FAX {206) 254-5731 

November 9, 1992 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
United States Depanment of the Interior 
N:tion~l Parle Ser-,;ke 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104-2887 

RE; Comments on Hanford Reach Ort.ft River Conservation Study 
and Environmental Impact Statement 

Northwest Public Power Association (NWPPA) submits the following 
comments on the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, Draft River 
Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement, June 1992 
(DEIS). 

NWPPA does not suppon the "Proposed Action" selected by the National Parle 
Service: National Wildlife Refuge with Wild and Scenic River Overlay. Such a 
dcsianation is not necessary to assure that the natural resources of the Hanford 
Reach arc protected. The DEIS simply does not provide adequate suppon to 
make this selection and, or the following reasons, NWPPA supports the "No 
Action" alternative. 

1. Hanford Reach fish and Wildlife ue Protected 

The draft EIS does not adequately assesses and fails to recognize and address 
existing laws and the sianificant efforts currently underway that protect the 
natural resources in the Hanford Reach. Most significantly, the Vernita Bar 
Settlement Agreement (1988-2005) ordered by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission in 1988 establishes oblieations for the protection of 
fall chinoolc salmon, including specific flow levels. Also, the Fish and Wildlife 
Program of the Nonhwest Power Planning Council includes many measures 
providin1 for protection and enhancement of Ha.nford Reach fish and wildlife 
species. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is currently developing a 
recovery plan for listed salmon stocks in the Snalce Basin. 

Responses 

31 - 1. See 27-8 and 30 - 1. 
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2. Allc11111" Insll:cam Ellli!!:S fill Eill Chin1211k 11:, Dcing fil!Xillcll 

31-2 

Desi&nation of the Hanford Reach is not necessary to assure that adequate 
instteam flows are provided for fall chinook. The proposed action and two 
other alternatives call for study of instteam flow needs and maintenance of 
instream flows for fall chinook migration, spawning and rearin&. There is no 
analysis that indicates that flows are currently inadequate to protect fall 
chinook. The Vernita Bar Settlement Aireement specifies the flow levels 
necessary to protect fall chinook at various life staaes. A water budget flow 
program is also being implemented in the mid-Columbia River under the 
i-.orthwest Power Planning Council 's Fish and Wildlife Program and the 
Council has adopted the Vernita Bar Settlement Agreement into its Program. 

3. A MilillI 12am. :Will !::l:121 11s: C!lDS!Jlll:1'11 in Ille li1n[12tll Ra~b 

Designation of the Hanford Reach is not necessary to assure that no dams are 
constructed in the Hanford Reach or that no dredging occurs to adversely 

31-3 
impact fall chinook habitat. The concept of a major dam on the Hanford Reach 
was investi&ated and abandoned in the 1970s by the Corps of En&ineers. The 
possibility of construction of any dam in the Reach is remote, since the 
Vernita Bar Agreement and the Endangered Species Act would prohibit such 
construction. For similar reasons. it is unlikely that major dredging would be 
allowed. A legislative prohibition on dams and major dredging within the 
Hanford Reach would be sufficient to protect fish and wildlife . 

31 -4 

In summary, NWPPA believes that the proposed action is bad public policy 
because existing laws and associated activities provide protection for Hanford 
Reach fish and wildlife. Toe draft EIS fails to demonsttate that these existin& 
laws and activities provide for inadequate protection and fails to demonstrate 
that superior protection will be provided by designation of the Hanford Reach. 
The draft EIS lacks analysis of benefits, impacts and costs of alternatives such 
that the effects of various alternatives can be understood and compared and 
can result in informed aeency decision-m&kine. Consequently, the draft EIS 
fails to ~pport selection of the proposed action. 

Sin y, 

General Manager 

NCJ:bf 

31-2. 

31 -3 . 

31-4. 

See 1- 1. 

See 28-3. 

Responses 

We assume your concern i s regard i ng the control of ins tream flows in 
the Hanford Reach. Pl ease ref er to 1- 1. 
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Ms Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National Park Service 

November 5, 1992 

Pacific Northwest Regional office 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104-2887 

Re: Hanford Reach study Report/Draft EIS, dated June 1992 

Dear Ms sycamore : 

These comments on the Hantord Reach Study Report/Dratt EIS 
(DEIS) are filed on behalf of several utilities (Power 
Purchasers) 1 which purchase power from the Priest Rapids Project, 
the last dam of which is located just above the section of the 
Columbia River being considered for designation as a National 
Wildlife Refuge and a National Wild and Scenic River. Each of 
the Power Purchasers rely on the output from the Priest Rapids 
Project and the coordinated nature ot the Columbia River System 
to provide reliable and economic service to its customers. 

In general, the Power Purchasers agree with the substance of 
the comments of Grant PUD and the conclusions reached by Grant 
PUD in those co111lUents. We support the "no action" alternative . 
We feel i t important to emphasize that the Columbia River is 
intensively regulated. This existing system of laws, regulations 
and agreements provides effective protection to the resources of 
the Hanford Reach, including tish and wildlife resources. From 
both environmental and power production perspectives, it is 
crit ical that the Columbia River be treated in a cohesive and 
comprehensive manner. Isolating the Hantord Reach and analyzing 
it separately c annot result in a rational balance between 
resource protection and economic values. The DEIS contains no 
meaningful discussion of the impact of the regulation ot the 
Columbia River system. It therefore necessarily fails to 
adequately consider and evaluate exist ing environmental 
protections . It also fails to recognize a central truth -- the 
resources of the Hanford Reach are now being preserved and will 
continue to be preserved without additional regulation . 

32-1. 

Responses 

The tex! has been revised to acknowledge the existing environmental 
protections , but a legislative protection measure has been determined 
to be the only assurance of long term protection. 
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or most critical interest to the Power Purchasers is the 
issue of river flow . As is d i scussed in more detail in Grant 
PUD's comments, the DEIS is not clear as to what the impacts ot a 
designation would be. Indeed, the DEIS specifically declines to 
analyze the myriad of ways the flow in the Colu-,bia is currently 
controlled. It theretore creates the erroneous impression that 
absent designation, the flow dependent resources i n the Hanford 
Reach would be left unprotected. To reach a reasoned conclusion, 
the DEIS should have considered all of the regulations, contracts 
and treaties that currently affect the regulation of tlow and 
operations in the entire coordinated system. It should also have 
analyzed the impacts of designation on dam operat ion and power 
production in the entire river syst ~-

The Power Purchasers believe that if the National Park 
Service had considered the Hanford Reach in the context of the 
entire Columbia River system in a comprehensive manner in the 
DEIS, its proposed action would have been the •no action" 
alternative. The Power Purchasers believe the natural resources 
of the Hanford Reach are being effectively protected through 
existing laws, regulations and agreements and therefore support 
the "no action" alternative. 

Thank you for th i s opportunity to comment. 

Very truly yours//" , /} 

~L,_;,t✓.~--
Julie A. Keil 

1, The Power Purchasers who join in these comments are: Portland 
General Electric Company, Pacificorp, Puget sound Power & Light, 
Washington Water Power, and the City of Milton-Freewater . 

Responses 

32-2. See 1-1 and 1-3. 
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110b) 381·1• 71 . 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
National Parle Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 Sooth King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 961 04-2887 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

Comments 

November 6, 1992 

Subject: Hanford Reach Study Report/Draft EIS, dated June 1992 

DIVISIONS 
ugnt 

Wate< 
B<,it Line 

The enclosed two-page letter dated November 5, 1992, sent to you from Portland 
General Electric Company contains comments on the Hanford Reach Study Report/Draft 
EIS. At the end of the letter is a list of the Priest Rapids Project Power Purchasers joining 
in Portland General Electric's letter. Please include Tacoma Light Division among the list 
of Power Purchasers who support the enclosed comments. 

Enclosure 

Yours very truly, 

~It~ 
George D. Whitener 
Assistant Power Manager 
Light Division 

Responses 
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Ms Kristen Sycamore 
P::oject Manager 
National Park Serv ice 

Novalllber s, 1992 

Pacific Northwest Ragional Office 
S3 South King Street, Sui ~~ 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104 -288 7 

cc'd: Dan 3all~ach 
);a:iL :-;guyen 
Laura Dett ing ei: 
Barbara Craig ; 
Stev~ Kern 
Jim Swayne 
Bob Crump 
John Esler 

Re : Hanford Reach Study R•~ort/Oraft EIS, dated June 1992 

Dear Ms Sycamora: 

These coml!lents on the Hanford Reach Study Report/Ora!t EIS 
(OEIS) are tilad on behalf o! several utilities (Power 
Purchasers)' which p~rchasa power from tha Priast Rapids Project , 
the last da~ ot which is located just above th• section of the 
Columbia River being considered for designation as a National 
Wildlife Re:uge and a National Wild a~d Scenic Rivar . Eacho! 
tha Power Purchasers rely on the output from the Priest Rapids 
Pro j ect and the coordinated natura of the Columbia River System 
to provide reliable and economic service to ita customers. 

In general, the Power Purchasars agree with the substance of 
the comments of Grant PUO and the conclusions reached by Grant 
PUD in those comments. We support t he "no act ion" alternative . 
We teal it important to emphasize that the Columbia River is 
i!!tens ively re9ulated . This existing s yst e!!\ of l~ws, ragulaticns 
and agreements providas effective protection to the resources of 
the Hanford Reach, including fish and wildlife resourcas. From 
both environmental· and po..,er production perspectives, it is 
critica! that the Columbia River be treated in a cohesive and 
comprehensive manner. Isolating the Hanford Reach and analyzing 
it separately cannot result in a rat i onal balance between 
resource p_rotaction and economic values. The DEIS contains no 
meaningful discussion of the impact o! the regulat ion o! t he 
Columbia River system. It therefore necessarily fail, to 
adequately consider and evaluate existing environmental 
protections. It also fails to recognize a central truth -- tha 
resources o! th• Hanford Reach ara now being praserved and will 
continue to be preserved without additional regulation. 

Responses 

33-1. See 32-1. 
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Ct most critical intere5t to the Power Purchasers i9 the 
issue of river !low. ~9 is discussed in more detail in Grant 
PUD'• comments, the DEIS is not clear as to what the impacts ot a 
designation would be. Indeed, tha DEIS specifically declines to 
analyze th• myriad of ways the flow in the· Columbia is currently 
controlled. It therefore creates the erroneous impression that 
absent designation, the flow de~•~dent resources in th• Hanford 
Reach would be left unprotected. To reach a reasoned conclusion, 
the DEIS should have considered all of the regulations, contracts 
and ~raaties that currently affect t..~e regulation of flow and 
operations in the entire coordinated system. It should also have 
analytad the impacts of designation on da~ operation and power 
prodaction in the ent ir e river system. 

The Power Purchasers believe that if the National Park 
Service had considered the Hanford Reach in the con~ext of the 
entire Columbia River system in a comprehensive manner in the 
DEIS, its proposed action would have been tha "no action" 
alternative. The Power Purchasers believe th• natural resources 
o! the Hanford Reach are being effectively protected through 
eY.isting laws, regulations and agreements and therefore support 
the •no action• alternative . 

Thank you !or this opportunity to co~~ ent . 

~2u? ~ 
Julie A, Keil 

1. The Power Purchasers who join in these co1111<1ents are: Port~and 
General Electric Company, Pacificorp, Puget Sound Power & tight, 
Washington Water Power, and the City or Milton-Freewater. 

Responses 

33-2. See 1-1 and 1-3. 
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NHA 

Comments 

November 6, 1992 

Ma. Krist.en Sycamore 
United Stat.ea Department of Interior 
National Parle Semca 
Pacific Northwut Reli,on 
83 South Kin& Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, Wuhin,ton 98104-2887 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

Attached are commenta 1ubmitled by the National 
Hydropower Auociation in reoponae to the Department of 
Interior'• Hanford Reach Study Report/Draft EIS dated June, 
1992. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. If you would like 
to diacu11 aoma of our concern• identified in the attached 
material,, please contact me at (202) 637-8115. 

With Wanneot Reiatda. 

~-
Linda Church Ciocci 
Executive Director 

LCC:jdc 

Responses 
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NHA 

Comments 

National Hydropower Association Comments 
Regarding Hanford Reach Comprehensive River 

Study and Environmental Impact Statement 

The National Hydropower Association (NHA) is the trade 
aasociation for the U.S . hydropower indUBtry representing 
public utilities, investor-owned utilities, independent 
developers, engineering firm• , manufacturers and law 
firms. We are a progressive industry which takes great pride 
in its work on behalf of our nation'• environment. 

Today, hydropower accounts for 13% of our nation'• electric 
generating capacity. It ia the oldest, beat understood, mOllt 
secure, economical and environmentally sound form of 
electric generation. The renewable nature of hydropower 
makes it more economically atable and desirable than other 
depletable resources utilized for electric eeneration. 
Furthermore, and perhaps m011t importantly, hydroelectric 
reneration does not contribute to acid rain or to elobal 
warminc. 

Hydropower facilities, unlike other electric generating 
facilities, are multiple-use projects. Benefits reoultini from 
hydropower project.a include not only clean and reliable low-
008t electric generation, but hydropower wo provides 
milliona of people with important flood control, navieation , 
water supply, irrigation, fiaherit11 and recreational benefits . 

Aa a result of the many environmental, economic and 
recreational aapecta of hydropower and the many other uses 
and benefits derived from of our nation'• waterways, the 
regulation of our technolOKY has remained very balanced in 
nature -- shying away from elevating one particular public 
benefit or use of the waterway above another. The FERC 
licenaing proceH and the emtinr regulatory proce111es in the 
Northwest - such as the Northwest Power Act (which 
1peci.fically requires that energy and conservation be given 
equal value in river manaeement decisional and the activities 
of the Northweat Power Plannin& Council -- are deliberately 
desicned to take into account the many values of a river 
ay• tem, and to allow for balanced management 
decisionmaking processes. 

Responses 
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National Hydropower Aaaociation 
Pr. 2 

However, the draft Hanford Reach proposal would marlr. a lirnificant departure 
from thia balanced and forward-thinkinr manqement approach. Becauae the 
Hanford Reach cannot be manared oeparately from other parta of the Columbia 
River System, decisions made by the USFWS in the cont.It of habitat preservation 
for the Hanford Reach will have a dramatic impact on the entire mordinated river 
aystem, and will result in the aubordination of all ueea of the waterway to further 
the irinrle focus of the USFWS •· which ia to provide maximum protection of fioh 
habitat within the Hanford 8-ch. 

NHA is deeply concerned that the USFWS, by malr.inr decisions about inatream 
flow, within Hanford Re.sch, will be malr.inr inotream flow deciaiona which 
impact the entire Columbia River System. In the interest of aound public policy, 
we question whether or not a sinrle-focua rMource ~cy should be rranted the 
authority to make sweepinr Columbia River manqement deciaiona which will 
have a permanent impact upon the availability of clean renewable and 
economically reasonable electricity for the ratepayen and taxpayers of the Pacific 
Northweat. We believe that auch deciai0118 can only be arrived at throurh a 
comprehensive evaluation of all uaes of a waterway by an apncy charred with the 
_ability to weirh all of the public bene6te involved. The draft Hanford Reach 
Proposal doee not reflect any consideration of enern or economic needa, and the 
USFWS clearly does not have a broad enourh charter to meet this objective. 

Ezutln6~anaPralrdion 

The draft plan to rrant the U.S. Fiah and Wildlife Service (USFWS) total 
jurisdiction over the Hanford Reach and indirectly over inatream Oowa 
throuchout the Columbia River will aerioualy jeopardize existinr comprehenaive 
and refional planninr proceuea, and will needlessly add an additional layer of 
authority over an already hirhly-rerulated and fully protected refion. 

Federally, hydropower reaourceo are rerulated by over 13 separate arencie1 
throurh a 7-10 year licenainr proce11 which i.a second only the nuclear licenainf 
proceaa in ita level of review. The Columbia River in particular, while already 
aubject to an utenaive federal review prooees over ite coordinated hydropowet 
system, ia alao aubject to the authority of the North,..,.t Electric Power and 
Conoervation Council - a reeional arency which ia rMponaible for developing • 
profl'lllll to protect, mitipte and enhance the 6,h and wildlife of the Columbia 
River Buin. In fact, the Council hu already placed a complete prohibition on all 
hydropower development within the Hanford Reach. In addition, the Vernita Bar 
Settlement Agreement contain• ruidelinea which already protect over 99'll> of the 
fall Chinook salmon habitat within the Hanford Reach. 

In J.i&ht of lhe level of rerulation and environmental protection in thia area, 
additional fracmentation of authority and jurisdiction would be miacuided, 
unwarranted and ultimately detrimental to the sound manarement of the 
Columbia River Syatem. 

Because of the iasuea raised above, the National Hydropower ADociation atrongly 
oppoaea approval of the draft Hanford Reach proposal. 

Responses 

34· 1. See 1-1 . 
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National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Attn: Charles H. Odegaard 
Regional Director 

SUBJECT: The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
Draft River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement 

My name is Merle Gibbens, Secretary-Manager of the Grand Cou lee 
Project Hydroelectric Authority and the representative of the 
South Columbia Basin Irrigation District on the Hanford Reach 
study Task Force. I appreciate the opportunity to address pub l i c 
record on draft comprehensive River conservation Study for tw o 
purposes. No. l being to vind icate my record and the individual 
records of my cohorts on the Study Task Force, and No. 2 bei ng to 
formally record the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District's 
support for management Alternative 8 : No Action as outlined in 
the June 1992 DRAFT. 

Now, referring back to need to vindicate personal record and 
cohorts' records on the study Task Force; pg. 182 of referenced 
draft states that the Study Task Force unanimousl y agreed that 
the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River should receive a formal 
legislative designation. This state ment is falsehood. In fact, 
the non-federal Study Task Force representatives were outspoken 
in their opposition to any National Wild and Scenic River 
designation. With Hanford restoration ~ctivities in progress, 
expansion of energy alternatives within Department of Energy 
control lands, continued and future development of agricultural 
activities in counties bordering the Ha nford Reach, it is 
unconscionable to suggest a National Wild and Scen ic Rive r 
designation. 

DO NOT BB MISL!ADI The PROPOSED ACTION: National Wild li fe Refuge 
with National Wild and Scenic River overlay is the recommendati on 
of the Study Team - not the Study Task Force, principally the 
National Park Service. Again, the proposed action is bad public 
policy and was not unanimously agreed to by the Study Task Force. 

As previously stated , my second purpose is to place into the 
record the South Columbia Basin Irrigation District's formal 
support for management Alternative B: No Acti on as outlined in 

35-1. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address conment. The decision was unanimous 
to prohibit dams and water resource development projects. Support was 
exp'.essed ~y non-federal representatives of the Study Task Force for 
National Wil~ and S~enic River designation. See, for example, letters 
from the Yakima Indian Nation, mid-Columbia Archaeological Society 
and Northwest Rivers Council. ' 
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September e, 1 992 

the June 1992 DRAFT. In a recent special purpos e district's 
power development project, the entity had to consider the extent 
to which the project was consistent with 61 comprehensive plans 
prepared by appropriate federal and state agencies for improving, 
developing, or c onserv i ng a waterway or waterways affected by the 
pro j ect in Wash i ngton. 

The extent to which a water resource development is consiste nt or 
i n conflict with applicable comprehensive plans must be addressed 
on each project by licensing agency(ies ). With the multit .Je of 
existing federal, state and local regulatory r equirements, no 
water resource developments can escape the "net 11

; therefora, tne 
Alternative Bas outlined prov ides adequate protection of a ll 
r esourc es within Hanford Reach. 

Technically, the draft is silent on river flow operatio n s 

impacts. Even though the reach is free-flowing , the fl ows 

through the reach are controlled for power , flood, f ish and other 
alternative play i nto the purposes. How will any management 

mult i ple-use operating strategy being developed jointly by the 

Bureau of Reclamation, Corps of Engineers a nd the Bonneville 

Power Administration? The Study Team needs to address river flow 

operations impacts in final draft of report . 

of the conclusions rrom references cited 1.n tne Also , several 
0 Geologic Ha zards " section of draft, pgs . 55-56, are co n jecture. 

Quantitative date shou l d be included i n draft to support 

statements or statements should be omitted from fina l draft. 

Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

1&!7~~ 
Secretary-Ma nag~ ~ 

MRG: jaf 
cc : Congressman Morriso n 

Board of Di rectors - SCBID 
S. McDaniel, Mgr. - SCBID 
J. Dickman, Executive Director, WSWRA 
R. Erickson, President, WSWRA 
R. Lemargie, Attorney 

35-2. 

35-3. 

Responses 

See 28-2. 

Quantitative data are included in the two publications c i ted. 
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South Columbia Basin Irrigation District 
•) H IC E 4f: 2 •:JEST LEWIS !j iRE ET 

TE LE PHO:-.. E ~C9,S-H 1 ! J S. FA X s cg,~4 7 ~E6 '3 

August 17 , 1992 

Charles H. Odegaard , Regio nal Direct o r 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
National Parks Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

RE : Hanford Reac h study 

Dear Mr . Odegaard: 

P C· aox 10C5 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on t he DEIS for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. After reviewing the 
document and discussing its c ontents with the Board of Directors 
of the South Columbia Basin Irr i gation Distri c t , the board 
expressed concern that the document was incomplete in regard t o 
current and future irrigati on facilities and irrigable land. 

I find it very curious that none of your maps show any reference 
to any of the irrigation facilities currently constructed in the 
wildlife management areas . Are these unimportant features? 
Shouldn't their existence and operational needs be addressed? 

A large portion of the land within the management area is 
suitable for i rrigation. Mu c h of it was studied for the 
application of irrigation water. Even though the land has been 
"Deferred and By-passed" by the USBR, it still has the potential 
for irrigation. The irrigation of this land could add to the 
economies of Grant and Franklin Counties. currently the 
Department of Ecology (DOE) is considering the release of the 
control zone northerly of the Columbia River. USBR fac ilit i es 
and private farming could coexist with , and enhance , wildli fe 
opportunities in many areas. 

With the drought causing shortages of water through the west it 
seems somewhat short-sighted to eliminate the possibil i ty of any 
future development in these areas. The Columbia River is, 
currently, the only major river in the west wi th an annual flow 
sufficient to plan for future developments at this time . I t 
seems imperative to bring the lack of any mention of irrigation 
planning and operations to your attention. 

Because of these concerns the South Columbia Basin Irr i gation 
District's Board of Directors has endorsed Alternate B "No 
Action" as the d i strict's offic ial position for the DEIS. 

36- 1. 

36-2. 

Responses 

Th e maps have been revised t o il lus trat e major ir rigat ion cana l s on 
the Wahluke Sl ope. In add i ti on see 8- 1. 

See 8-1. 
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Charles H . Odegaard 
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Comments 

The significance of the Hanford Reach is well-documented in your 
statement. Its importance to our state and its cultural history 
is and will continua to be a factor concerning any actions taken 
to disturb it . Massive bureaucratic domination of the area 
could, and most likely will, sever these resources from public 
use and access in perpetuity . Again , we assert that "No Action" 
is the preferred alternative. 

Si~ly;, . 
1 

:-:i;,,,.H.-/J/ 1 ./~ 
~n HcDanie~- i 
Secretary/Manager , 

SM:kk 

cc: Franklin County Colllllissioners 
Grant County Commissioners 

Responses 
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Ks. Kristen Sycaaore 
Recreation Division 
National Park Service 
BJ South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Kristen: 

Comments 

...._ 
American ~rs 

October lJ, 1992 

Enclosed· are American Rivers' written comments on the Hanford 
Reach Coaprahansiva River Con$ervation Study and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you for the opportunity to com111ent. Please put us on 
the mailing list for this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ycu~ ;(/(_v.r--...~~ 
Laurie Bevan ~ewart 
Office Manager 

N 0 RllfWEST REGIONAL Off'M:E 
4518 UN1,us1n WAY, N.E. 

SUm312 
s,,.nu. WA 98105 

206-545-7133 
206-545-7144 ( FAX ) 

PM IM- 100,,.ll'lf• l-<Zl"..,...., ,eqdMl
"""''°'·baa-M .. .... 

Responses 
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LETTER 37 Comments 

,. 
American 'R.f!:!rr 

COIIILIEJITS or AXDICAJf RIVERS o• TD D)llOJU> RDCB 
COIU'RBBDIS~ RIVD co•SERVATION STUDY 

AllD DllJ'T IIJIVIRONMEJITAL IMPACT BTATEKEH'l' 

I. INTRODUCTION 

American Rivers is a national non-profit conservation 

organization, incorporated under the laws of the District of 

Columbia, vith its principal place of bus i ness in Washington, D.C. 

and a Northwest regional ottice in Seattle, Washington. It has 

approximately 18 , 000 aeabers nationwide, including approximately 

isoo 11elllbers in the geographic area served by the Northwest office. 

Kany ot our melllbers use the resources ot the Colwubia River, and 

particularly those of the Hanford Reach, and have a strong interest 

in preserving the unique resources and habitat of the remaining 

free-flowing reach ot the river in the United States. 

American Rivers' overall mission is the preservation and 

restoration of natural streass and rivers. Our priority prograI1s 

include river protection, hydropower refora, protection of endan

gered fish and other aquatic species, and improved water policies. 

The Hanford Reach is the last free-flow i ng stretch of the 

Columbia River, which has otherwise ·been transformed into a series 

of reservoirs by hydroelectric dams. The Hanford Reach &till 

supports biological colllllunities representative of the original 

No~ RlGIONAL Oma 
4518 UNMIISlTYWAY, N.E. 

Sl.m3l2 
SUTIU. WA 98105 

206-545-7 133 
2()6.545-7144 ( FAX) 

,,.,,_(l"<,00"',,potl·- • ........ ..:y ..... _ , -·~--~-· 

Responses 
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Columbia Basin, including bald eagles, peregrine falcons and many 

species of waterfowl, and contains several archaeological sites. 

Most important, the Hanford Reach provides the only remaining 

spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook salmon in the 

Columbia River. These unique fish, called 11 upriver brights" 

because they retain their color and flesh tone well into their 

upstream migration, can weigh as much as 60 pounds . They are the 

only upper Columbia fish run that is not in serious danger. 

Indeed, as the result of fish flow protection programs, the once

depleted Hanford Reach fall chinook have made a significant 

comeback in the last decade. The Reach is also an . important 

~igration corridor for c6ho, soc~eye and spring and summer chinook 

salmon, as well as steelhead trout. Maintaining and increasing the 

number of upriver bright fall chinook is critical to the United 

States' m&eting its obligation& under numerous treaties and 

fisheries management agreements. 

II , GENERAL COMMENTS 

Alllerican Rivers generally supports the Proposed Action set 

forth in the Hanford Reach Comprehensive River conservation Study 

and . Environmental Impact Statement: designation of · the Hanford 

Reach_ as a National Wildlife Refuge with Wild- and ·scenic River 

Responses 
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American Rivers Hanford Reach CoU1ents 
October 13, 19 9 2 
Page 3 

overlay . 1 Specif i cally , American Ri vers s upport s Opt i o n 2 of 

the Nationa l Wildlife Refuge/Wild and scen i c River designation, 

with perhaps some modificat i ons to its boundar i es. This designa

tion will prov i de the g r eat est degr ee of p r otec tion to the Hanf o r d 

Reach, for the following reasons : 

l. The current legislative ban on dalll construct i on a nd 

dredging w.ould be made permanent, preserving the free-flowing 

character of the Hanford Reach and protecting critical spawning and 

rearing habitat tor tall ch i nook salmon. 

2. The river corridor would include the lands important to 

achieve Hanford Reach protection goals, while other alternatives 

would provide less protection . 

3. Designation as a National w{ldlife Refuge with a Wild and 

Sc~nic River .overlay would protect the Hanford Reach from adverse 

effects of future changes in use or ownership of the Hanford Site 

properties adjoin i ng the river . By contrast, either Alternative B 

(the •no actionN alternati ve) or Alternat i ve c (basically the "no 

action" alternative, with the addition of a legislative ban on dam 

conatruction or major dredging), allows tor the possibility of 

Hanford Site properties being declared excess to the needs ot the 

1 some contusion was created · by the use of the word 
"over lay," as that teni. does not appear in the Wild arid Scenic 
Rivers Act. At the public meeting on ·the draft EIS held in Seattle 
on September u ·, 1992, however, it was explained that the Proposed 
Action included designation or the Hanford Reach as a "recreational 
river area" pursuant to Section 2(h)(3) ot the Act , 16 u.s.c. S 
1273(B) (3). This should be clarified in the final EIS. 

Responses 

37-1. Pl ease refer to the gl ossa ry. 
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Depart111ant of Energy or surplus to the needs of the federal 

government in the future. Under either alternative, the properties 

could pass into the ownership or control of. a government or private 

entity that may manage them in a manner detrimental to the 

preservation of the Hanford Reach as a tree-flowing river. This 

possibility is somewhat decreased under Alternative D (designation 

as a National Conservation Area) and Alternative E (designation as 

a National River). 

4. Finally, for all of the reasons stated abova, Option 2 of 

the Proposed Action would be the most likely alternative to 

maintain existing water quality in the Hanford Reach. 

Having said that, American Rivers has serious concerns about 

so111e aspects of the Proposed Action, as well as some of the actions 

identified as being common to all of the alternat i ves under 

.consideration. These concerns are (1) the boundaries of the 

proposed National Wildlife Refuge; · (2) the greatly · reduced role 

accorded the "comanaging agency• 2 in reviewing proposed clean-up 

actions on the Hanford Site over the next JO years; and (3) the 

granting of prior approval for the construction of new intake and 

outfall structures along the Hanford Reach by the Department of 

Energy . These concerns are elaborated below . 

The u ; s. Fish and Wi ldlife Service , the Bureau or Land 
Manage111ent, or the National Park Service , depending on the 
alternative selected. 

Responses 
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III. SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

CHAPTER II. ALTERNATIVES 

Acti~n• co .. on to All Alternative• 

Page 10. Hanford Site Cleanup: American Rivers believes that 

the •c01nanaging agency" should have 11ore tharf a "strictly advisory" 

role in the review of plans and proposals for the clean-up of waste 

sites at the Hanford site. Given the JO-year term of the Tri-Party 

Agreement, and the unprecedented nature of the technical problems 

presented by the .clean-up of the Hanford Site, it is not difficult 

to foresee the use of experimental, unproven technologies to 

acco11plish the clean-up. While the development of innovative 

clean-up. approaches is not to be discouraged (quite the contrary), 

the ·possibility exis_ts that the coaanaging agency may ·determine 

that a proposed aethodology poses unacceptable risks to the Hanford 

Reach, and should tharetora not be implemented. 3 Accordingly, 

American Rivers requests that the comanaging agency's role in the 

review process be elevated to that enjoyed by the Environmental 

Protection Agency and the Washington Department of Ecology. 

On the issue of liability, American Rivers agrees that the 

comanaging agency should be released troa any responsibility or 

Indeed, the Study/EIS -(at p. 112) warns that "DOE cleanup 
activities in the corridor may result in localized and temporary 
siltation in addition to potential cheaical and radiological 
contamination." In· view ct this, Aaerican Rivers objects to the 
statement on p . 118 of the Study/EIS ("It is the intent of the 
Hanford Reach Study Teaa that all ... new pel"llits for cleanup would 
be approved without objection.") as an inappropriate · attempt to 
prejudice ·future agency. regulatory actions . 

Responses 

37-2. The concept of "comanagement" has been dropped in the final EIS. 
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liability under CERCLA, MTCA, or other federal or state laws for 

clean-up of areas contaminated by Department of Energy activities 

at the Hanford Site, and rec ommends that specific language to that 

effect be included in the designating legislation. This course is 

much preferable to and more certain than seeking to accomplish the 

same end by means of a memorandum of agreement to be negotiated 

among the agencies. 

The shortcoming of the "memorandum ot agreement' appro .. cn ,s 

that the state and federal agencies may be constrained, as a matter 

of law, from releasing the comanaging agency from liability by 

means of such an instrument ; such a release may, at the very least, 

require a 9JilS! 2':Q gY.Q in the form of the co11anaging agency's 

coJIJ\litment to devote some of its resources to clean-up of the 

Hanford site. Furthermore, simply requiring the comanaging agency 

to engage in what are likely .to be protracted negotiations toward 

such an agreement would only divert the agency's scarce resources 

from its pri11ary management task. 

·Propoae4 Aotiont Kational Wildlife Refuge witb Mational •1~a 
and scenic River overlay 

Page 23, Designation of Boundaries: As stated in its general 

comments above, American Rivers supports Option 2 . However, 

American Rivers queations the revision of the southern boundary, at 

RM 346.5, to exclude the. DOE "JOO Area." No explanation is given 

for this revision, nor is there any description of whet occurs in 

th• "300 Areew that would allow an outside reviewer to determine 

37-3. 

37-4. 

37-5. 

See 4-6. 

See 4-6. 

Responses 

P~blic ~aw 100-605 established the downstream study area boundary at 
River ~1le (RM? 345. The proposal for the river boundary to be at RM 
346.5 1s to adJust the boundary above the industrialized area of the 
300 Area which is undergoing extensive cleanup by the Department of 
Energy, and may be part of a continued mission on the Hanford Site. 
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what effect its exclusion from the proposed National Wildlife 

Refuge might have on the management of the Refuge. 

raae 24, sesource Manaaement Actions: Under "Fisheries 

Management Actions ," both options would prohibit "dams and~ 

dredging permanently ." (Emphas i s supplied) Given the importance of 

the Hanford Reach as critical salmon spawning habitat, Alllerican 

Rivers questions the necessity for any dredg i ng that would 

adversely affect this habitat in the proposed National Wildlife 

Refuge/Wild and Scenic River . 

Moreover, the ter11 "major dredging" is not defined in the 

study/EIS. In order to assess the degree of protection afforded 

the resources of the Hanford Reach by a National Wildlife Ref.,

uge/Wi.ld and scenic River des.ignation, the dist i nction between 

•major• and "minor" dredging must be clearly drawn , along with the 

likely environmental effects or each. 

Bo.th aptiona 111s0 require . the u . S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

to •ts)trive to maintain instream flow needs for fish passage and 

production by studying flow needs and working with a·ppropriate 

Federal, State, and local agencies to secure· sufficient water for 

fisheries." Aloerican Rivers reco1'l!llends that the Fish and Wildlife 

service's mandate regarding instream flows be strengthened , &nd 

therefore requests that the final Environmental Iapact Statement 

direct the Service to •assure instream flow needa ror fish passage 

and production, by studying flow needs as necesaary and requiring 

appropriate Federal, State , and local agencies • to: provide s~ffi-

37·6. 

37·7 . 

Responses 

The final EIS has been revised ~nd states that~ proposed dredging 
(wat7r _reso~rce development proJect) would be reviewed and would be 
proh1b1ted 1f found to have a direct and adverse effect on the 
resources of the Hanford Reach. 

See 1·3. 
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cient water for fisheries." 

Also,· little guidance is given to the Fish and Wildlife 

Service as to when the referenced studies should be performed , and 

how the results of such studies are to fit into a management plan 

for the National Wildlife Refuge/Wild and Scenic River. The final 

Environmental Iapact Statement shou l d set forth the objectives and 

para:aeters of such studies, and establish reasonable deadlines for 

such studiaa to b.e co111pleted. 

Page 29. Management of Human Use and Activiti~s: Under 

'"Actions Related to Uses on Public Lands," both Options 1 and 2 

would "[a)llow the DOE to construct new intake and outfall 

structures, . and the access and utilities necessary to use and 

service the111, within the designated area." American Rivers objects 

to granting approval for such projects in advance of any knowledge 

of their locat ion, size, or other design features. As the 

Study/EIS acknowledges, "[a] wide range of future missions is 

possible for the [Hanford) site , including expanded roles in energy 

production, research and development, and other activities." 

Study/EIS at .14. Intake and outfall structures associated with 

increased energy production, for example , can entail substantial 

in-water construction work , with a resulting substantial risk of 

adverse effects on sensitive habitat. Also, discharges of warm 

water from generating· plants has caused adverse effects o.n 

migrating fish in the Hanford Reach in the past. American Rivers 

therefore believes it is inappropriate to exempt such projects from 

37-8. 

37-9. 

Responses 

See 27-9. 

This is not a blanket exemption. Such proposals would be reviewed to 
assure compliance with applicable regulations in order to protect the 
values for which the Hanford Reach was desi gnated. 
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the enviroruoental review required for other development projects in 

the Hanford Reach . 

Alternative B: No Action 

As outlined in our general coJl!lllents above, American Rivers 

believes that the "no action" alternative will not provide a 

sufficient degree of protection for the unique resources of the 

Hanford Reach. Under this alternative, the current legislative ban 

on dam construction and dredging will e:q,ire in November, 1996, and 

the Hanford Reach would continue to be managed in a piecemeal 

fashion by a number of different federal, state, and local 

agencies, . with different legislative mandates. It increases the 

probability of Hanford site properties being declared excess to the 

needs of the Department of Energy or surplus to the needs of the 

federal government in the future . This, in turn, could result in 

those properties passing into the ownership or control of a 

govern• ent _ or. private entity that could utilize them in a manner 

detrimental to the preservation of the Hanford Reach as a free

flowing river. Furthemore, the existing administrative designa

tions that serve to protect the Hanford Reach (i.e., the National 

Environmental Research Park, Areas of Critical Environmental 

concern, Wildlife Recreation Area, and National Wildlife Refuge) 

could be altered or eliminated at the discretion of either the 

designating agencies or the Department of Energy. 

Responses 
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Alternative Ci Water Resource D•v•lopaant Projects Prohibita<I, 
Ko Additional D•• ignations 

American Rivers does not consider Alternative c to be 

sufficiently protective of the unique resources of the Hanford 

Reach. While - legislative action to make permanent the existing ban 

on dam construction and dredging in the Hanford Reach would of 

course help maintain the free-flowing character of the river, the 

other concerns outlined under Alternative B, above, would remain. 

Alternative D: National Conaarvation Area 

Although this alternative has s0111e attributes that would 

protect the Hanford Reach (da111 construction and •major• dredging 

would not be allowed, for example), it also has some significant 

deficiencies . First, the boundaries set forth in Alternative D 

exclude certain lands, and exclude the DOE 11 300 Area . " As stated 

in our general coJ11l11ents above, exempting some lands from the 

National Conservation Area could have an adverse effect on the 

Hanford Reach and could interfere with the basic goal of preserving 

the unique character of · the Reach. And, as in our specific 

c011111ents on the Proposed Action, American Rivers objects to the 

exclusion, without explanation, of the DOE "300 Area" from the 

southern boundary of the proposed National Conservation Area. 

Second, Alternative D authorizes the .Bureau of Land Management 

(the comanaging agency .designated for this alternative) to allow 

grazing on public lands, as well as new mining activity within the 

proposed National Conservation Area·. The· Proposed Action, on the 

Responses 
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other hand, does not appear to authorize grazing on public lands 

within the designated area, and restricts any mining activity to 

miheral rights vested prior to the designation; even then, such 

activity is required to be conducted "in a manner that minimizes 

surface disturbance , stream sedimentation, pollution, and visual 

impairment." Furthentore, BLM would only be required to "reduce" 

off-road vehicle use in unauthorized areas under Alternat ive o, 

whereas the Proposed Action contamplates a more vigorous enforce

me~t policy. Given the potential for grazing and mining activity 

and off-road vehicle traffic to adversely affect the natural 

resources of the Hanford Reach, therefore, Alllerican Rivers opposes 

Alternative D. 

Alternative I: wational River 

This alternative also excludes certain lands and the DOE "300 

Area" froni the boundaries of t _he proposed National _River , and the 

concerns of American Rivers set forth for Alternative D apply with 

equal force here. Furthenaore, some of the "Recreation Management" 

and "Interpretation and Education" actions described under this 

alternative conte• plate the development of a touris~-driven 

infrastructure, e.g ; , upgraded boat access at several point• in the 

reach, more parking lots and picnic areas associated with those 

access points, and a fully ataffed visitor center. gerican Rivers 

does not necessarily oppose such activities because, as the 

Study/EIS points out, they increase awareness and enjoyment of the 

area·, and reduce illegal and. inappropriate uses. Hcn.1evar, too much 

Responses 
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development of such facilities may detract from the scenic 

character of the Hanford Reach. At the very least, the need for 

increased development, the amount of increased visitor traffic that 

· would likely result, and the consequent environmental effects 

should be examined in greater detail. 

Alternative E would make permanent the current legislative ban 

on dam construction .and dredging in the Hanford Reach; prohibit 

grazing on public •lands within the designated area; and impose the 

same restrictions on mining activity and off-road vehicle use as 

are set forth in the Proposed Action. 

In short, Alternative E would be our second choice to the 

Proposed Action, were it not for the exclusion of private lands and 

the "DOE 300" area from the boundaries of the proposed National 

River. 

IV. CONCLUSIOII 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit . written coilllnents on 

the Hanford Reach Comprehensive River Conservation study and 

Environmental Impact Statement . Please put us on your mailing list 

for this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

roi l7r~IJ/L-j;;;_. 
Charles E. Albertson 
F . Lorraine Bodi 
Katherine Ransel 

Responses 
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Regional Director 
National Parle Service 

1731 Wntlae Avenue North, Suit• 202 
S•aftla, Wuhinglon 01109-JOl.3 

(20&1 2113-•aae 

November 9 . 1992 

Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street. Suite 212 
Seattle. WA 98104 

RE: Comprehensive River Conservation Srudy and Environmental Impact Statement Draft 
for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 

Dear Regional Director: 

The Norlhwest Rivers Council (NWRC) is pleased to provide comment on the 
Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Statement Draft for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. 

The NWRC is a non-profit. conservation organization that works 10 protect the region· s 
free-flowing rivers through education and coordination of citizen efforts. The organization's 
goal is to conserve fish and wildlife habitat. recreation, and othet narural values provided by 
rivers for posterity. 

The NWRC has more than 800 dues paying members throughout the region. Membets 
have made and will continue lO make use of portions of the Columbia for boating, fi shing, 
camping and othet forms of recreation, for enjoyment of "wilderness· values, and for wildlife 
srudy and appreciation. The Hanford Reach is an important attribute of the Columbia. being 
the sole remaining free-flowing stretch of the river in Washington state. 

The NWRC would like to begin by applauding the efforts of the National Park Service as 
it proceeds with a recommendation for this ecologically and politically complex issue. We 
believe this complexity in itself is symbolic of the Reach' s tremendous value. 

Of the identified alternatives, the NWRC supports Option 2 of the Proposed Action : 
designation of the Reach u a National Wildlife Refuge with a Wild and Scenic River overlay . 
This action offers the most comprehensive means to protect this final free-flowing stretch and 
to meet the complexities mentioned above. Failure to comprehensively protect the Hanfo rd 
Reach will place priceless ecological values at risk, which is unacceptable. 

Protecting free-flowing rivers, fish, wildlife and recreation 

e .---._,,., .. ,..., 

(ov,r pl, au) 
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38-1 

38-2 

38-3 

We are certain that as the NPS considers its recommendation, it is being urged to strike a 
balance; the NWRC urges such a perspective as well. We ask only that the NPS consider the 
Columbia River in its entire comext when weighing the prospective values of the river. To 
attempt balance within the 51-mile segment itself is unreasonable when more than 1.200 
miles of the Columbia River has been transformed into stilled pools of reservoirs. The river 
should not be viewed piecemeal as it has been historically. The current situation offers the 
NPS an opportunity to preserve what the remainder of the Columbia lost decades ago. 

Although Option 2 is restrictive in the eyes of some, it controls land use practices only 
through conservation easements. and it does so only if it is shown that a real and immediate 
hann exists 10 the identified natural resources. The NWRC does not believe these 
"restrictions" are unreasonable considering both the sensitivity and national - indeed 
international - significance of the Reach. 

The DEIS has identified nine resources of regional significance and seven of national 
significance. Of the nationally significant resources, one stands paramount - the fact that the 
Reach remains the Columbia's most prominent fall Chinook spawning habitat. According 10 

the DEIS, appro,imately 80% of the total adult fall chinook run entering the mouth of the 
river will return to the Hanfo rd Reach. 

In this era of Endangered Species Listings. it is incredulous that any remaining pristine 
salmon habitat is not immediately and comprehensively protected. Delaying such prudent 
policy is not only an obvious threat to the salmon. but will incur costs to the region 's 
ratepayers and taXpayers in the future. 

Having stated our belief of the importance of this national treasure, the NWRC has a 
numher of particular comments we would like IO express: 

The "comanaging agency" must play a more active role than that of "strictly advisory". 
Obviously, a comanaging agency in the literal sense should play an equitable role in 
managing the resource. The days of secrecy at the Hanford site are over. The 
comanaging agencies must be co-operative and forthright with infonnation that has 
potential impacts on the adjacent lands and the river itself. 

The mysterious revision excluding the "300 Area" from the southern boundary of the 
study area must be justified if it is IO remain outside the designated boundaries. This 
revision is reminiscent of activities undertaken by the Department of Energy in past 
years and is an example of how this kind of process should not move forward. The 
Hanford Reach is a public resource much too valuable to keep the public and 
"comanaging agencies" in the dark_ 

Although the NWRC does want the site clean-up to proceed expediently, new clean-up 
technologies and/or other clean-up actions should not be inconsistent with the 
management goals of maintaining the ecological integrity of the Reach. 

38-1. 

38-2 . 

38-3. 

Responses 

Because the DOE has announced its intent to dives t itself of the north 
slope, the need for a "comanager" of the Hanford Reach is no longer 
valid. The DOE will no longer be a resource manager within the study 
area after lands are transferred. 

See 37-5. 

lie agree. 
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No1fto11.st RMrs Ccunol. ~ford Rtadi Ot/S comm,n/s 

The Columbia is one of a handful of rivers that is legendary, and at one time the river 
hosted the world ' s largest salmon runs. Unfonunately, this legendary river, once free-flowing 
fo r 1.243 miles, has less than 10% of its natural beauty and integrity intact. Simultaneously, 
the once mighty Columbia River salmon runs have declined to les.\ than 20% of their original 
splendor. 

As the ancient fo rest and threatened Sockeye salmon debates demonstrate all too well, 
poor natural iesource planning can have bitter and costly ramifications in the furure . Not only 
does the region suffer economically from short-sighted policies, but we ine,itably run the risk 
of exterminating another of the region 's signature species, and ultimately another thread of 
our culture. 

We have the opportunity to avoid this economic and cultural pain. Option 2 of the 
Proposed Action is good for the Reach. It will help conserve a unique ecosystem that once 
defined a vast region and preserve a modest reminder of the legend that once was the 
Columbia River. Is it too much to ask of our society to preserve a small remnani of the fabric 
that was the West? 

Thank you for the opponunity to comment on the Comprehensive River Conservation 
Study and Environmental Impact Statement Draft fo r the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River. We hope our input is helpful. 

3 

Sincerely, 

0 ~8,../..t....:.. 
Josh Baldi 
Conservation Director 
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NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVER/ WIL FUGE URGED 
FOR HANFORD REACH OF COLUMBIA RIVER: 

FIRST PRIORITY MUST BE TO END 
HANFORD CONTAMINATION FLOWING INTO RIVER AND AIRBORNE RADIATION 

ALONG RIVER 

39-1 

39-2 

The citizens' Hanford watchdog group, Heart of America Northwest, urges the adoption of 
National Wild and Scenic River status for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, the last 
free-flowing stretch of the River in the State of Washiniton, and establishment of a national 
wildlife refuge North of the River. 

The Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the National Park Service, however, does not 
address the very real threats to human health and the environment from : 

• highly contaminated seepage of Hanford groundwater into the Columbia River 
along the Reach, especially in attas heavily utilized by wildlife, spawning 
grounds and areas that the public is likely to use with increased frequency; 

*impacts on human health and the environment from continued dumping of over 
One billion gallons of untreated liquid wastes at Hanford this year; 

•contaminated wildlife, some with Strontium 90 and Plutonium contamination 
up to 7 million times background levels due to Hanford dumping and failure to 
manage radioactive wastes!!!! Hanford' s highly contaminated Deer mice, 
Cottontail rabbits, jackrabbits, house mice are the base of the food chain for 
wildlife and birds that should be protected along the Reach; 

*'Radioactive shine' from contaminated facilities and waste dumps along the 
River at Hanford pose a serious, unaddrcssed threat to human health for persons 
encouraged to use the Hanford Reach for extended periods; i.e . , fly fishing, etc .. 

The National Park Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have been dcliberatly misled as 
to the very real dangers . from Hanford along the Hanford Reach . Attached for the record arc 
contaminated groundwater plume maps and aerial surveys showing extensive man-made 
radiation levels along the River shorelines and islands. 

The very first priority for this region must be the cessation of Hanford's illei:al dumping and 
the in terception of the flow of contaminants into the Columbia River. the Final EIS should 
address measures to require the U.S. Department of Energy and its contractors to compensate 
the United States and State of Washington for natural resource damages and utilize such funds 
for clean-up of contamianted River hotspots. Further, the EIS should consider sole management 
of the areas along the River by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, instead of preserving any 
management and ownership functions with the discredited USDOE. 

Testimony submitted by Gerald Pollet, attorney/executive director, Hean of America Northwest 

:•••r'\~" •••~~ ~-• , ' .L•/ "'\.V , i ~~-"' 

' • .~ : - · • .- ' _, I I"-,. ~. • '• • ·'·' \ ,' ._ , I •_, ••.:., .,_ ;. , 'J , •_, ,y •• 

39-1. 

39-2. 

Responses 

See 27-27. 

The final EIS has been revised to include an expanded discussion on 
contamination found within the Hanford Reach. The NPS and USF~S do 
not f:el they have been misled, deliberately or otherwise, as to the 
perceived _or r:al dangers from Hanford. The EIS was developed in 
consultation with the DOE, as required by Public Law 100-605. 
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Waatinghousa Hanford Co . spokesman perspective : "Don't get hung up on the 
total ~um.ber cf gallons . What rea l ly counts i s the contamina~ion in t~e 
soi l.• 
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5 . 6 million curiaa · 

•~ota! S!te ~adioact~vity• (USCOE as~ .}: _488 ~ill!on cc=~as 

A~o~ct ot Plutoniu~ whie~ will in~uce a l~nq eanca= breat~•C : 
one or..e milliont..~ o= a g=a~ ( . 000001 g=a~•l 

Qua:t~!':y at ?!.utoniu::i :!..:::. Ea.:t!ord Hi~h. r..eva!. ~-Wasta Ta~k 10!.-SY: 
48 , 000 q:,a111s ( ap:;,=ox . 105 pour..cis ) 

Q\!an.t!~y 01! ?lutoc.!u::i in i-:an!o=~ ::igC-Lavel ~ - Was~e ·:'an:.c. 106 -C : 
48 ,0 00 q=a111s ( approx . 105 :;,ouncis ) 

!x~losiv e !o=ce ct eheMicals i~ Tan~ 101-SY (OSCO~ es~ .): 25 tor.s T~T 

3.aC.icac"":i·,1.ity in Tan..'< 106-C: m•,i•o'"'S o' c·J- ' •s S't.:'oct!.1.1:n 89,SO ar.d Ces!~ 

Har.!o:d cont:1ct0= as••••w•c~ o! what !sin Tan..~ 106-C: •:..~ is not ~osai~le 
to dete:::,.ine w~at is !n 't!l!s tank p:!.or 'to :amcval ot t~e wastes. '' 

Unu:;,lained 'loaa" ~=o"' Ta.::,l< 106-C in just 35 c.ay • i ,i. Nov. / Doc. 1985 : 
35,000 Ciallons 

Eati~ate of leaks fron Tanl< 106-C i::, boa past 10 y aa=s : 430 ,0 00 Gallons 

Laws a.nc Regulations requi=ing USCOE and Westing-house to =e~or~ raleases 
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RC'll chu,ter 70.105; WAC 173-303-145; 42 USC 6937 [RCRA]; 42 use 9603 
[CERCLAi; 33 use 1321(b) ( S ) (Claar. Water Act] 
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FIGURE 6.43 . 01str1but1an of Uranium 1n Ground Water Beneath the 300 Area 
During 1987 (Jaquish and Hitchell 1988) 
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Tli.E DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ESVIRONMEST>.L SURVEY 

I. Background 

The Department o! Energy (DO E) Environoental Survey is one of a 
number of environmental and safety initiatives a nnounc ed by 
Secretary John S. Herrington in September 1985 in order ·to 
strengthen the Oepart~ent's e nvi ronme nt , safety and hea lth (ES &H) 
function. The other initiatives include (1 ) reorganization of 
the ES,H function and its con s olidation under a s i ngle Assistant 
Sec retary having respons ibi lity sole ly for ES&H, (2) Technical 
Safety Appraisal s of all DOE major nuclear facilities, and (3) a 
Compute r Ass isted Tracki~g Sy,t em (CATS) to enabl e t h e new ES&H 
organization and DOE upper management to monitor the s~atus of 
DOE operat i ons . ~o ass ure compliance with environmental and sa:ety 
requirements, and manage and redUce areas of risk. 

II. Purpo5e of th• Survey 

The purpose of the Sur vey is to identify environmental probleo s 
and areas of environmental risk a t DOE operating facilities for 
the purpose of prioritizing th•~ for remedial action. In th i s 
regard , the Survey is fundamentally an internal Depar tmental 
management tool for long-range planning and to ass i st in bet ter 
allocating resources. It i s not intended to displace ongoing 
ef fo rts of DOE Operatio ns Offices at characterizing and 
correc~ing enviror.~ ental ?roblems or pursuing environmental 
compliance: rather, i t is designed to complement those effor~ s . 

The Survey is net based on the assumpt ion that there is a la :ge 
body of previously unidentif i ed environmental problems t~at ~h• 
Survey will uncover for the first time . On the contrary , 
although the Survey does id e ntify new problems, the fin~ings of 
the Survey often involve problems of which the site management is 
already aware. This does not d iminish the valu• of the Survey, 
in light of its more fundam•ntal goal: to view all of DOE ' s 
environmental problems through the •sam• set of eyes" for the 
purpose of prioritization. 

Th• Survey will also serve to 3evelop a basel i ne of e nvironmental 
information for each facil i ty tor use in the future e nvironmenta l 
a udi t prograro that will follow the Survey in FY 1989. Th• n eed 
for a basel i ne is aeen in the variations between different 
facilitit• in environmental atatus a nd information, and the n eed 
to measure and validate future environmental performance. 

wew,;; 
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__. 
~!'l e as!i gene:-2.ted st bo~:l :.te :ao EJ.S! M,d :~a nest ?o we:- ?!.!!.nts. '!'~is -~·as~e !s 

si1:19ly sto~ ~ iled st the res~ectiv~ points ot g''!!'.er! tlon. 

4.1.~ EnVU'tlamental Monitodng Prognm 

lJ.S. EcolosY operates an Environmental Monitorint Program for the ir disposal site. 

The progr1m now Includes soil and vegeta.t ion sa.mpllng a.nd TLD me:uuroments a.t 

~he !our cornen of the site; one a.mbient air monitor; and five groundwate:, 

monitoring welli. All samples are collected and analyzed on a quarterly basis. 

lJ.S. Ecolo~ plans to install a.n addit ion!.! 9 air sample,-, to its prog,-:,m sometime 

in 1987. 

(!fon-rae<lia related compliancs raonitorin!l'/ detection systems are !!2! used as part 

ot Haniord's wast e-raanaiement program.) 

4.1.3 l"lndinp 

4.l.3.l Ca.tev;or,r I 

o None 

4.1.3.2 Ca.tegor,r n 

o Non 

Ca.tev;on- m 

o At the 300 Area Process Trench, HW/RMW has seeped Into the g..ound in 

corulderable quantities over :lll extended period o{ time. Accordingly, 

there uirts a high ·pot'ential for contamination o! ground water and of the 

Columbia River. The continued cllicharge o( 18.l'i'• quantities of process 

wastewater ta thi3 unit (even thauih it Is said to be no looter either HW or 

R:.tW) will probably force huanlous/radloactive constituents into the 

Columbia River at a signitic=t rate. 

Responses 
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a Nume ~acs a~\!l!OUS ?roc~ss st:e!.:r-,s e..:e c:sc:la:?~d cE : e-::tly :o tar.d-~e.se-i 

C.:spos a.l uni:s (e.g., c:-ibs, ~cnCs, C.~_;we!ls, e~c.) throu'g':':cu t the :'!:!:Sl?:-.·at :on. 

Since none of these units ue tined, t!'iese was-:ewater s!;-earr:s have see?ed 

into the ground in consider,.ble quantities ove~ an e:ttended period ot time. 

AccordinilY, :here exist.'5 o. high potential !or contamino.tion o! ground 

water. As in the c!!.Se ot the 300 Area. Process Trench (see ~bove), the 

cont inued discharge of WIL'Stewater (whether technico.lly HW/ RMW or not) 

has the likelihood of torc init ha.z.._"<lous/radioactive constitue,its into the 

ground water, and ultimately into the Columbia River. 

o Fiv~ ot the 1'.ndfills/retrieve.ble stor!.ge units used to o ana,e RMW in the 

200 A.rea pose potential environment.u vulnerabilities. This Is due :o the 

following !•ctors: 

-The nature of the wastes i.s essentially unknown. 

-Neither liners nor ioperme3.ble cops are present. 

-No ground-water monitoring system~ are in t)lac~ .. 

As a result, unknown hazardous/radioactive constituent, can leak out of 

the units, and readily entee the soil column en.-oute to ..-cund wa.ter. In the 

absence ot a p-ound-wate monitoring system, such L..,. occurrenc!: would go 

undetected for a.n extended penod of time. 

4 . l.3.4 Catesorv [V 

o Numerowi "satellite" drum-storage a.reas for both HW and RMW throu.-hout 

the ~~ervatlon have no containment to prevent spills/leaks Crom 

contaminatlnr i?'ound water. At least orie such area (i.e., the area 

immedia.tely north at B Plant) consistently exceeds the 90-da.y storage 

l!mlta.tlon. _ .-\lthourh there is rio rerulatory requlreme"t tha.t such aree.s 

have secondary containment, the possibility exists for minor spills to enter 

the .-round wa.ter. 

4-:s 
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FIGURE 6.23. Distribution of Average Tritium Concentrat i ons in the Unconfined 
Aquifer During 1989 (after Jaquish and Bryce 1990) 
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FIGURE 6.37. Distribution of Average Tritium Concentrations in the 
Unconfined Aquifer During 1988 (after Jaquish and 
Mitchell 1988) 
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D < Detection 10 5,000 

ttfil 5,000 • 20,000 
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F)GURE 6. 36 . 0 1 stri but ; on of Average Trit 1 um Concentrat i ans i n t he 
Unconfined Aquifer Our i ng 1986 (PHL 1987) 
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Comments 

FIGURE s. Tritium Distribution in Unconfined Ground Water 

Courtesy of the cr.s. Department of Energy, Richland , Washington. 
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Sine~ non e of t!lesi! units 2..:e !i:".ed. : !':ese we..s-:awe.te : s::-~~r..s '.'-: .!ve see;:e-:: 

into t~e ~ou:id in consiGe:-~ble qt:e.:i ci:;es ove:- an er.er.de~ ;e:-!cd a ( ~f:ne. 

AccorC ing!y, :here e::dst:s a h igh ~otentis..l for con-:am ination of g?' ::,u nd 

wa.ter. As in : , c~e oi the 300 Are!. Process Trench (se~ ,bove), the 

continued discha.rge of wastewo.ter (whether tec!lnicilly HW/ R:IIW or not) 

has the likelihood o{ forc ing hu!.rdous/r!.dioo.ctive constituent , 

ir.ound ., ... ter, o.nd ultimately into the Columbia. River. 

o Five of the !2.nc!fiUs/ret:'ev1tble stor~ge units used to mana,e !t:.<W in the 

200 A.u 9ose l)Otem: la.l environm ent al vulners.bili ties. This is due to t he 

follow in, f.\ctors: 

- The nature of th e was-:es is essentia.lly U!"l.know n. 

- Neit~e.r lir:ers nor tm9e:-me!.ble C!.;>s a.re ~resent. 

-No r.ound-water monit:orini sys-:em.s are in plac!:. 

A.s o. result, unknown hu ... -dou,/radloactlve constituents con le!..'<: out of 

t!le units, and re!.dUy enter the soil colum n enroute to ..-ound wat er. l.i the 

absence o(·a rround-wate?' r:ionitorini syster:i, sue..,,_ &."1 occtJ....-:-enc!. would io 

undetected !or an enended period o! time. 

( . l.3., Categorv rv 

o. Numerous "satellite" drum-stor>.ie o.ru.s !or both HW and RMW throu,hout 

the reserv&tion have no containment t o prevent •pllli/lu.ks from 

contaminating l(T'OUnd water. At least one such area (i.e., the area 

• Immediately north of B Plant) consistently e,:ceeds the 90-<lay storaie 

·limitation. Althouth there is no regulatory requirement that such areu 

have secondary containment, the pouibll!ty e..-ru t s !or minor spills ta enter 

the ground wa.ter. 

Responses 



::r 
e:): 
CJ',,, 
~ 

• a:,. 
a:; 
(',f7_ 
(',("") 

(.J"'} 

°' 

LETTER 40 Comments 

40-1 

National Parks 
Northwest Regional Office 

6-18 South 223rd 
Des Ho ines, Washington 98198 

206 824-8808 
fax 206 824-8837 
October 13, 1992 

Hr. Charles Odegaard 
Regional Director 
National Park Serv ice 
83 south King St. Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Hr. Odegaard: 

The following constitutes the col111'1ents of the National Parks 
and Conservation Association (NPCA) regarding the Hanford Reach of 
the Coluwlbia River EIS. The study teall is to be conunended for a 
thorough and well presented study. 

NPCA strongly recol111'1ends that option 2 of the preferred 
alternative be recol'lllended for enactment by the Congress. Except 
that the proposal to allow the Department of Energy (DOE) 
unconstrained authority within the proposed Wild and Scenic River 
Corridor is unacceptable. we strongly recoruumd that any new 
construction proposed by DOE be subject to the constraints imposed 
by the Wild and Scenic River Act. Future unconstrained DOE actions 
have the potential to degrade the river resources below that level 
which makes it outstandingly re•arkable and as such requires 
controls be i•posed . 

The report should clarify the issue of toxic clean-up on lands 
that would be transferred from the jurisdiction of DOE to that of 
th c secretary of the Interior. It would be improper tor DOE to 
avc ~d toxic clean-up responsibility on these lands because 
jurisdiction is transferred and the report should emphasize that 
DOE retains this responsibility. 

Thank you for the opportunity to com:ment on the study. 

Sincerely, ----~-~ ,~_, (}. . c~~ ·:.,---, /~ 
Dale A. Crane 
Pacific Northwest Region 

10139201.ska 

Responses 

40-1. See 4-6. 
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----------

September 23, 1992 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore 
Project Manager 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
83 S. King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Tri-City Industrial Development Council, 
we respectfully request that you file in the official EIS record the enclosed policy 
statement adopted by our Board on September 24, 1992. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

~~--~ 
John N. Lindsay · 
President/CEO 

JNL/jf 

Responses 
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i~ ~~~~~om"'" on ,co,•'", cm rn 
901 N. ~ • Knn~II. WA 99"6-76'5 U.S.A. • tS09) 73! -1000 • FAX 1$09) 735~ • l~TRI-CTTY 

POUCY STATEMENT 

HANFORD REACH DRAFT EIS 

TRIDEC has reviewed the proposal to establish the Hanford Reach as a Wild and Scenic 
River. There could be positive economic aspects in the form of touri5m and an increased 
quality of life to draw new industries to the region. Since both sides of the Hanford Reach 
have exteruive industrial and agricultural development, TRIDEC questions the existence of 
a natural environment worthy of protection. Even if one concludes that the Hanford Reach 
is a resource that one should protect, the National Park Service recognizes there is already 
adequate government protection of the area. The proposal would advenely affect the 
region's economic existence. 

The National Park Service's recommendation for protecting the Hanford Reach implies a 
need to protect that area. First, there should be an environment that is worthy of protection 
and, second, there should be a need to protect it 

There is a question whether there is a unique, protectable environment along the 51 miles 
of proposed Wild and Scenic River. There arc several hundred miles of the Columbia River 
from the Canadian border to its mouth. The proposed protected region is but a small 
percentage of the entire length. Along the west and south side of the Hanford Reach is the 
Hanford Nuclear Reservation, which uses the river for a variety of industrial purposes. 
Agricultural intereru use most of the cast and north side for growing and processing crops. 
Darns contain most of the river's flow between the Canadian border and the sea. Only the 
Hanford Reach is free-flowing. Although this latter fact makes the subject 51 miles unique, 
it hardly qualifies that stretch as a Wild and Scenic River. Both industr:al and agricultural 
land uses straddle its length. 

If the subject area is unique and wild, is it in need of protection? William J. Briggle, 
Deputy Regional Director, Pacific Northwest Region of the National Park Service, stated 
that • ... the Study Team and the Task Force found the environment along the Reach to be 
in reasonably good condition. The control over public access to the area for much of the 
last SO years bas been instrumental in protecting the archaeological sites, the rare plants and 
animals, and the fisheries to an unusual cnent. The condition of these resources indicates 
to me that the stewardship of the Department of Energy, the U.S. f ;s.h and Wildlife Service, 
the Bureau of Land Management, the Washington Department of Wildlife, and the private 
landownen bas been generally beneficial in perpetuating the natural resources of the 
Hanford Reach." 

41-1 . 

41-2. 

Responses 

The NPS feels the resources present in the study area as described in 
the EIS are well worth preserving. Please refer to Ch. III, Affected 
Environment, for a thorough discussion of the significant resources 
within the Hanford Reach. 

Although there are valuable natural and cultural resources in the 
study area, it is not wild in the sense of being eligible for 
Wilderness designation or for a wild or scenic classification pursuant 
to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Management over the past 50 years 
has indeed been beneficial for many of the remarkable natural and 
cultural values present. However, periodic studies to evaluate this 
area's potential for navigation or hydroelectric projects and the 
present proposals by some to convert lands currently used for wildlife 
conservation purposes to farmland demonstrate that without additional 
legislation there is no guarantee that this environment will remain 
essentially unchanged. 
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Page two 

All parties, including the power interests, agree that the Hanford Reach should not be 
dammed and further controlled. Therefore, the only interest of any government, federal, 
state, or local, should be to ensure that the successes of the past continue. 

The past practices have been successful as recognized by the Park Service. There is no valid 
reason to change them. Surely the Study Team can suggest improvements, but the current 
management of the Reach could implement them. Local governmental agencies and the 
local arms of the aforementioned state and federal agencies could undertake such 
improvements through their current organizational structures. Adding the National Park 
Service would only insert another level of government without improving anything. 

The Hanford Reach proposal impacts two economic aspects of the community, agriculture 
and electric power generation. The east and north side of the river has extensive capital 
invested in orchards and other agricultural development. Regulation by tbe National Park 
Service could restrict crop production and thereby reduce land values. The South Columbia 
Basin Irrigation District has frve major spillways that discharge runoff into the Columbia 
River. The irrigators fear that restrictions on such outflows could close down the entire 
system. 

The power producers are concerned tbat restrictions surrounding the proposal could affect 
them in several ways. Although their primary interests are electric power generation - and 
to a lesser extent, flood control - the restrictions could curb releasing water from the dams 
when they need the power or force them to dump water when no one needs the power. 
Further restrictions would probably prevent them from constructing and maintaining 
transmission lines through the area. Additionally, restrictions resulting from the proposed 
designation might limit discharges of cooling water from WNP 2 nuclear power plant, 
further aggravating the system's ability to provide much needed power to the Northwest. 

The proposed designation of the Hanford Reach as a Wild and Scenic River would 
adversely impact tbe existing agricultural activities. It would also negatively affect energy 
generation and transmission that is so vital to the entire NorthwesL Although TRIDEC 
suppons protection of tbe Hanford Reach, it cannot find any reason to overthrow tbe 
existing organizations that collectively manage that area. Let them continue their successful, 
cooperative effort not only to protect tbat area's natural resources, but also to develop its 
economic potential. 

Approved by tbe TRIDEC Board of Directors this ,;i.4 l_!, day of M...f,0 , 1992. 
I 

Nr~AG:ilu~ 'tciic Chairman of the Board 

41-3. 

41-4. 

Responses 

Protective designations as described in the Proposed Action would not 
affect maintenance and/or operation of existing Columbia Basin Project 
i rrigation facilities on or around the study area. Thus, irrigated 
agriculture on adjacent private lands would not be affected. The text 
of the final EIS has been revised to discuss the values of the 
wetlands associated with existing Project irrigation facilities and 
discuss the Columbia Basin Project. 

Designation would not impact existing agriculture and power 
generation. For information pertaining to agricultural use, please 
refer to Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, Effects on Land Ownership 
and Use. For information pertaining to power generation, please refer 
to Ch. II, Alternatives, section on Water Development, Water Rights, 
and Power Generation. Finally, the Department of Energy intends to 
relinquish control over lands to the north and east of the river. In 
order to maintain ex isting protections, some action will be necessary 
to maintain management by a conservation agency (or agencies) for 
conservation purposes. 
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LOWER COLUMBIA BASIN AUDUBON SOCIETY 
9016 Sunset Trail 

Pasco, Wa. 99301-1675 

November 2 , 1992 

Charles H . Odegaard. Regi o nal Director 
Pacific Northwest Region 
The National Park Service 
83 s~~th Xing Str2ct 
Seattle, Washin9tvn 98104 

Ccar ~r. Odegaard : 

We are wr~tinq to submit our comment s to the draft Comprehensiv~ 
River Conservation Study and Environmental Impact Study of the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River published in June 1992. 

We would like to coll\l!lend the National Park Service and the Study 
Team for the quality and thoroughness ot the study . We believe 
the N?S and team went to extraordinary lengths to meet the 
d~~3&~s placed on the~ by the co~plex issue s and the co~peting 
~nterests involved ic this study . We believ~ the NPS did¾ 
superb job of keeping the co~rnunity, local governments and 
diverse interests groups informed and involved. The excellence 
of the draft EIS attests to your efforts and proves you met the 
require•ents of Public Law 100-605. 

Our chapter would like to express our overwhelming support for 
Option 2 of the Proposed Action, ie designation of the study 
area as a National Wildlife Refuge with National Wild and Scenic 
River Overlar. V•-··&r• convinced the " Proposed Action " is the 
best altilrn~iv• to . protect the Reach's wide range of resources. 

Design.a ti~. C tJ,e 1J4.nford Reach u a Wild and Scenic River .and 
adjacent J)Ul>lJc -lan~• a permanent National Wildlife Refuge is 
the best . available •etbod of protecting this priceless riverine 
and shrub-steppe wildlife habitat which is disappearing at such 
an alarming rate in the Northwest . 

The study area contains forty - eight -species which are either 
rare, threatened or endanoered. These species require the 
protection Wild and Scenic River and National Wildlife Refuge 
status can afford . Proper manaqement and re covery of these 
speci~s is cruc ial to protect local agricul ture , power 

Responses 
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pr oduction and other e conomic in te r ests from the hardships 
assoc iated with drasti c re covery programs experienced with t he 
spo tted o wl and Snake Ri v er sal-:non runs. 

Wild 1nd S=~nic Ri ve r status ~il : ~-= .1 p Jitive influenc~ c~ ~ ~e 
-::::.-c.:.-:i23' ; ·1:blic i:-,a;-:-. f ·~ •. a de-::1·.!as :: ! n~ c:1::-.::- d c f e:i.s=: 
;. : d~~~i c ~ ~1ave l~ft th~ Tr i-:ities wi:h d nat ional re pu tation 
as a h~h 0 f haz a rdous was t~ and nu~ l aar de~ri s. Wild and Sceni c 
~::.·:e :- d~siqnat.i o n would provide a p o s itive, h e al thy r i.::l;.-..;,-:;; . .1!. ~:1 

:t: s unfair and d~~agiti~ ~= aoe . 

~h~ proposed action wo u l d ~nhan=~ o~= local econo~y b1 
~:i~u:a~!~g the tc~:ist and sport f is ~i~g i~d~zt:-y as wel: as 
~~~:s~i~g t h e !lc rthw•s t Po wer Pl1n11 i n g So~nci: i~ ::d~~~~; ~ts 
sal ~on rec overy goals . Heal : hy , productiv e sal~o n redds ~n t he 
Hanford Reach will also promote c ommercial fish inq outside the 
st udy area and assist the nation in meetina its s almon treaty 
obligations with Canada. 

The draft EIS discussed the Department o f Energy requi rements to 
withdraw water from the r iver and transmission line c r oss i ngs. 
The DEIS did not specifica lly mention si~ilar r equ irem~n ts o f 
t~l~ Wa5ti&qt o~ Public Power Supply System. We reco~~end :he 
~E!3 b~ ;~J~ded to i ~c lu1 ~ th es e requ~~~~~ nts. 

Agricultural interests have expressed concerns over the proposed 
actio~ restr:ct~n~ their expansion. Ample acreage is avai lable 
ou tside the study area to ·enable agriculture to expand to a 
point at which the available irrigation water is exhaUsted. 

The pr~posed action wou ld pr ovide the protection the , incredible 
~r c haeo logical r esourc es o f the study area demand. It would 3 ls c 
allow Native Americans t o utilize the area · s c ultural resources. 

During the public• hearing phase o ! the DEIS proc ess numerous 
calls for an 9xtenaion of time for review of the DEIS and e ven 
demands to b,egin the study over again were heard from interested 
parties in ·the · Miattawa area . The people making these demands . in 
Mattawa complained of not being informed of the study process 
until th~ last minute. I do not believe these claims are valid . 
The Mattawa community was well represented on the Study Task 
f orce by one Grant County Commissioner , Grant County Publ ic 
Utility District , Grand Coulee Project Hydroelectric Authority , 
private landowners and Congressional. staff. The Mattawa 
coi:ununity and the agricultural interests were well represented, 
involv ed and informed throughout the study process . 

Responses 

42-1. See 1-2. 
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The Hanford Reach is one of those sp~c~~l p:3 c ~s ~here the 
wonder and mystery o t: nature has ::-.ana9ed t.c s:.lrvive. We have an 
o~ ligation to pass thes e p l aces or1 to succ~edin~ ge n e =atiorts 
unble~ished by o ur use ar.d enjoyrne~t. Th~ p~ opo s ed action wil l 
~~et this obligation. 

Wa ur~e y ou to r~ta in d~~i~nati 0 n as ~ ~dtional ~ i l d:i f~ R2 !uq~ 
~~:~ ~i ld ~nd Scen ic River ~v~r lay (~p~ion 2) as the pr~pos~d 
.iCt~1)n. 

W~ wish yo u con tinutd succass in th~ product~ c ~ o f the !i~a: 
EIS. 

5incerej,y, 

~~ 
Richar . 

0

Lea~:• nt 
Ch -1i erson, 
Cc~s~r'l3tic~ Co~~ ~tt ee 

Responses 
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., ? ~ mld-columbla a rchaeologlcal s ociety 

Bo~ Kar~tko . Nat ;onal Park Service 
Pac , f ic Morthwest Regional Offi ce 
83 S l< ing St 
Seattle . W.A 981 04 

Cear Sir. 

November 6. 1992 

The MCAS w oula I We to thank the National Park Service f or the Interest ~nd 
jedicat ion to determining protection alternatives for the Hanford Reach on the 
Columbia Ri ver. The NP5 and other members of the study team have objectivel y and 
prof ess1onally pursuing the manaate of Pub l ie Law I 00-605 

How ever. the MCAS is not satisfied with the cursory analysis of the 
chararcteri stics which make the archaeological, cul tural and histor ical resources of 
the Hanford Reach nationally and r eg ionally signi f i cant. It Is unfortunate that the 
statements In the DEIS focused exclus ive ly on arlfact and si te types rather than the 
potenti al rnowledge these archaeological locations can provi de to unaerstana the 
past or the Mid Columbia The DEIS indirectly promotes a concept tha t the value of 
archaeological sites is in the artifacts and their sophis t ication. This at t i tude, 
when held by the put>lic f1Jels the illegal market for archaeologic al artifacts 

As you have noted in the DEIS what makes the archaeologica l resour ces of the 
Hanford Reach so critical Is that the Tull dlverstty or sttes still ex1st because the 
Reach has never been Impounded, and most or It was never cu ltivated. Not only are 
the or iginal Quantity of si tes still in exis tence t>ut generally preservation is 
excellent. In other reaches of the Columb ia there has been destruction or si tes t>y 
development and relic collecting, also ground compaction can deform fragil e items 
t>eneath the surface and may affect buried l i ving surfaces. Chemical or organic 
contam inat ion w i ll skew dat ing resu lts and analysis or skeletal or food plant 
remains. Fluctuat ions in water levels wi ll destroy sensit ive materials l ike bone 
and other organics. Thus tt becomes clear that not only do the si tes on the Hanford 
Reach stil t exist but their Integr i ty should rar exceed that or sites elsewhere. 

The Hanford Reach is the last stretch of the Columbia where we can truely study a 
complex of s1tes, represent ing the diversity of act iYitl es prehistori c people 
pursued. As an example, w ith in the Hanford Reach groups of interrelated sites exist 
that are termed a site complex. One complex would be the grouping of perhaps 3 or 
4 si tes whose activi ties carry fish from the activ i ty or procurement thr oug~, 
pr0( ess1ng, storage Jnd r lnal ly consumpt 10n at thew inter v1 I I age In tne R~acri we 

43 -1. 

Responses 

~ee 7-1 and 27-43. In addition, the discuss ion of cultural resources 
!n Ch. III, Affected Environment, has been revised to state the 
1~portance _of cultural resources in unde rstanding the past of the 
m1d-Columb1a . 
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;;,,re not con f ined to studying each '.:llf as an 1no1vidual, outside the populat ion or 3:1 
of the fleach archaeological sites 

Tt-i1s 15 a powerf ul opoortunlty to increase our 1Jnderstand1ng of the oast One 0f me 
many r2sfarc~ 1,s~es this could address 13 '.haT. of s~asona i: t ·y '.\l ,t t, a more 
.: ::;r:· ::,i ~:t' arc·,aeo10q •c3l rec~rd we couic l1i:-t~r::;1 ~: r: ·-Nt":1: seaso::s D'?c:,1e '->J~;e . .,:. :-- ,; 
::art ·c~~~r f0•:'tj re:c~,,:t·::e'3, ev?.- -.v~';:): ~·':?r t.ri~ .. :v~:~ w~: ·1 ac~:~:j 3~ : :-;~..,- --. ::ier:~··:s :- t 
:r~ ·}'f!:=.,r· ~·: c·:,!le: t foo,j cr.d <:upol 1e$ ir. 1Y.t-,er 8arts of tn~ re91 or 'We .:01J!1J :!l~c· 
,:i~terrn 1 f'e "l•W this season3l r,)und (nar:ge-d O·i~r the r.e0tur 1es ,n r~i atl r1n to r,:: n,3r:9t s 
1~ cl imate. popu latIor, or av~il ab 1i1ty. 

Even more unusual ;s \he continuec ex istence vr tr,e subsister,ce res,;urces :;sec D'y 

,"Iese oeople ror thei r surv ival includ ing natural salmon and steelhead fisheries, 
sageorush steppe nattve food plant communities. a wildfowl migration route , and 
other su,sistence sites still used by Native Amer icans The Hanford Reach present s 
the possibility or uroderstandmg the technology and methods used by prehistoric 
people 1n col lecting t~,e abundant f ish that were passing through the area or 
spawning :n the siack waters of the Reach as opposed to rapid obstacie strewn 
ar-eas I Ike Celi lo Fa \ Is or Priest Rap ids. 

one of t he most compelling reatures or the Hanford t:;each marks trie oorder tetweer, 
t '.le sa1 1snan and sanaptlan 1angt1age groups or tne Plateau r ne sa11snan ;,eople 
hcluded the Coast , Northern Washington, Idaho, aM into Brit ish Columbia, whiie the 
Sanaptan speakers occup ied southern Washington and Oregon. This unique 
ooportun 1ty wil l all ow us to archaeologica lly study how people dea,t w ith eacn 
other when faced w i th differences of larn_1uage and society M~ny questi ons have 
tieen raised about how they allotted trie ri ch resources associated with the Hanford 
Reach, Priest Rapids and Cral) Creek. There 1s ethnographi c evi dence or fluctuat ion 
In the Mrder between the Sallshan and Sahaot1an Earliest explorer records suggest 
triat tne Sallshan band, the Columb1a, extended furtner downr1ver 1nto the are3 
attributed to the Sahaptian Wanapum band in later accounts 

Native Americans st"III practice traditional lifeways on and near the Hanford Reach, 
as they did as r ecently as the 1940·5 prior to their removal from the Reach 
Ethnographic bands that used the Aeach were primari ly the Wanapum, but rnc lude the 
Wanapum, Columbia, Palouse, and Yakima. You can eas ily imagine the continuing 
significance of these plant and animal commun1ties,tne landforms that support 
them, and the locations wnere people lived In tne past The vicin ity of the Hanrord 
Reach contain many locaticns tha t are sacred to the religious pursui ts of Native 
Americans and they are ac tively included in the relig ious practices of these peop le 
Indeed, one of the most Important American religious sect s began at the upper end 
of the A each. The Dreamer prophet re I ig1on originated in the Wanapum group and 
:nf luenc~d cu;tures throu9h0ut the area, w 1tn its focus vn tradit1cnal1sm 

Responses 
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t1any of the historical sites are now arcnaeoiogical because when the land was put 
in to government ownership the towris of White Bluffs and Hanford were torn down 
e~cept for a few buildings. However ev idence of the towns and irr igat1on project s 
abound and draw an annual reunion of past residents . Because of the t,ndeveloped 
nature 0r tne Reach evidence or tne earl i er r,nases or settlement on oe founc sum 
,JS r.ne early cattle ,3rK 0 .rg, and go :c placer mining. 

The l·:C AS is ,:oncerr.ed .~bout th~ section of th~ DE ;s that discusses the hrstor,ca! 
sites, we feel it 1s inadequate because 1t 1s little more t~,an a lauMry list of 
popularly known sit~s The themes that determine wny the historical sites are 
important are not discussed, such as early nomesteaders, rancning , gold mining ov 
:he Chinese. haw the settlements began on a basis or agricultural deve:c,pment 

Many oeople have aovocated recogniti on or the value that the historical sites nave 
for people who once lived in the townsites. This :s demonstrated In the annual 
reunion he id at the White Bluffs and Hanford towns1tes each year. However, this 
point is riot discussed in the short section in the DEIS on historic resources 

The above is in no way a complete discuss10n of the significance or t:1e 
archaeological. historical and cultural sites ana loc ations or the Hanrcrd Reac~,. But 
the 1'1CAS strongly urges the NPS add me anove points to the Cultura l Rescur ces 
section or Chapter :11, Affected Environment Section C It Is cr1t1cally important 
that the EIS c0nt3ln not just information about artifact and site types, but a 
straightforward discussion of what makes them so sign i f icant and informative 
This w111 make the Cultur31 Resources section comparable in detail to other part s of 
the Affected Environment Chapter and demonstrate to the public and Congress why 
the preferred alternative of Recreati onal WIid and Scenic 1s merited. 

The orart EIS for the Hanford Reacn or the Column1a ls a good assessment or 
preservation alternatives and tM1r value and Impact Though there nas Deen 
considerable pressure to soften the preferred alternative or include other 
alternatives, the MCAS strongly supports the preferred alternat ive of a Recreational 
Wild and Scenic over the entire study area (Option 2) and hOpes the NPS will not 
accept substant ive changes to the alternatives. So that tne MCAS may hope to enj oy 
the oeauty and comp lexity of the resources ro the Hanford Reach 

Slnc.zel~-- -· ··-

, !~~~1/y~ ~1\e, Editor 

43-2. 

Responses 

Volumes could undoubtedly be written describing the significance of 
rema)ning_ar:haeologica l and historic remnants, but space does not 
~erm1t t~1s 1n an EIS. We believe it is suf ficient to provide enough 
1nformat1on to demonstrate that si gnificant archaeological and 
cultural resources exist and that they contribute to our knowledge of 
our ance~tors and_ourselves. ~e appreciate the viewpoints expressed 
in the M1d-Columb1a Archaeological Society's letter. 
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October 18 , 1992 

Charles H. Odegaard , Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South Ring Street 
Seattle , Washington 98104 

Dear Hr. Odegaard ; 

The Lower Columbia Pish Enhancement Group would like to thank 
the Park Service for the opportunity to comment on th• Draft 
River Conservation Study and Bnvironmental Impact Statement. 
We feel this is the final opportunity to save the last 
remaining natural portion of the great Columbia River before 
it ia developed, one of the last chinook salmon spawning and 
rearing habitat lost, and the last wild and scenic river's 
beauty gone forever . 

LCFEG is a non-profit, non-political organization dedicated to 
helping the Washington Department of Fisheries in the 
enhancement, protection, and perpetuation of viable salmon 
populations . Although our area includes the Columbia River 
from Bonneville Dam to the Mouth, LCFEG is concerned about the 
entire system . 

Specific comments relative to Alternative A are as follows :· 

1 . Th• last major spawning area for the Columbia River 
chinook needs to be protected . Hatchery fish are only 
part of the answer. Therefore, this section of the river 
needs protection from future dam and dredging. 

2 . Page 25, option 11 & page 29 - It is sugges e 
grazing on public lands be eliminated in an orderly 
manner (say 10-15 years) instead of prohibited outright. 

3 . Page 26, under the BSA for the Reac , 1 1 
that adequate funds be provided to implement the 
described actions. Otherwiw, we have empty promises . 

4. Page 27, under option 11 it is sugges e 
existing facilities be maintained but not expanded upon . 
The river's habitat is just too fragile to have more 
human intervention . 

P.O. Box 61723 •Vancouver.WA 98666-1723 

Responses 

44-1. Under the Proposed action grazin~ would not be allowed on federal I 
owned lands in the Reach unless 1t benefits wildlife This · y 
~~n!!~~~~is~!~~ purposes for which this National Wildlife Re~~ge would 

44-2. The USFWS would request funding th · operation f th f au orization for startup and 
0 ere uge as part of their budgetary process. 

44-3. Thank you for your co111Tient. 
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Comments 

LCFEG would also suggested that Hanford's 100-B Reactor be 
44-4 designated as historic and that funds be budgeted to have the 

Reactor made into a historic site . 

LCFEG would like to thank the NPS for considering our 
comrn@nts. This document demands a tough decision . 
Based upon review of the draft EIS , LCFEG believes that 
Alternative A option #2 is the preferred alternative for the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River . 

Ji 
l Se 
\ 20 

_ ___, 

FISH ENHAKCEHENT GROUP 

Stolarzyk 
retary/Treasurer 
/574-5422 

cc : Kent Dimmitt 

Responses 

44 -4. See 4-10. 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCI ETY 
WASHI NGTON ST ATE REG IO N 

August 19, 199 2 

Charles H. Odegaard 
Reg i o nal Director 
National Park Service 
Paci f i c Northwest Reg i ona l Offic e 
83 south King street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear , Hr. Odegaard : 

Thank you for the opportuni ty to rev iew and comment on the 
Draft River Conservat i on study and Environmental Impact statement 
(DEIS ) for the Han ford Reach of the Colul!lbia River . Th• 
Wi lderness Society i • a nat iona l, non-pro fi t enviroruaental 
organ i zation with more than 300,000 mell\bers nat i onwide . 

Located in southeast Washington upriver of th• McNary Dam 
and Pool , the 51- mil• Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing 
section of the Columbia Ri ver. Among the most notable values of 
the Hanford Reach is high qual i ty spawning habitat used by 
approximately 60 percent of the fall chinook salmon passing 
McNary Dam . In 1988, Congress authorized the Interior Depart.ant 
to conduct a study of the Hanford Reach and imposed an eight-year 
moratorium on dam construction and channel dredging. 

The Wilderness society supports the Proposed Action, option 
B, which would establish a new National Wildlife Refuge with a 
Wild and Scenic River overlay and would prevent salmon habitat 
degradation resulting from development of private lands . 
Lim i ting the protected zone to publ i c lands would not provi de 
suff i cient long-term protect i on for this nationally-significant 
fishery resource. 

On• i ssue that the DE I S fa i ls to address is t h e impact of 
two large fish hatcheries located in the Reach. Recent 
scientific studies have shown that hatcheries can adversedly 
affect wild salmon stocks in a variety of ways. Yet, all 
alternatives simply call for continuat i on of current hatchery 
management. 

1424 FO URTH AVENU E, SUITE 816, SEA TILE. WASHINGTON 98 101 
(206) 624-6430 

Responses 

45-1. See 24-14 . 
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Thank you for your attention . 

cc: Rep. Sid Morrison 
Sen. Slade c ~rton 
Sen. Brock , _,ams 

S i ncerely, 

/ .. :,..,,-, · 
jean c . Durning 
Wash i ngton Regional Director 

Responses 
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Wild 
RIVERS & WIW SAlMON 

Without them, it just wouldn 't b, Wt1.1hington 

Wa~hin11ton Wikl & SQnic Rivers Campaign 

Kristen Sycamore, Recreation Program 
l',ational Park Service 

1731 Westlake Ave. N. Suilt 202 Sea11le, W A98l09 (206) 283-4824 

-- --=- ---

Pacific Nonhwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Sea1tle. WA98104 

'·1:if Ii 
juiL-1 __ - ·~___J- .llb 

From Linda Hanlon, 

Written Comments on the 
Comprehensive Rlver Conservation Study 

and Environmental Impact Statement Draft 
for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia Rlver 

Washington Wild and Scenic Rivers Campaign Director November 9, 1992 

Dear Ms. Sycamore, 

The Washington Wild and Scenic Rivers Campaign is pleased that the proposed action of the Park Service· s 
Hanford Reach study is National Wildlife Refuge with National Wild and Scenic River Overlay. The Campaign 
is supporiing Option Two of this action which is designation of the entire 51-mile stretch including the private 

lands. 

The Washington Wild and Scenic Rivers Campaign is a broad coalition of citizens and organi1.ations 
throughout the state of Wa.shington. It is the goal of the Campaign to protect Washington's rivers and their 
ecological, cultural, fisheries, wildlife, historical and other values. This goal is not at the cost of local commu
nity integrity, but rather in balance with the amenities that make the community what it is . 

The main reason that this option is preferred is that it provides the highest proteetion for the natural, biologi
cal and archeological resources at risk. With the current global emphasis on the demise of free -flowing rivers 
and their related resources, especially wild fish, this rive r reach is of uanost importance internationally a.s well 
as regionally. The U.S.-Canada Pacific Salmon Interception Treaty of 1985 is an example of the Reach' s far 
reaching value. For this reason, it is unthinkable not to give this remaining free-flowing stretch of the Columbia 

River the greatest measure of protection possible. 

The most "controversial" issues affecting the proposed designation of the Reach are the inclusion of private 
property within the designated boundaries and the development of public lands, especially by private interests. 
The proposed action ' s impact on the 3% private land within the study area is not as threatening as the land 
owners portray it to be. Jobs will not be lost and crops will not be sacrificed. As long as existing land use 
practices, as well as future land uses of private lands are in compliance with local and state laws and the river's 
management plan. there would be linle to no impact resulting from 'Recreational' designation of the reach . 
Future public and private land uses, however, which are detrimental to the river values identified by this Park 
Service study should be managed accordingly in order 10 protect those values. The purchase of casement or fee 

Responses 
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46-1 

46-2 

46-3 

2. 

title are considered only in the most exueme cases of abuse uf the river' s identilied values. 

The Washington Wild and Scenic Rivers Campaign 's interests are also in the Hanford site's 
future uses and clean-up impacts on the Reach and its immediate environment. National designation 
is necessary in order to balance the decisions currently being discussed concerning future uses and 
clean-up. It is hoped that 1hese effor'.s are complimentary 10 the preservation of the Reach. 

The conversion of public lands to private enterprise along the Reach and in areas already deemed 
important as wildlife habitat is unacceptable. Habitat preservation and restoration on public lands is 
neu,ssary to off-set impacts from the region's continued development of private lands, including 
lands near the Reach . The West is settled. Our current challenges are 10 enhance local community 
development in harmony with amenities such as that uf the free-t1owing, natural habi1a1 of the Reach 
that provide quality-of-life benefits to those communi1ies. 

The Washington Wild and Scenic Rivers Campaign can not stress enough the imponance of 
equitably managing the use of instream flows, protection of high water quality and the multiple uses 
of the Reach with the preservation of the Reach's many values such as its fisheries values, 
biodiversity. archeological and paleontological sites. Wild and Scenic Rivers designation can bes< 

maintain this balance. 

Although the Campaign suppons the proposed alternative in general, we have specific comments 

and concerns which are listed below: 

• In the final EIS, it should be clearer that the Reach is being recommended for Recreational class i-
fication as a National Wild and Scenic River. Also, it should be clearer what this classi11cation 

means. 

• The proposed Wild and Scenic River designation has a specific management planning process that 
involves the public. We are concerned that if an action other than the proposed Wild and Scenic 
River designation is chosen, a less than desirable integrated management planning process may 

result . 

While Wild and Scenic River designation 5hould not impede Hanford Site clean-up, projects that 
affect the river should be subject lO public comment as pan of the project review process. 

• The inclusion of the wildlife areas in the proposed action is appropriate because the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act addresses significant adjacent wildlife habitat 

• Transmission lines can be replaced or located in a Recreational Wild and Scenic River corridor. If 
possible. they should be constructed on the old. righ1--0f-way, but can be relocated if necessary. 

(P.L. 90-542, as amended) 

• Recreational use and educational interpretation sites should not detract from or degrade wildlife 
areas or a visitor's appreciation of the balances of narure that exist along the Reach and its adjoin-

ing land. 

46-1. 

46-2. 

46-3. 

Responses 

The di scussion of Wild an? S:enic River eligibility and classification 
has been moved to the beginning of the document in ch I p d N d A d f · · · . • , urpose an 
ee • e initio~ of recreational classification is provided. 

~eve~opm7nt of a r~ver man~g7ment plan will establish the full 
implications of this classification. 

We agree. 

See 1-2. 
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46-4 
Has information from past ecological studies of the Reach and wildlife areas prepared hy contrac
tors or the Deparunent of Energy been available for inclusion in this study. and will it continue to 

be available during preparation of the management plan? 

Failure to give the Hanford Reach Recreational classification through the National Wild and 
Scenic River System and National Wildlife Refuge statu.s would fail to recognize the Columbia 
River and its adjoining lands as one of less than a handful of American rivers that define a particular 
region. As an "outstandingly remarkable" feature. this fact alone makes its qualities uniquely North 
we.,tem and North American . It is the greatest river in the Northwest and deserves the strongest 
federal. state and local protection. Anything less than this would be an irreversible mistalc". Great 
rivers without strong protection, such as the Missis.sippi , the Ohio and other unprotected stre tches of 

the Columbia are at constant risk of decline. 

One need only look as far as the Yakima River for evidence of habitat degradation caused by a 
Jack of integrated management such as that which can result from Wild and Scenic designation. The 
following is from Bonneville Power Administration's Issue A/err. August 1988: 

"The Yakima River used to be one of the most productive for salmon and steelhcad 
in the Columbia Basin. Estimates put the number of returning adult salmon as high as 
600,000 each year prior to 1880. But I.he basin"s storage dams. irrigation canals and 
ditches I.hat have made I.he valleys bloom have had an adverse effect on migrating fish. 
Spawning runs in the early 1980's averaged less than 4,000 adults of all species. 

Diversion of water into the irrigation system decreases I.he river's now. As the river 
nows to the southeast, the valley becomes flatter, wider and drier. Below the diversion 
dams, river flows are sometimes greatly reduced. Fish can be trapped in isolated pools 
or perish in shallow waler warmed to fa1al temperatures by the sun." 

With the present restrictions placed on I.he Columbia system by !he National Marine Fisheries 
Service in response to the Endangered Species Act. an increase in habitat degradation within the 
Hanford Reach similar 10 I.hat in the Yaltlma caused by agricultural over-development would be 
irresponsible. It is wilh these considerations in mind that we are supponiog Option 2 of I.he proposed 
action, National Wildlife Refuge wilh National Wild and Scenic River Overlay. 

\ f;.,. ,_' ..:.... 

46-4. 

Responses 

It has been included in the EIS, and will continue to be made 
available. 
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National WIidiife Refuge Association 
Oedlcat9d to ffl• prolKtfOn and ~rp•tuatiOf'I of "'· Na.lion&I WlldPI• Re,ug. Syslem 

Ms. Kristen Syc amore, Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Region 
83 South King Street, Suite 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

Thank you for providing me withe copy of i;ne Jun e 1992 JJKAFT 
COMP REHENSIVE RIVER CONSERVATION STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT for the HANFORD REACH OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER. I 
reviewed this document with much interest. 

The 51 mil e reach contains habitat of tremendous importance 
for fish and wild li fe, It is a major spawning erea for fall 
chinook salmon; an important wintering erea for waterfowl and 
bald eagles; and home to meny endangered, threatened, and 
sensitive plant end animal species. The reach also has high 
scenic and wildlife-oriented recreation values. 

However, af ter reading an article in the July 19, 1992 Sunday 
Oregonian entitled "TANKS AT HANFORD COULD EXPLODE", I am very 
conc erned about the possibili t y of contami nation of parts of 
the study area by highly radioactive nuclear wastes. 

The National Wildlife Refuge Association is dedicated to the 
protection and perpetuation of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. However, before the National Wildlife Refuge Association 
could support the proposal for establishing the White Bluffs 
National Wildlife Refuge there must be assurance that the 
U.S . Fish end Wildlife Service would have no responsibility 
or liability for any contamination. 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the draft 
environmental impact statement for this very important area. · 

Sincerely, 
-7 / 

~'?.-....{"--

Jack Helvie 
Pacific Representative 
National Wildlife Refuge Association 

Responses 

47-1. See 4-6. 
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Mr , C, H, Od ag111'd, Regional Oirec:tor 
Pacific Nort-H Rag lona l Office, 
M1t i on11 Park Service, 8:3 South Ki ng Street 
Suttle IIA 9~10-

RE : DEIS ON HANFORD REACH OF T'HE COLUMBIA RIVER 

Oe1r Mr, Odeg11 rd. 

2~19 Mayfa i r Ave, Noren 
Sutt le \IA 98109 
November 7, 1992 

My cO"'fflents on tn i s OEIS a re enc lo sed . · 1 1111 most grate ful that 1n ex t ens ion 
of t ime wws 1 l1 01>4d for tt,elr subm i ss ion . Here I will miike the same c:omnen t s 
as I did i n AuguSt 1975 ln response to the dulgnat lo,- of portions of the 
Skag. it River A_ DEIS . What I obHrved at the public hHrlng was ---
(H Ill Id end Scen i c) 

--.--crorut Serv ice personnel are asked .quest ion s lot publlc hHrlng) on wh i ch 
they are unable to supp ly 11nswert and to which they should not, in the i r 
flclds · of c~•tence 1 be reQulred to answer , The quest tons related to re• 
rm buneme.nt and laws pertain ing to feder11l pr-operty 1cqufsft t ons . There should 
F\a ve been l egal counsel I identifi ed 1s such , to i nfarffl the i:,uf)1 ic of the l1ws 
ln these matte r s. " 

I -nt on to d I scuu the benef 1 ts tr0111 p ruence of 1 ega I ccunse I. 
This \IIIOu ld 1lso h•v• benef ited tne public at the ColU'!'lbla River publ i c he1r l ngs . 

At th• "•cent publ i c hear i ng I provided tho1• •t th• c,od i Uffl with a copy of 
the 11w review wt\ Jch I quote In the encl os•d reply . that of Professor Ra l ph 
J o hnson et a l on th• lllutllic Trust Ooctr lne i nd Coasu1 Zone Management i n \Jash
lngton, Additional cop i es are ava il ab le frO'TI th• IJOOE should the y be r equ i red. 
I meant that copy 11 port i on of ,ny CCW'll'l'lents . As I ..,. heart I l y In favor of the 
Proposed Alter-native, Option 2, I do not sugge'lt thlt the p roperty r i ghts of 
\.la1hington be asse rted or take praclld• nce . \lhat I do be lieve I s that orwnar-
sflfp of these submerged l11nds and the ir waurs must be c,l 1rlf i ed, that recog-
n iti on of both fedef'al and state laws be Nde. I lffl sure that this can 
be don, \ exc1ptln9 th• failed and def1ct i'w'e State Shore I ine M1na9ement Act) . 
The recent aff l nut lon of thl Publ ic: i,·wst ~trin• ty ou:' state $;Jpre::,e ~::, ..::-t 
in two 1~87 cases. necessitates the i;oord inat ior, between state 11nd f eder1 1 
1c tion1 under hW"I . 

congratu11t• th• Park Service for the e~cellent typogr aphy of the DEIS , 
M,1: The 0riMt ii of • g00d s i ze mak i ng i t eu i ly r1ad1 ble. Li ke a ny EIS i t has 

the f1ult of r •pe:t it ion of text, mak i ng i t nec ess,1 ry to find p i eces ind bits 
of any subject matter i n rqny places. · 

Most p1 rti cularly I congratulate tl'\~ authors for the thoroughne ss of their 
oam in1tion of im~ort11nt issues , and cour age to support thru t he Propo1ed 
Altern a tive ti-lose wn ic h our 1nd l ate r generat i ons of peopl e of the Un i ted 
Stat es wi 11 ;approve and think them for. 

Very truly your s , 

. ·. :?,~f.._ c---. ..:.. ,,,::-
Ms !lanel l • C.m i n i ti 

· r-:: I t rust th1t the FEIS will be equ11I in legib i lity. 

Responses 

48-1. Thank you for your colllllent. 
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48-2 

48-3 

48-4 

I , 

THE PU6LIC TRU ST DOCTR I NE (STATE) ANO NAV IGATION SERV ITUO E ( FE DERA L) 

request that the counsel cf the Regional Solii:itors office shou ld e xo l i i n 
i n the Final EIS the course of events ind law int1rpr•t1t lon wh i ch led to the 
claiffl that the Hanford Reach is in the ownersh i p of the federal governme nt. 

Undor tho oqual •·footing doctr ine the titlo to tho bods of all nav lgable 
wate.rs (1o6mer9ed la.nds) freth or salt, ilutanat l cal1y went tc each i1t a te at 
statt:hood - 188, fQ( 1J11h i n9ton. The Coh.nbia Ri ver i s a nav i911b1e r- i ver . 
The federal government ret a ir,s r ights to protect needs of nav igation und e r 
ttte navigation serv i tude . It can not be clalmed that con ttruct lon of atornic 
or nuclear po,-er plants i s a use or need of nav i gat ion . Tht- su1t1 1uthori cy 
as a trustee for the people of IJaih i ngton i1 expr""essed in the Publ ic T,.us t 
Ooctdnc , 

Si 9nrfrcant questions follOW' fnn the c.ou r""s e of federal acqu i s iti on . wh i cn 
has subsequentl y l ed t o vast po1 lut i on of both the bed •nc! "'•tcr""t of the Col um bi a 
IH-,er, Q'nllt rlghts rflftain to the people of Waith i ngton to rcre ivc cO'Tlpcn u1 t i on 
frC!ffl the feder~I gon,,.,,,ent for this pollution 7 ll~t ownorsh l p was the people 
of lluflington dopr lvod 7 llh•n, I f ovor, wlll tho p•opl• of lluh;ngton soe 
the t·r property r i ghts restored: wi 11 the (111,'ntrthlp revert to Washington post 
c. l e1n-up of the pcl lution 7 Note tfiat · ..-ightt of n1vl91t l on arc protected under 
both the doctdnc and federal governme.nt. 

f .,, not ask ing tMt state owner1h t p .and author i ty 1hc·u1 d pr-as1.nt ly super-cede 
th• federal govermicnt 1 s , as proc.lai,ncd for the Proposed Alternat i ve, Option 2. 
Ttrie state has proven i uelf an unworthy tr""ut,tce . Since ttatehood Wash i ngton 
go.,-ernment has derogated the Interests and rights of th• pub lic in i ts submerged 
land, and waters , In exercise of its author i ty by the state Shorel in e ~anagement 
Ac. t of 1971 this derogat ion i s pract i sed on a c:.ontinu0u1 and d1 i ly basis by 
the VOCE and loc:.al governmm,ts . for both pub I ic. rights ,nd protection of na tur a l 
r""e.sources, 

Thesa OM'lcrship i si ue s 1hould be c. 1ar ifi ed and made pub I l e. kn~ledge ais they. 
would tie in any c; fv l 1 law case, and tne EIS proce11 is tne on ly locat ion For this 
to be made known to the pub l i c. . 

. , ,....::P:A:G:E::::::2:0:':::LA=l/=E="::r::o:~:::':::EM::E:NT=.:__:_l _o=..b:::j:..:e:.:c:.:t___:mo=.s t_:_•:.:t:_r~ong....::..I Y:__t:.:O:.....:.t":_o_:_•:_l_l~ow___:•_nc.::.o_t:_h_•:_t ____ ~ 
11Enforc.cment ---- would be r espons iblicy of comanag l nq fed e r,1 

~,er-ci"'s cn 1y 1 unle11 st11te la-, enforcetren t pe-r-sonne l are deout i z.ed 
- - t o enforce feder""• l 1....- . 11 

The state 11 rnc.ap• ble of enforc i ng even 1t1tc l aws , of ...,1-1.ich there are• multitud~ 
per""talning to wters , water pollution , protect ion of f i sheries , shorel ines us es , 
pri..,ate intr-osiont, e tc, 
Enforcement of any of tncse is last and least ln t>u~et or staff i ng t>y tne WOOE. 
Oecitlons arc Nde Nf"l icn v io late such laws, wh i ch ret,ud i ate judlc. i a l dec i s i ons ,_ 
on I cont inu ing basis . Any t;,camlnat i on of i n r-ec.ords • ill prove the truth of 
my statements, NOT UNOE~ ANY CIRCUIISTANCES SHOULD EHFO~CEYENT Of FEOERAL Lf \lS 
l!E GRANTED TO THE STAT£ or \IASH I NGTOII , 

PAGE 8, PURPOSE OF THE STUOY REPCRT/EtS 

Here it should tie c l ar ifi ed that follow i ng the conclus ion of the Study/ EIS procest 
and i ts 1cccpt1nc• and 1pprov1I by tne Sc~retil~Y or the Interior , the Wi Id and 
Scen i c des ignation must be approved t>y t he Congress a nd the Pr es iden t. 

This i s not ne cessarily kn°""n t o a ll "'ho revie..., and ccrm:ent on tt-1« DEIS. 
Those of ttri e pub I i c wno suppor't the des ignat ion must bt prepared to inform the 
Congress and t:"le President of the i r suppo,.t, 

48-2. 

48- 3. 

48-4. 

Responses 

See 16-2. 

Thank you for your conment. 

Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer t o the 
letter and Ch . I, Purpose and Need. 

cover 



.::r -o:-, 
('J, 

• OJ 
co 
~ 
~ -(J"J 

°" 

LETTER 48 Comments 

48-5 

48-6 

I 07, 2. 
Page IOJ, IIANACollENT OF EXOT IC VEGETAT ION IIAP 11 1. 

fl l u1tr1t i ons thru th i s DEIS 1how that there i s I P•uclty of shade trees 
OT"" tr•e1 of any d 1mension thr 1,,; i ts length. For t he value of sf,ade ,lone 
there would be reuon "OT to destroy tho .. that do llX l st 
! ut (~ere i • an add i t ional reason that th• ••hf.te · m1.rlberr; espec i a lly ,hou l d 
be re~a l ned . This trae prov ides f ruit for birds ~er wi l dlife i n the 
vr ctnity: which can not be guaranteed for the unknown spades trtn ieh would 
replica 1t - af ter hOti,, many years ? 

I do net know \oilhat food for wil dlife might be produced by Russian o li ve o r 
salt 7ed1r , but sure ly they 1 lso provi de needed rest i ng s i te, for res iden t 
ind ,..,gratory b i rds as do the wh it e mulberry trees . 

There i s no r e111on th1t the purple loosestr i fe now dispersed- over onl y 10 acres 
should not be e liminated inwned i1te ly , · This i s I p•st plane . we ll known for i ts 
da,a9ln9 effects, The SMII CCJffllent for the Euras i an mll fo l l. 

The FEIS 11ust p rovide better just lf icat lon, I f such ex i sts , for e liminat ion of ti,••• uotrc sp1cfe1,th.an i s nc,w, 1t1e:•,n4 What spad e• wl 11 be replaced wi th 
r lm!l•r values to these uotrc spec i•• 1 Achfav.,...nt of 'bl od lverslty' i s ,,0 t 
rat , s~actory Juttff1c1tlon If years IIIUtt •l~se before n1trve plants can r•ach 
tfie s i ze needed to provlde food, shelter, shade and restlnq sites. ind poss i bl y 
ne,tl"Q sltH for wlld llfo, . 

OPTION 2 (page 2,1 ' 'This alte rnat ive would al lcw th• DO[ to construct 
new i ntake ind outfal 1 str-uctures 11 •nd "a ll ow the 
ffl)(l1f i c11t10n and upgrading ot ex is t ing Intakes and 0uth1l ls 11 

-f1- -11_.,.c., stw,u l d h ci lminetit<I , \/hi le wc han on Hap # 5 "" 
.liustr•t1on of iNflkE s i t es , I f ind no...h1r1 descrlpt l on of the OUTFAL L 
s l tes, a11U1 ing that these a r e po i nt seurces under NPOE S. 

This al 1o-M:rtce perndts an ongo i ng and presumed perpetual and i ncreased 
sou rce of wwtar pellut io n, at ••lst lng and new outfall s ft es 1 and d i'" fn ut ion 
of water i nstr•• flow by new i ntake structures • add ft ion1I t o tho•• ex l st ln • • 

for an Glffl i natfon of the relat ionsh ip betwHn the ,ubl l c Tr-utt Doct r ine. 
•• state la,. and ""•t•r pollution act i ons I refer yo,! to the art icl e by 
Professor Relph Johnson: \/AT[~ POI.LIITION AHO TH[ PUILIC TRUST DOCTR IN E 

-. E,wlt:0,,..nt• i ~ Vol 19, , ) , pages ~ct 5- 5l3, 1,t1, . In conclusions he 
r.,.arks : 

" Mo on•-• i ncluding irr ig1tors 1 indu1tr ies , o,. cit i es with 1ppro
pr-i at iv1 rights -- l'\as • vested , constitut ional ly protected property 
ri ght to degrade t?'\e quality of publ i c w•ters . Thus po llution control 
c•n be acc:Qlftpl i shed e ither under the pol ice oower or the publ lct tr us t 
doctrine without becom ing dera il ed by the tak i ngs i ssue . 11 

Are ww tf'Tul to bel i eve t hat the federal 90ve rM"ant ind i ts 1gents or 19enc i cs 
1 r 1 lfffflUne frOffl the Federa l Cl•an W1t•r Act and t he state ' s an ti -pollution 
1 • .,., ? 

The Public Trust Doctr i ne protects waters fo r use of f i sher i es ind oubl ic 
l" ec re1t lon. Dest ruct ion i n any m1rtner for th1s1 n .. ds and uu!:J l s I violac lotl 
of tn1 Ooctrlne . wl"\ i ch a llows rec:oune ~o the courts . 

The a l low1nces fo,. new i nt1k1 and outfa l I st ructures Is totally ob j ect ionable~ 
~11 effo r t s houl d be made to ,e1 l present structur es , to proh i b i t tl'le lr us • 
unti I such t i me 11 th e affluen t meeu standards e.Qu iv• l ent t o tha t obta i ned 
~ .... t e rt i • ry treatment of w1s t ew1te r, and tett0eratur1s of e ffluent are 
; ~1. :-::.ica l to that of wa t e. rs d i stant frcrft t hr Manford s i te . 

48-5. 

48-6. 

Responses 

See 4- 14. 

Corrment i s outside the scope of Public Law 100-605, however, existing 
outfalls are permitted under NPDES and are operated in compliance with 
sta te and federal water pollut i on regulations . Future outfalls would 
also have to comply with all applicable regulations_ 
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48-7 

48-8 

48-9 

48-10 

48-11 

106 , 
PAGE J 08 . CONTROLS ON CORR I OOR OEVE LO PHENT 

I a-n heartily in ,agreement that pr i v1t• l1nds should be included in the 
dHlgn1tlon In Option 2. 

J . 

I/hat is needed In this OEIS i s 101M ,..ntlo,, , which I find nowhere, of tho 
Hat• of lluhi~gton-!horet i ne H1n•g-nt Act of 1~71. llhtn the DEIS notu 
that " exfstlng zon l ng 11 al lows Tor 1uta,,obile 1ssnbly plants ln the r i ver 
corrfClor ... 1r1 left to -ender- i f the SAA has been c~lled wi th and i s 
in 1ff1ct or is th• county to which this 11 lowance 1ppl les out of ccrnpl lance 
"Ith the SHA , lt1 not beyond passibll i ty that the I/DOE ,Hnagement d i d aoorova t h• 
program of the county,allowing this .absul"~ity to exist with other, 

W'flat agency of government, st1t1 or locat, pr5"'Yl91t1d th• 11uistlnq zon i ng" 
llhen d i d they go into effect H ord i nances 7 
I do believe that us i ng only the possible 11 r111 1nd itJ'lfted late harm to 
threatened and end1n91r1d species hab i tat 11 to 1'r-1vent construct Ion in t ne 
CorrTdor wil1 subve r-t all the goals of the Wild .and Sc• nic de1lgn11 __ t ion 

Noto thu the zoning allow, golf cour101 . What is tho pro._l,.lty of the 
llhlte llluffs to land that could be u,ed for golf course development? 
Th• •oh.,,• of "lt• r constantly uHd by golf c:our111 In • rid lands 
is enorfflCus; ,uch develop•nt -ould ·be additive to tht a9ricultur-al "Wastewater, 
(,.Ith puticldu and herbicides in both/ and poss ibl e sloughing of the White 
rluffs-. • dd ft i ve to the non-po int sour-ces of ;iollution. 

Since t~ llklihcod of obtaining eas.,..nts frO'ft wfll in9 seller-s Is ui:trtmely 
· tow, the expectat ion of aquisitlon by cond...,1t lon should be faced i1TWMdiately. 
Stnce the federal gover-nment has obtained lands by condMtnation for the con• 
st ruction of datls ind power- generation, 1i111I lar- condefflnatlon ac.t l ons should 
be brought to protect the interests of the whole publ fc • nd resources owned 
In ccmncn, as the WIid and Scenic "lver1 Act pr-OfflOtes. 

?ago 113. PROHIIITION OF GRAZING ON PUSLIC LANO . 

I n this state there has been s ign i f i cant act ion to prevent the pollut i on of 
r-ivers and ttreams by c•ttle. This w11 ttud.ied and reported by the Puget 
Sound \later (luality Author-ity in r-ecent year-s . Thete r-eports ..,il l be 1va1 t ab le 
frC111 the Dept . of Ecoloc;y with hu now absorbed the PSV~ . 

The W00E wl 11 be able to tel I you how extensive the progralf'I has been to 
requ i re fencing of cattle frOffl w•ter- ed9es . Gi ven that those ..,ho graze 
Clttle on publ le lands for- next to no payment f or the p ri v l lege to the 
f edera l treasury , the i r prof i tt should enab le theta to fence the catt l e fr om 
t he. ri ver and prov i de water i ng f1ci li t ie1 away tr-om the water ' s edg" · 

Kow w1s i t determined th.at tr-espasslng cattle or gr-azlng pr-act i ses do not 
im0i1ct water quallty ? Cattle gr-azing in arid lat1ds i s notorious for caus i ng 
sot! ero,ton, destruction of th• grasse, and her-b1. What is the cond i t i on of 
tr-te public lands on wf'lich these cattle graze 7 Wriat stud ies have been made· 
by the l/011 on the condition of the 2~,0CO acres leued land? 

Craz i l'lg. I _,. pleased to see. wou l d be pr-oh lb i ted . bu t the text i s not c lear
as to what lands ,ar-e so protected . Plei1se clar-Jfy. 

48 -7. 

48-8. 

48-9. 

48-10. 

48-11 . 

Responses 

See 14 -4. 

Zoning regulations were promulgated by local authorities. 

Thank you for your col!ITient. 

In this case there is no evidence that water quality of the Columbia 
River is imp~cted by the level of grazing that has occurred _on the 
study area in the past. This is not to say that water _qual1ty on 
smaller volumes of water would not be affected by grazing. In 
addition comparative USF~S studies involving grazed and ungrazed 
portions'of the study area have shown that there is greater abundance 
and diversity of wildlife on ungrazed shrub-ste~pe lan~s (Radke, 
1987). Grazing has also been shown to cause soil erosio~ ~n steep 
s l opes --and to alter and degrade the composition and condition of 
native grasses and herbs. 

see 44-1, and numerous places in the final EIS. 
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LETTER 48 Comments 

PACE ~~ - Opt ions I •nd z PROHl!ITIOHS OH CAi's ~NO MAJOR OREOG I NG 

Th is prohibition is most wcltome of 111 1ne11ur1s oropesed. To know of 
the n1.111bcr of dams in Washington it is useful to consult this publication 
which lists th••• by county, as well 11 m.any deta ils of t~eir construction 
ind purposes, 

lnv.,,tory &J ..2!!!_ in t~ State of IIHhington , December 1981 . 
luuu by th• 1/ashlngton St1to Oopt, of Ecology in cooperat ion 
w_itfi tho llashington Stoto Energy Office, 142 pages . 

While great numbers of these are HOT on the Columb i a Ai var, 1 number ire or 
ire on str1an'I and rivers feeding the ColUMb l 1 . 

Grant County .. 33 darfts , B'enton County - flt dams, Frankl i n County - 11 dams. 

For a total of 58 du,s in thase throe count ies, thu bocomos 6 ,8; of the 
l:t51 d•s 111t1d in the WDOE publication, A 11\lild and/or Scenic" river in 
this Stlta i s lndNd I rarity, Al..,st 111 have bHn chokod. Sfnco that 
pa6 I kit I on i • • I oven yous o Id. thoro IOIY have bHn othar d .. s addod to 
tha list In the lntarv1l, 

Vlth thls destruct ion of rivers in "'dnd, 8S1 d•s. the necessity to prohib i t 
any 110r1 on th• Hanford 1':eacn or other tegfllenu of the Coh.wnbl1 is ever more 
appa rent, 

Th'e developwient of MARINAS nec;e11lu1tas dredging, with conc:t'ftlitanc de!truct il:,n 
of rlw1rtne h.Ab f tat. sedlm1ntatfon of waters, and J:Nirpetu• l pc lluti on by 
or1 spills and slides.* It thus b• c.omes important to le.now I defin i t ion for 
"MAJOllt Ollt[DCINC 11

• Kott., mar,y cubic yards onrt ltute 11 H1 jor" ? 
{* As wel I as Cotlt i nued drtdg ing over the years) 
If new &oat launches are added, or u l st l n9 ones improved, dredg i ng wi 11 
occur In sane dimens ron , • toler1bl1 d int1nsion, 

llut i t is wltt,ln th• re1l1n of pcu i bllity that the state or local 9overnmen~s 
or I Po,-t authorfty oror- lv.ate individual would cl1i11 th• right to bu ild 
• m1rina on th• grounds tPlat it w1s • servlc, to navigation and no MAJOR 
dredg i ng '"'as naeded. The marina bu l1 d•r could chl,n the right to build 
und•r tt,e pub I le trust doctrine or the navigation servitude . 

Th i s c•n only be forestalled with more ex.actitude of what dir.,er.sior.s of 
dredg ir19 are tol • riible and under what conditions and for what purpose . 

Interpretation ,nd Education Actions - pa9e 28 

I am pleased that these actions would bt. generally non- i ntrusive . Too ofte~ 
the "vi sitors cente r" bu i ldings becane more important than the park or nat i ona l 

fflonumcnt por 10, HO VISITORS CENTER IU ILDIHG SHOULD 9E ALLOlolEO , •ad I find t hat 
none is proposed. .., M'fL-~,,..J,• ,,/ 

T~ S11ttle Times of Nov . 6, report on federal aud i t of Nat ional Par-I( Serv ice 
has s igniffcance For authors of Hanford llle • ch study and I hope you wi 11 obt a in t he 
wflole aud f t for exam i nation and pert inence. esp . as to damage from nearb y c atr: l e 
gr• zrn~ and I rrigation . and nearDy overdevelopment. Congratuhtions to the •uthorls 
for rec0gn I tron of these h•uirds ! 

48-12. 

48-13. 

48-12 

48-13 

Responses 

The final EIS has been revised to state that water resource 
development projects with an adverse impact on the resources of the 
reach would be prohibited. 

Thank you for your corrrnent. 
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Emphasis on visitors is degrading parks, 
More money spent on guests 
than on protecting resources 
by Senn 6onnrH / Associated ,-. ..., 
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$uomAld. 

Goivernmtnl Mldkon visiled ll national parks f,..., Non- l"I 10 ~U IH2 ond lineled uul IJ 

~1:!i~ ~~ -=-~~'.iornia~·c:::~~£:.::: 
Park in Cxqon and Ca1tway Nadonal RecruHon 

12 ,_ .... on .......... 
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, irlutal Kntcn, 1he audil Mid. 

Whef1 I.._ lanker Enon Valdez lpiMed (Ml on HO 
a,NI ol Mab coudine ia IUI, lhe Nn'kt "could 
no1 - 1hc u1cn, of lhc •-• because of 
kwuffidanl inwcntury and .. onk°""I dala ," the ,.,..., .. , ... 

/U Ille lllocayne N;i1ional P•rll in Florida , •mmonl• 
10&.ins 1,000 IYl'lel above r iecommcndolll &cvda ~ailed 
wrwloleae<i lrono 1!115 ""'~ 1900. 

All IIM utift buH lroul al Cnltr 1.ake NalNH'MII 
P"'11 ill Or .. on could die b«auJc pull man•ru• =-:::.'°ill~= ::: ::!.Tt: :;c:a ol pudinf 

""""'C o111er cum,la died ., 111e auclll : • C...yo.ion<h Nalloaol Pull In LIi •h suff•n 
- a ,.,lie <>pcrolioll, lialltd la 1111:1, _ , tly 
MC,..-.ud ll~•IOU1f1u. of ii • •n:• It " fNIJ M Vt:f' 
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1nr lor hutJ1et an• 111-inlMrMNNI, laid the .. ..._"Y 
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llul he Aid Che 12 pcrccnl lieu•• w .. mWtlMllnc f,- ool ..-. wll4u !Iowa •nd •••tm•I 4evdop- · 
beca11H II iAdu6n speadin1 lw aat,ry. aaiailMAK'tl, aMt. 

~~i~i,h~~• resource prucrYMion ~ in&ema- Ida: ~~lou~ ~•::.:-:..u.:-:,;:;. I / 

ii~!•:~".Ji:~~ J!1., Se::.:...---:n T:,~ .:.T=. lo i•Jal• MMbr fUllll h.u saturaled the soil and . 

r. ~.-.. •-~-,-4 7& .!v:_o1 0 ... 1 •JWIN••'"I ~~s auu:e 1911 lncludlnC rccenl ti.Utt'ffl n proleCtint IN' quaUty .. n vn1 - 1 - "'_,.. fUi11 ~ 
lhe Grand Canyun • Padre l.uan4 NauonaJ Su.shore in Te•u has '5 

l'he auditor• uMJ the Park Servtce don not spend mi.la of beach Wuered wh k refuse ... ped fro,w lhipa 
irnuu,,:h money 10 kttp adeq1aale tradl of park I and o(lahoft oU pt..1torm1. CleanUtc up ttle problem, 
r~uuu:es . first reported In 19MI , wuukl cu,I SHJl.000 1~ (in.I 

year and $50,UOO •nooil.Hy there.her. • OMeway Na1ion1I Re:crealion Mca In New Yo,11 
Ml plla of hUUHhold lrHh, bulldinll Maleri1b, lir u 
1n4 autoraoliwc parts. ·1be 10-ycat•oAa proble• would 
COIi an eM imalaJ $1iOO,OOU 10 dean up. 
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LETTER 48 Comments 

,RECR iATION 

Appendix F . Cl1ulfic1tion; Finding, Page 205 , Corclusion 

11

- -- t h• pr-oper c.l ass i ficatlon for the ent i r-1 study .irea i s r «CTe.ation a l , , 

t .ctions cOl'ffl'lon to al I 1 lter-nat lves . Page 18 , 

" In or-der to protect the puf)I Jc, no add itiona l 1 r • 1s of the Hanfo rd S i t i wi 11 
be 00en to publ i c use in ,1ny of t he ai l ternat ives ---- 11 

TEXT - Monconsumptivo usu - page 89 - 90 and "AP 17 

Cl ea rly, fr 0111 the t ext ·there a r e only prov fs ions for primitive bolt acce,s , 
11nd 

11

no deve l oped beaches o,. pu&l i c d1s l9"•ted sw inning .areas withi n tne 
boundartas of the study arca . 11 

& • 

TEXT ANO TAILES • lie find that cons11n11tlvo usu al..,lt tota lly (91 percent) 
•s r1cr11tlonat use. Hunting, fhhlng, ·boat ing, water·skilng require part i cular 
expenditure of dlspou&le lnc:CJ1M lf'd/or t ime, 

l/l!AT 1/E DO NOT F i ND ANY\IHERE AT PRESENT OR FUTURE Tl"E IS PROV ISION FOR Tf:E 
FAAILY IIHICH PIAY NOT 1/ISH OR IE AIILE TO ENGAGE IN TliE CONSUMPTIVE RECREAT IONAL 
ACTIVITY . 

'ill!AT PROV ISION I S TO SE KAO[ FOR THOSE N[[DS OR WISHES AR[ s111ny FOR ACCESS 
~OAD TO THE SKO~[, SHADE TREES OR SHUCTU~ES , PICNIC TAILE, SIIIMING BEACH , 
RESTROOII , DRINKING FOUNTAIN , GARl'AG[ 01S~OSAL CANS l 

The entirety of the recreat ion text deftl.ands 1ct l v lty. NO_ prov i s ion i s made 
for c:,eoc:de who would be happy to f f nd a place by the dver for re laxat ion, 
for wat ching the watert, en joying the conpany of f1n1 11 y and f ri ends , play l n9 wit ll 
the i r children In the waters 7 
tfflat prov rs rons will be "'•d• for compl i ance with ·· the federal legislation 
relat i ng to the Merlcans wi th Dt sabllt l tt ACT that they might anj~y th• 
oroxim i ty to waters ? 

rt seems that ther• are now ne i ther federal, state, nor county parks developed 
In t he H•nford R•ach , Wl\at FUNDS wl 11 b• • 1 l ocat•d for develoC)fflent of wnat can 
r>e t e rmed '

1
p11t l ••" parks 1 And what fun ds for their maintenance ? 

PLEASE ana l yse env l r~nta l and publ i c valuet for developnent of pass i ve parks , 
i t1mize sites ,nost appropriate fo,- their loc•t lon , •ccest routes , et c . 

MAP!] . Thi s i s unusable . I t does not i dentify 1ccait i on cf e i t her Ve rni ta Br i dte, 
\/h i t• &l uffs Ferry Lond l ng , Ri ngo l d Hatchery . 

\Jhen exam i n i ng s ites for pass i ve p1rks do net select tt:ose i n ifflff'led i ate or 
close pl"oxi,nity to bolt l aunch&s . Whenbo.Tl1unches are i n use thel"e i s o i l 
sl fcks on the. water, no i se from bolt englnet , 1',1tare1 tO sw i1t1ners

1 
excess i ve 

cons1AT10t ion of park i ng spaces by cars wi th tr a i lers . 

lecause I t i s so fine an e•~ress i.on cf my1 feelin9s about rivers and reminds 
Y t' of our respans i b lli ty to the cormions, ind because C..rrett Hard i n was my 
professor at the University of C,1 1 t forn i a, long years ago, I enclose pages 
7 t "I t o r:,,n c lude my rtfflarks. 

48-1 4 

48-15 

I 

48-14. 

48- 15. 

Responses 

Thank you for your coITTnent . 

Thank you for your coITTnent. Your sugges tions will be useful in 
development of the refuge management plan and river management plan . 
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An Afterword 

11,e IK rivers discussed in 1his report, and lhe many other grea1 rivers or Washing1on, arc an invaluahle parlor our herilage. 

11,eir u1ili1y • 10 provide food and drink, 1ranspor1a1io11, and power • has sustained and cnridic,I ccM1111k~s gcnern1in11s or 

people. JuSI as our prcsen1 rivers link moumainous headwaters 10 broad vulleys and uhimalcly 10 1he sea, rivers now from our 

primeval pas 1, in10 our lives in 1hc prcsen1, and beyond us inlo lhc ruturc. 

We were no1 1he firsl 10 live along 1hese rivers; nor will we be the last We owe I deb1 or gra1i1udc 10 our predecessors, who 

have leh us rivers or grcal character and quality. We repay 1ha1 debl by passing these riven on 10 our successors in an equal or 
belier s1a1e. 

11,is • 1he care of lhc slale's fine rivers • is a grea1 responsibili1y. II is a shared responsibility. Jusl as we all lake advanlagc of 

1hc bounty or 1hesc rivers, we must share in 1he du1ies of caring for, managing, and maintaining 1hcm. 

In h1s 1rea1isc The Traec<Jy o[ ihc Commons. au1hor Garreu lbrc.Jin c.Jiscussed 1he frequent ra1e of cnmmonly-held resources: 

belonging 10 everyone, 1hey arc carcc.J-for hy no one. Isolated 11nd incrememal acts or carelessness or selfishness, or linlc 

significance individually, begin 10 compromise the qualily and integrily or 1hc commons. Wi1huu1 collective action hy 1hc 

owners or the commons, the character of these areas is losL 

T1le great rivers or Washington arc our commons. We c.Jo not neec.J 10 look far 10 sec evidence of yesterday's Uagec.Jics, of 

once-great rivers, streams, and estuaries. They arc more frequenlly the resull or many isol,uec.J and inercmcnial events, 

'.1 
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undenaken in innocenee ol their consequences, than the single deliberate action. They are constant reminders of the need lor 

change in the way we 1rea1 our heritage ol rivers. 

The tragedy of the commons is neither inevitable or irreversible. Protection ol the commons requires only that we, as a 

communi ty, lake responsibility lor them. The protection of the sl•le's great riven is not someone else's job. II does no1 belong 

lo a lew local organizations or the handful ol government agencies with river-related proerams. II is a jnb tha1 he longs 10 nil of 

1hc state's people. Together, we can · we DWli • protect the great rivers of Washington Slate. 

11,_SHINGTOM ST,_TE SCENIC RI VO 
ASSESSIICNT, Sept.,.ber 1~88 
Pub1l,hed by WA State Parks£ 
Recre~l Ion Conw,i 1s loo wl th 
other agencies part lcipating in 
evaluatlons. Hanford Me11ch 1 

page 22 . 
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49-1 

49-2 

49-3 

Charles R. Odegaard 
Regional Director, National Park Service 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Sir, 

Concern ng t e raft pan and environmenta impact statement 
that recommend• designation of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River as a National Wildlife Refuge and a National Wild and 
Scenic River : I oppose the "proposed action". I have lived 
within five miles of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River for 
the last twenty eight years. I have enjoyed aany recreational 
activities, including swimming, fishing, boating, water skiing 
and rock hunting , in the described area. Designating the Hanford 
Reach of th• Columbia River as a National Wild and Scenic River 
is ridiculous when one considers that the river is neither wild 
nor scenic. Water flow ls r egulated on this "wild" river by a 
series of dams located upstream and downstream. The entire 
length of the river in question provides "scenic" views of huge 
• an-aad• nuclear reactor••• well• • a ateaa lu• e. 

expresses many concerns about silting and arcs on. 
requires eradicating all Russian Olive and ftulberry Trees within 
the boundaries because they are "non-native 1p1cies". The result 
would be th• destruction of virtually all th• trees growing in 
the area which would be devastating to the present wildlife 
population and would contribute greatly to silting and erosion. 
While these trees may not be native by soae definition; it should 
be noted that th• vast aajority of these trees were planted by 
birds throu h their dro ln 1. 

T •p a n o a y gnorea re urn • 
Basin Irrigation project. Will th••• flows have to be diverted 
resulting in major changes to current flora and fauna including 

Nature has adapted to th• man-aade changes along the 
Coluabia River and wildlife have thrived. Nature will continue 
to adapt . Some specie• • ay become extinct while other• thrive, 
despite our best efforts. Making the entire stat•• of 
Washington, Oregon, and Idaho into wildlife refuges would not 
change th• destiny of so• e species . 

Local govern• enta and current laws have aervad to protect 
th• Hanford Raach in th• paat and will continue to do so in the 
future . 

sincerely, 
-{Jo»-1, & 
Paul O. Flatau 
1151 Davia Lan• 
l'le• a, WA 99343 

49-1 . 

49-2. 

49-3. 

Responses 

The Hanford Reach does not qua lify to be classified as either wild or 
scenic, and the DEIS does not make that recorrrnendation. However, the 
Hanford Reach does meet the criteria as a "recreational" river as is 
described in Appendix F. 

See 4-14. 

See 41-4. 



a--,. 
('J .. 
co 
CO· 
,I',('") 
~ 

LETTER 50 Comments 

Th, •»rn 2000 c,mm;u., \1V\: [': ~-. ••' 
PO Box 1986 ltfu .;.,' \ 

Mallawa. WA 99344 , 

Ms. Kristen Sycamore November 3, 1992 
National Park Service. Pacific Northwest Region 
S3 S King SL Suite 21 2 
Seattle. VIA 98104 

Re: Hanford Reach EIS 

Ms. Sycamore 

The Wahluke 2000 Committee appreciates having the extra 30 days you have provided in lhe 
Hanford Reach EJS comment period. especially since all of us are involved in agriculture and have 
had an extremely busy Fall season. We have already made a number of comments publicly and in 
writing lo you. bul would like lo address one specific issue which has not been discussed al length 
in the public hearings or any written comments we are aware of: 

I) The faulty presumptions used lo justify wildlife habitat acquisition. and: 

2) The lack of biological data lo support the proposals in the EIS. 

The need for wildlife habitat. as often expressed in I.he public hearings by members of the 
Audubon Society and othel'l!, is predicated on lhe assumptions lhal certain species exist in a given 
area. bul do not exist in another. lith regard lo the Hanford Reach EIS. the assumption is lhal 
the list of plants and animals in Appendix H exist in significant numbers throughout lhe proposed 
study area. but they do nol exist outside lhal area (ie. on the adjacent fanns and orchards). The 
data contained in the EIS is insufficient lo support lhm assumptions. and therefore the need for 
a vast area al i1abilal is unjustified. le have carefully studied the EIS and have sought additional 
information lo point out the following glaring deficiencies in the EIS draft: 

I) The lists of plant and animal species in App H does not indicate the number of each 
species found in the area. their locations. elc. The data ranges from 6- I 2 years in age, and is 
therefore not current information. The US Fish and Wildlife Service has had a management 
contract with the DOE for the past 20 years. and yet a letter from the othello office of the USFWS 
admits lhal during all that time (including lhe preparation ol the Hanford Reach EIS) : "!'he FYIS. 

50-1 through this office. has not con dueled 'baseline studies' in the context of fauna! and/ or nor al 
invenlorics." In order for lhe Hanford Reach EIS lo be valid in any sense. the bioloeical 
information in it must be complete and current. '!'he plants and animals in the study area (the 
river and 1/ 4 mile on either side) must be inventoried and the information shown in graphic form 
lo show their location and numbers along the Reach. Thal is what I.he Congress was asking for. 
not a rehash of old and incomplete dala. Biological studies should also show whether animals in 
the study area are permanent or migratory users of the land. 

50-1. 

Responses 

It is not necessary to provide the exact numbers and locations of all 
plan~ and animal sp7cies. Plant and animal data which is 6-12 years 
old 1s not necessarily outdated. The USFWS knows which species are 
migratory. 
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50-2 

2] Btsides a lack of b1ological dala within the Reach study are_a. another signilica_nl area or 
oversight is that there is no objective data on wildlife populalionsm the ad1acenl agncultural 
areas During the public hearings on the EIS numerous people hvmg on farms_ or orchards . 
testified that both plant and animal wildlife were abundant on their land. Agam. the presumption 
lhal wildlife is somehow eradicated in all agricultural areas is completely unsupported. but 1l 1s 
still used to justify both acquiring lands for habitat and preventing any agricultural developmenl 
We are not aware of any study done in an objective manner that equates lo the data we oullmed 
in I] above--thal is. a complete inventory of plant and animal ~cies in the developed areas of 
lhe llahluke Slope. Such a study must be done. if lhe Park Service and USFWS intend to 
substantiate their ElS. and il must be done by objective third parties who will not benefit from lhe 
data collected. Such a study is not only necessary lo complete the EIS. bul il can be used in 
wildlife enhancement projects. ll is notable in this regard that the local _ office of the USFWS has 
not made any efforts during its tenure as managers of the DOE lands lo mvesl either lime or 
money in any wildlife enhancement projects on the llahluke Sl_ope. nus would mclude lhe land 
presently in refuge status as well as any cooperative efforts with la1111ers. We would_ contend that 
wildlife and [armers gel along fairly well. and that we could and would do far more 11 the USF'WS 
would help us lo undersl,md the needs of wildlife. their habits. etc. 

'ftte National Park Serwicc should go back lo the drawio,: board on ib bio]Qfical data. and l!Pffld 
al least the next full year galherin£ \he information we ha,e outlined abott through objectite 
:ioun:es. Concurrent with this. the USFIS 3hould rCCiamioe its approech lo wildlife management 
in shr,ib-stcppe habilal reco&ni:iing what the animals already know: that waler and food are 
essential lo their stninl--and (annmi proride both. 

Respectfully submitted. 
The WAHWKE 2000 Committee 

cc: Coneressional offices 

50-2. 

Responses 

In agricultural areas, certain species have increased but those that 
depend on native habitats have decreased or disappeared. 

The document incorporates the best available informati on. The Task 
Force and Study Team relied on existing information to prepare the 
resource assessment. New information is included in the final EIS as 
a result of conments on the draft EIS. The private lands surrounding 
the study area were not the focus of the EIS. 

In response to the conment regarding lack of USFWS involvement on the 
Wahluke Slope, the USFWS operates Saddle Mountain National Wildlife 
Refuge under a permit from the Department of Energy subject to a 30 
day revocation clause. As a result, the Service maintains the refuge 
in custodial status as a sanctuary area for waterfowl and other 
wildlife. Under custodial status, little management is possible; 
basic biological data are collected, law enforcement patrols are 
provided to maintain the sanctuary status of the refuge, and fences 
and posting are maintained. Funding is not provided for development 
projects. Under the Proposed Action, much more intensive management 
will be provided. 



LETTER 51 Comments 

51-1 

Ceorge Wooten 
2 3 Aspe" Lane 
Wi nth rop, W . .>, 'lRR6l 

R~gional l)ir ec t o r , Nat. Park Se r v ice: 

[)t>ar Si r : 

Thank )OU fo r the ,:ha nct- to r mn,._,nt on th•· 1-tm ford Rt>ach Pr opo:~al. i a u u 
lx>t a n l~ l wor ki ng fo r the Ocano~an , at ional ro r f-;'st and lh t! r ..- i ~, rio t enough f.-:Clr.t 
t ime du r i ,'8 the S tmt'IP.r IT"D nt hs lo devo t~ to cum·•mti 1,g •>11 proposal s. d.s th1 • 

sP.'\son i :; :; ho rt in Wia , h i ng ton s tat e. 

favo r the pr oposed a c tion, Wi ldl i f e Re fug e wi th Wild and Sc:tin ic 
lX.•sq~ l\;'1 ••>n OVc~rlar and proh i b i ti on o f darns . It is irrpo r tan t t o l ca\·e one 
, . ,c t l P ll u f t he 01· ig i nal Co lt.J'Tb i a a s it was when lht! [nd ians fuund i t. Peopl e 
l l VU\K i n Easl t- r n Was hington today do not appreciate th i s area for what it i s. 
bul I be l l r: vP lhal a growing world awar eness wil 1 hold the Hanford Rea ch in 
rTl'lfl"' ((' ,11';,Pf"C: t . 

Your Draft EIS is ve ry i nfonrative and enjoyable to r ead, but I was 
disrrayed at the I i s t of plant s pecies given. It i s so poor that )'O u ~hou ldn ' t 
t~ven a ccepl cannents or ITDke a dec i s ion unt i I a qual j f ied botani cal s tud)' has 
bet~ listed l n the DE.IS, to ins ure that .iddi.tinnal rare sp~ci e s don ' t c ,t,i s t i n 
the area. If you ha\"e a b<?tter list then shame on you for using s uch a poor 
one. I would like to help il'J1)rove the si tuation and offer my sc rvi cr.s a nc..J 
thos e o f my o rgan 1z.ati on 1 the Wa~h1ngton Nat i ve Plant Soci ety , t o help pr ov i d~ 
a l i st aud division of t h~ a r ea i nto rrean ingful habitat s . My q uiill i (i calions 
inc lude filfflil iarity with tht": Endangered , Thrt>at e ned , and Se n s it ivt- plant s o ( 
\rashi ngt on . several new di scoveri es for Wa::;hington State 1 and 4 )'~ars 
cxp eri cnc ~ a s an ecologi s t working for the North Cas cades Grizzl y Bea r Ha.bi tat 
E\"al uat ion i' r ojec t whe re I did satel Ii t e ground tru t h i ng. 

I would I ike to rTBke s everal additi ona l c~nts abou t botany. The lack 
of native riparian t rees rre.y be due to their use as fuel in rive rboats. Suc: h a 
cause should be doc1.mented in the EIS . Res toration of native s pec i es and thri r 
habitats could be tiered to historical and cultural values and i s a worthwh ile 
project lo cons ider. The preservation of s ane of the exotic tr ee i s lands a s 
novel associations in their own right could al s o be considered 1 but rrore data 
should be gathered on native canrunities first. Elk herd control rrey be 
necessary on the Arid Lands Eco logical Reserve if overpopulati on thr eat ens t o 
change the char~c ter o f native ccmrunities perrmnently . 

Thank you ver y rruch . 

S inc erel y your s , 

~"VS<! iJa,j4,,... 
George Woo ten 

51-1. 

Responses 

!he plant list contained in the Appendix I has been updated to 
incorporate recent survey work completed by the Yakima Indian Nation. 
Please refer to the updated list. Your kind offer of assistance is 
appreciated, and assuming designation, the USFWS would consider your 
offer. 
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71111 1801 West 15th Avenue 

~

rn(Srn •~~wLUMBIA VISTA FARMS, INC. 

I~, ~ - Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

lu \l~L;/ I 

52-1 

52-2 

52-3 

November 3, 1992 

Mr . Charles H . Odegaard 
Regional Director 
National Parks Service 
83 South King Street 
Suite 212 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

RE: Hanford Reach Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Odegaard: 

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT 

The· proposed wild and scenic river designation for Hanford Reach directly conflicts with 
existing agriculture and recreational uses . The sole impetus for legislation enabling the study 
was the threat of additional damming and dredging to facilitate barge use in this portion of the 
Columbia River. That threat can be forestalled in a much simpler and straightforward manner. 

It is important in reviewing the alternative recommendations that you consider: 

I. 

2. 

The study '1'0up process was dramatically biased by NPS staffers, documentation lapses 
were significant, and Jccy study group recommendations were ignored in the draft EIS . 

No notable deterioration of Hanford Reach natural resources was found to be occurring. 

3 . Multiple land taking lawsuits involving financially capable plaintiffs would result costing 

NPS millions. 

4. NPS funding to pay for such new jurisdiction administration would detract from other 

truly needy areas. 

Please feel free to give me a call if you have any questions in this regard. 

Very truly yours, 
- /. / - . -~ 

D~icl J._ C~e: ,, c / 
President 

DAC/csr 

52·1. 

52·2. 

52·3. 

Responses 

We d i~agre~ that Wild and Scenic River status of the river would 
conflict with existing agricultural and recreational uses. 

See 12·2. In addition please refer to the description of the Task 
~~~~~i~~t~~~- I, Purpos~ and Need, and Ch. VI, Consul tation and 

See 21·2. 
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Comments Responses 

53-1. The lands mentioned are l t d ·d study boundary. oca e outs1 e the Congressionally authorized 

~-· 1••.:t---•- ------
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54-1 

54-2 

54-1 

COMMENTS ON THE 
HANFORD REACH ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY 

drafted by the National Park Service 

SUMMARY 

The greatest , and most lasting contribution we can make for a "New 
Hanford Mission" is to rededicate ourselves to the preservation of the 
land and natural life of Hanford. 

Orchards and farms already abound in Washington. There are 
countless industrial parks, landfills, marinas, and factories. There are 
vast expanses of wheat fields and range land. 

There must also be a place for nature - that we mayansure 
our own survival. 

To that end: 

1 . Establish the Hanford Reach as a wildlife preserve. 

2. DisaHow all sport hunting, grazing, Industry, commercial 
enterprise, land development, and agriculture in the Hanford 
Reach. 

3. AHow selected use of nature traDs. Allow overnight camping for 
backpackers and bicyclers only - no vehicular camping. 

4 . Allow river recreation activities such as canoeing, kayaking, float 
trips, etc. 

5. Estabffsh aftlcal shoreline areas and islands II absolute bird 
sanctuaries during mating and nesting seasons. 

6. Establish strict noise control limits, and speed limits on powered 
boats - absolutely no unmuffled engines anowed. 

Responses 

54 -1 . See 48-15. 

54-2. Specifics of wildlife and habitat management would be considered in 
development of a refuge management plan. 
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54-2 7 . Allow wldllfe unrestricted access to the river for watering . 

8. Allow llhorellne fishing from selected areas only. Other shoreline 
arees are to be reserved for wUdllfe. 

54-3 9 . Establish strict penalties and heavy fines for poaching. dumping, 
lltterlng, and hunting. 

10. Allow horseback riding on_established trails only}n order to 
protect tha desert vegetation . 

11. Consider establishment of several inland watering holes to 
54-2 enhance the habitat for wildlife. 

12. Allow bike riding on established trails only. 

13. Disallow all forms of motorized off-road vehicles. 

14. All motorized traffic should be restricted to established paved and 
dirt roads. No off road travel allowed. 

16. Shoreline camping In boats alowed only during months that will 
not Interfere with wildlife nesting. 

54-4 
16. Establish "no wake" speed zones for boets in areas where wildlife 

critical shorelines are susceptible to erosion. 

17. Disallow foraging of material for campfires - this will help protect 
the slow growing vegetation. Campers must bring their own fuel. 

18. Do not alow aircraft to fly low over the site. Consider 
establlahlng a 3,000 ft . above ground level minimum altitude 
requlrwnent - but leave provisions for approach paths to runways 
at Pasco and Richland. 

54-2 
19. Fence off several experimental vegetation areas to preclude 

grazing or hiking. Use theae a• research areas for botanists. 

54-5 20. Establish strict "pack it in - pack it out" rules. 

Responses 

54-2. Specifics of wildlife and habitat management would be considered in 
development of a refuge management plan. 

54-3. See 48-15. 

54-4. See 48-15. 

54-5. See 48-15. 
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21 . Eatabllahlng the Hanford Reach as a Preserve, rather than a 
National Park, would help to protect the area. National Park 
status would draw too many people, and cause too much traffic. 

22. Disallow collection of plants, except by special permit undar 
supervised circumstances. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
Kennewick, Washington USA 

Responses 
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PRESERVATION 
of the 

HANFORD REACH 

Almost without our realizing it, the last 50 years have brought dramatic 
changes to the ecosystem of the Columbia Basin area . 

Vast land areas that once existed as a stable desert environment of 
native plants and grasses adapted to arid conditions, have been 
replaced by cultivated species totally dependent on irrigation and 
synthetic fertilizers for survival . 

To a great extent , this has been an economic blessing. It has provided 
food, industry, and jobs for many thousands of people. For these 
blessings, we can be grateful. Yet these blessings do not come 
without danger. The danger is that 10.!I. much of the natural 
environment and It's biological germplasm may be forever lost . 

If for some unforseen reason, the land areas now under cultivation are 
· abandoned, erosion and desertification would commence at a 
frightening rate. 

What could cause such an abandonment 7 To name a few possible 
causes: massive cutbacks in farm subsidies, default of government 
insured loans, interruption of foreign wheat markets, large bank 
failures, lack of fuels for farm machinery, long term interruptions in the 
water or electrical supply, or new plant diseases or insect infestations 
interrupting the crop cycle for several consecutive seasons. Any 
number of causes, alone or in concert could precipitate a dust bowl of 
staggering proportions. 

Should this .-ger happen, there must exist a •biological bank• of native 
plants and ....-. adapted for survival in the natural environment. 
These plants could take root, minimize erosive soil loss, and prevent 
large scale desertification. This is especially important in this region of 
sparse rainfall - where natural regeneration can be a slow and arduous 
process. 

Responses 
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WHY SPECIAL PRESERVATION OF HANFORD IS SO IMPORTANT 

We must balance economic interests with the need to preserve a 
healthy reservoir of nature's diverse species. This natural reservoir still 
exists at the Hanford Reservation and through the Hanford Reach. 

The Columbia River is one of the world's truly great waterways. It's 
impact on human civilization and nature equals that of the Nile, or the 
Tigris and Euphrates. Hanford is the last free run stretch .of Columbia 
River. It is a place for salmon and steelhead spawning. It is a rich 
resource of inland desert habitat for numerous animal species. It is a 
refuge for migrating waterfowl along the Pacific flyway. It is a Seed 
Bank for native plants and grasses which have evolved since the last 
ice age, adapting to the arid conditions of the Columbia Basin. 

In short, the Hanford biological _bank is a priceless legacy, wrought by 
nature and eons of time. Interdependencies between microbial life, 
plant life, and animal species weave an integrated biosphere attuned 
for survival in this arid environment. Those who have lived in the 
Hanford region often do not fully appreciate what a unique ecosystem 
the Hanford area is. And, those who have not lived in the Hanford 
region often scorn it as a desert wasteland fit only for bulldozing and 
paving. 

The Horse Heaven Hills have been plowed under. The Wahluke Slope 
has been plowed under. The Columbia Basin Reclamation area has 
been plowed under. Hanford has emerged as a small island of natural 
habitat surrounded by agricultural and industrial development. 
Orchards, vineyards, wheat fields and industries have been established 
along the banks of the river above and below Hanford. Paper mills, oil 
depots, aluminum smelters, shipping docks, bridges, cities and towns 
blot the Columbia River from Canada all the way to the Pacific Ocean. 
Railroads, highways, and fences cutoff wildlife from access to life 
giving water. 

Caught between the plowed fields and the riverbank fences, there 
remains no room for desert wildlife to survive. 

Responses 
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INCREASING PRESSURES ON THE HANFORD REACH 

There are many sources of pressure on the Hanford Reach and the 
Hanford Reservation. Among these include: 

Human population growth by existing residents . Human population 
growth in major urban centers and other states , causing migration to 
the Hanford region. Uncontrolled illegal immigration. Large scale 
agriculture seeking the last remaining reserves of virgin soil. Industrial 
developers from outside and within the state seeking "cheap" land. 
Local real estate developers. Local governments looking to acquire 
resources to expand their tax base. Continued burial of large 
submarine reactor vessels . Continued burial of large volumes of low 
level radioactive waste from government and civilian sources. More 
undisturbed land slated for use in constructing large waste processing, 
stabilization, and vitrification programs. As the Department of Energy 
mission changes, special interest groups will seek to engineer "land 
grab maneuvers" under the pretext of government sanctioned 
"economic diversification" programs, or other pseudo-official sounding 
ploys. 

POLICY ACTION REQUIRED 

It is critical that detailed administrative policies assure maximum 
preservation of: 

The Hanford Reach scenic area and wildlife preserve, and 

The remaining portions of the Hanford Reservation that serve as 
habitat for native species of plants and animals. 

Responses 
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55-1 

55-2 

Bob Karotko 
National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Mr. Karotko: 

13391 Hwy24 
Moxee, WA 98936 
September 20, 1992 

I am about to graduate from college and return to managing the family orchard 
that i• located on the 3% of private land that has been proposed to be included 
within the Reach. As a third generation orchardist, I want to reinforce the 
importance of multi-use resource management for this land, a land that was 
pioneered with the fruit industry. · 

As we look for leadership and environmental stewardship in a region that is the 
sixth largest agriculturally producing area in the nation, the balance between 
the desires of the Environmentalists, the wants of the Recreationalists, and the 
needs of the private land owner must adequately be represented in the EIS . I 
can not understand why the drafted EIS fails to adequately inform those who 
read its contents the magnitude of the disability that the land owners and those 
in the immediate area face . 

The final EIS must equivocally inform our Congreo8Il\en and women of the 
complex issues. It is necessary to have fair representation of both public and 
private citizens who are directly affected by the decisions CongreSI makes. 

As a private landowner on the Reach, I vehemently oppose the proposed 
preservation altemativeo outlined in the drafted Environmental Impact 
Statement that include the subjugation of private lands into the protected reach 
area. I support the object.ions to the drafted EIS as previously outlined by other 
private land owners, county commiHionert, PUO officials, and irrigation 
personnel. 

~ 
Orchardist 

55-1. 

55-2. 

Responses 

We do not unders t~nd the reference to the di sabilities faced by I d 
own:rs and th~se in _the irrmediate area. In any case, that is nota~he 
subJect of thi s Environmental Impact Statement. 

We agree. 
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Responses 

f d N d for Action, Alternatives Considered but See Ch. I, Purpose o an ee 
Dismissed. 
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57-1 
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Responses 

57-1. Map has been revi sed to include Ringold. 

57-2. The state owns the bed of the Columbia River, incl uding •the Hanford 
Reach . State-owned lands are illustrated on the map. 

57-3. Only primary roads are illustrated. 

57-4. Map has been revised to indicate the Ringold rearing ponds. 

57-5. See57- 1. 

57-6. The National Wildlife Refuge as proposed includes the following 
acreage by county (source: Columbia National Wildlife Refuge, 10/93). 

Adams County approx. 320 acres 
Benton County8,000 acres 
Franklin County24,000 acres 
Grant County70,000 acres 

Totalapprox. 102,320 acres 

Thi s includes all federally-owned lands the river itself and 
islands. The Refuge does not include state and privately'.owned lands. 
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Responses 
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58-1 

Responses 

58-1. Rorippa Columbiae is only one of a variety of species which falls 
within the protection afforded by the Endangered Species Act. As 
such, the species is of national significance. Agriculture (crops) 
were considered and even though shipped internationally, reflect a 
regionally produced or influenced product . 
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:•-t -1 58 - 2. See 13 - 2 . 
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59-1 

59-2 

Mr. Bob l[&rotto 
llational Part Se"ice 
83 South U111 Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. ltarotlto: 

S. llartlntl Livestock Inc. 
13391 Hwy. 24 

MoxH. WA 98938 

I appreciate the opportuni tr to speak and add • r TI>i« to those objectiou 
raiaed by tbe other priyate lud owners md concerned Ca.ra croup•. 

The leach doe• not need to be declared wild and aeenic a.nd be adai.nistered 
by tbe Peder&l Wildlife. It •hould reaain under local control in con
hu,c:tion with una1e•nt asree.ellts alreadr ia operation. 

I hue 3 points I wish to • ate: Piratlr, the wild and ~cenic designatioll 
i• deacrlbed as a recreational use Cor a riyer. t'hi1 •au -,re pvblic 
awarenHS and uaa1•• The wildlife bl,ologist declared at the lut Tuk Poree 
••tine that the huntin1 and Hahin1 seasons and reatdctiona IIDCler the 
preferred alternative would be the aae u tbty are now. How ca..o rou 
belie-...e tbatTbi• increaaed llSt will not h••• a detri•ntal effect on the 
• arine, aq11&tic and wildlih Oil tbe rinr7 Just which on the reaourcea 
are we tryin1 to protect the aoat - cecreation7 

Secondlr I abould lite to co-nt •a the deacriptiff handling of tne 
priyate iand.s in the 11S. '?here are no •P• 1howin1 prec.iaely where 
prhate land• are located. Wbell this study first be1an, • anr people 
didn't eYen reali•e there were &Df pri•a.te lands inolYed. What are the 
nlues of these dneloped print• land&? 'lbere are sparse if anr fisur•• 
on the total acre•~ of private lD4s • specially u a percentage: of tbe 
total ac.rea,te esud~ along the ti Yer. Th••• land• all eJliat on the 
ntreae ends of the stwiy area. ?be aap• int;luded in each propoaa.1 ue 
aisleading. Such 1andaart features aa Verni ta Brid1•, Mattawa, Otbello, 
aain irrication canals• etc a.re not denoted. 

w-, lut point ia to recall u incident thia apri"I• I had occui011 to 
ride bor• ebaclt in the wildlife refuse north of llipway 24. We were $ 
riders spread acroaa a 2 ail• wide area. w« rode for 10 • llea ill tbia 
fashion staring withiD aictit of each otbu, llou of us ••• anr birds, 
jact rabbits, coyote•, aute.s or any other noticeable aign of ".'1-ldlife. 
11.e,ardles• of th• good iotentions people ba.d "'1ell tber • ade this area a 
refuge, it la not • eetin1 those need n-. l1le lt.nd COil be put to better 

usa. 

59-1. 

59-2. 

Responses 

Recreational classification is the least restrictive of the three 
potential classifications (wild, scenic, or recreational) for a ~ild & 
Scenic river desi gnation. These classifications are measures of the 
level of development existing at the time of designation, with "wild" 
b7ing a pristine natural condition and "recreational" exhibit ing a 
higher level of human development on rivers in the national system. 
These classifications imply the allowance of different levels of 
activities that would be compatible with designation. Activities 
u~d7r a wild classification would be strictly scrutinized and may be 
limited, whereas activities compatible with a recreational 
classification would be more varied and intense. It doesn't mean that 
recreational use will be encouraged. Guidelines will be established 
as ~art of the refuge management plan which will incorporate public 
review and corrment. Recreation is considered compatible with the 
purposes for which the refuge is established. Recreational uses would 
be allowed as long as they didn't have an unacceptable adverse effect 
on fish and wildlife values. 

Maps have been revised to address corrment. The 1992 value of crops 
grown on private lands within the study area is approximately $3.1 
million. Please refer to Ch. 111, Affected Environment. 
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60-1 

60-2 

60-3 

60-4 

C,arles H. Odegaard 
Na.tional Pa.rt Ser-.ice 
83 South Ung Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

~ar Mr. Odega.ud : 

Ile: Hanford •each 

the preferred alternative option 2 includes private 11.nds within the 
wild and scenic corridor. Because of the conatraints o f the wild and 
scenic deaignation on pri•ate properties, thil con.atitute1 a.n infringe
ment of prhate right. I req11eat a t&tings i1111)1ie& tion be done 00 all 
of the proposed alternatiTel. TM• is a takings i111>lication u described 
in Presidential becutiYe order 12630. 

nie actidties of the Wuhincton Po-r Supply Syste• wiI alao be aeiloully 
affected by theae proposed alterna.ti•e•. I reque1t a ta.tings i~lication 
also include WP9U.;· 

The final .BIS abo11ld be ll• i trd to the l ail• on each side of the river. 
nae 89,000 a.ere• of land north of the river should be e:scluded fro• the 
study area. BYery other section of the land belongs to the Burea.u of 
lleclaaaticn (er which water i• a•aila.ble for developlllfo.t i,uoder the Col-
Wllbia Basin project. 

'n\e current gruing of li•estock of this area is an econoai.c impact to 
the area a..nd auat be uan•d, an:l abould be allowed to contin11ie. 

All pr hate lanc1a abould be e:acluded f •- the final .BIS preferred 
a.lternati•e •• thil ••• the recoaaendatlon of the ta.at (orce. 

Sincerely• 

e/~9~_z:-
Si• o11 J. Marti~• .. Q 
Preaident 
M.Utine• U•eatoct, Inc. 

'\ 60-1. 

60 - 2. 

60-3. 

60 -4 . 

See 4-17. 

See 26-5. 

See 12-1. 

Responses 

Grazing is not impacte~ in the_No A7tion and Alternatives c & D. 
discussion of impact s 1s described 1n Ch. IV, Environmental 
Consequences, in each alter native under Issue #9: Effects on Land 
Ownership and Use. 

A 
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61-1 

61-2 

Mr. Bob l.arotto 
I( p s 
83 South Ung Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 

S. Martlnu Llvntock Inc. 
13391 Hwy. 24 

As a priYate land owner on that I .. gree with 
Objections to the BIS a.a previoualy outlined by the other private land 
owner5, county colNftissioncrs, PUD officials and irrigation per&onnel. 

I should lite to brin,: to your attention the inconsistencies n your ao -
lin,t of the grating issue. There are 23 ,o()Oy acres leased by the Dept of 
Wildlife for gruin~. n>ese lanm are all north of llighway 24. On Pl 113 
in the discussion of grating under the water quality issue of the preferred 
alternative, it a:ars " In annual dry seasons, trespassing cattle are 
attracted to the river for water, yet there has been no indication that 
tres assin cattle or ra•in ractices in act water ualit • 'nle pro-
h bition on gra• ing is expected to eli.iinate any potential uture i111>acts 
to water quality." If there have been no problems in the past and the 
~raah1g area i• separated fro• the river by 2 good fences. a atate hichway 
and 3/4 N.le or 111,0re, how can you conclude gra.aing will be a prob lea in 
the future? 1Jnder BU4 .ianageaent tbe stateaent ia aade "Continued graa-
ing is expected to haye a beneficial impact on 1&.nd ownership and u.se. •• pg 159. 

I co..end the decision to have an outside agency ••ly.,e the testiaony 
being 1tiven now. J would like to know the qualifications of the people 
handling this data becau..se of tbe obTious complexity of the A.each sihaation. 
Why wasn 't an independent agency used to write the original d.ra.ft? It 
seeiws there has been a treaendous turnover of personnel connected with 
this projf:ct --Dennis Canty, Brian Bowden, Mary Wi lco:s, 
Thef.e people a.re no longer involved. How la it possible to have an impa.r
tial unbiased record of the task force and study tea• proceedings? I 
understand the tape recordin~s of the task f orce meeting& were not usable. 
'nle a,:encies draftin,: the BIS have the most to benefit from the preferred 
a.lternative. 

I believe the slide presentation at the beginning of each of these public 
neetings has been llli.slnding. Congress in law 100-60S aandated thd the 
river corridor for 51 ffliles a.nd its i11m.ediate envior'YJ'l.aent be c.a.lled the 
study area. There was no · lftf!ntion of the Saddled. or Waluke Slope 
Wildlife ueas. The 89,000 acre• of tbe wildlife refuges c&Mot be con
sidered h•1ediate enviornaent to the river corridor. 'ft\i• 89,000 acres 
wu arbitrarily added and alao referred to •• the "study area". 

The future of tbe Reach and the wildlife refuges bu bec..e an iaportant 
is.sue. Tbe fisberaen want to fish, the hunter• want to hunt. the farmers 
111ant to farm, others want to see the wildlife and artifacts protected. 
This can a.11 be done. Its been done in the pa.st and with certain change.a 
it can continue. There aust be a balance of interests aod power. Total 
federal control is not the answer. 

Sincerely, , ~~~-u:.s--

61-1. 

61-2. 

See 48 - 10. 

See 12-1. 

Responses 
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62-1 

Ms. Krislen A. Sycamore 
National Park Service 
Pacific Norlh•esl Region 
83 S King Sl . Suile 212 
SealUe. IA 98104 

Re: Hanford Reech Sludy 

Dear Ms. Sycamore: 

The IAHWKE 2000 Commillee 
P.O. Box 1986 

Mallawa. IA 993H 

September 7. 1992 

The IAHWKE 2000 Commillee was fanned recenUy oul _of concern for lhe future of lhe lahluke 
Slope as a prime agricullural area in lhe st.ale of Washinton and lhe Pacific Norlhwesl. The 
commillee represents the people living in the am surrounding lhe Hanford Reach. and is vitally 
concerned with both the environmental and economic aspects of fulure \l3eS of this land. The 
citizen commillee gels its name from lhe plan il hes developed lo address the need for a 
~ plan for this land which has a long history and an exciting future. 'lie are writing lhis 
formal commenl lo lhe Hanford Reach EIS. as we stand in finn opposition lo certain critical 
aspects . and are delennined lhal lhe sludy nol be implemenled in any sense in its pre!!enl form . 

first. al lhe direction of Conv-esis, the Park Service ordered that "other inleresled entities· be 
included in any discussions aboul lhe Hanford Reach. 'llhy then were lhe following groups 
excluded from the sludy ? 

- - the citizens of the Town of Mattawa and the 'llahluke Slope 
{reco&niied in the 1990 census as lhe faslelll growing community 
in the stole of Jashinclon. and the people who liYe immedialely 

adjacent lo the Hanford conlrol zone) 

--the Granl Counly Economic Developmenl Commillee and the 
Bi& Bend Economic Development Council 

--lhe Col111Dbia &sin Developmenl l.te£Ue 

-- the relatives of orifinal homesteaders in the area 

62-1. 

Responses 

Public notices and meeting~ ~ere held to solicit public involvement in 
the Task Force. Some part1c1pants came from families of original 
homesteaders, and some came from Grant County. 
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62-2 

62-3 

62-4 

By ignoring these people. the study group managed to completely overlook the vast economic 
importance of agricultural land in the area. end instead represent il to the uninformed per:10n 
. who miehl never have had a chance lo see the area. as some kind of vast wasteland where 
nobody lives and no other vilal activity goes on. Despite the historical evidence as well 113 current 
documentation about lhe millions of dollars of fann revenue generated on lhe llahluke Slope lhis 
''select" committee was able to avoid even considering agricultural impacts in the scoping 
process--quile unbelievable. As a result. the report of over 220 pages devotes barely 2 pages to 
a dis=ion of agriculture in the area. and that is only an analysis or what little land happens lo 
lie within 1/ 4 mile or the river. nol lhe 60,000+ ecres lying lo lhe east and west of the Hanford 
control 1one! The only reference whatsoever lo existing farmland in the area is one map al the 
Lail end of the study. thus providing those who will read the study and are supposed lo make 
inlelligenl decisions based on il with false and actually deceptive information. lie are convinced 
by this evidence thal il was the study group's intention lo conceal the vast economic importance 
ol the llahluke Slope in order to facililale the second glaring error. 

The National Park Service initially defined lhe area of lhe study lo be "\he Colwnbia River and 
1/4 mile on either side". This was entirely consistent with the guiding purpose of the study: lo 
protect the rim from dredcine or other activities contemplated by the US Corps of Encineers lhal 
would permanently alter the lree- nowinc nature of th·e river. The study group. which had 
excluded anyone who might object. lhen eave ilsclf the authority lo expand the area of the study 
lo include the 89,000 acre Hanford control zone on the north side ol the river. Much of this land 
lies 4- 5 miles from lhe riYer and does nol bear on any environmental aspect of protecting the 
Hanford Reach. While we are well aware ol concerns about slabilily of the While Bluffa. there is 
neither authority nor justification for "annexing" this vast area of land using lhe valid concertll! 
aboul the Columbia Rim as a prelexl. Therefore, we hold lhe position lhal all of lhe options 
propooed are in,alid. since they were made wilhoul the required consultation and far exceeded lhe 
authority granted by acl of Congres:,. 

The llahluke 2000 comroillee has proposed a balanced and sensible plan for use of the llahluke 
Slope. The plan combines maximum economic benefits with protection of wildlife habilal and lhe 
Columbia River's scenic free-flowing Hanford Reach. le are fully prepared lo light the 
impleroentalion of the National Park Servitt plan in its draft form on the basis ol lhe objections 
raised above. as weU as usin~ olher documentation overlooked in the sludv. 
lie suggest lhal if the US l'ish and Wildlife Service has determined a need lo preserve an area of 
habilal in this area, il should aUeropl lo work with the Deparbnenl of Enerv in managing lhe 
260.000 acres of the Hanford resmation lying in Benton County. This land is already in an 
undeveloped, secured position and includes a 120-square mile F.colov Reserve. 

Copies of lhe lahluke 2000 plan will be senl lo our respective Congressional delegations. along 
wilh a video lo give them the opporlunily lo mlly see the ma. Al the same lime. we intend lo 
make our objections lo lhe Hanford Reach EIS known lo them and the public al large. le are 
very concerned wilh proteclinc our environment. afler all. we and our children will be living on 

? 

62-2. 

62 -3. 

62-4. 

Responses 

The Proposed Act ion woul d not affect most existing agricultural lands 
in and around the Hanford Reach . Impact on private lands within the 
s tudy area are discussed in Ch. IV, Environmenta l Consequences. 

See 12-1. 

Such an alternative is not responsive to the charge to the agencies 
under Publ i c Law 100-605 . 
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lhc lahlukc Slope when lhc year 2000 rolls around. However, we also = lhc future economic 
needs of our stale and nation in lhc year 2000. and Ihm must be addressed also. No a11ency or 
government has the ridil lo conceal the truth under lhe guise of a •study". we all have lo be 
fair and objective. ll is our hope lhal \he National Park Service will rethink its work lo this point 
and not initiate a confronlalion with \he people il is supposed lo serve. 

u " , 
:i(j.y:3t?, ~ . uJpJ.Jjc_, 

The lahluke 2000 Commillec 

cc: Sid Morrison 
Tom Foley 

Sincerely. 

Slade Gorton 
Manuel wjan. Otpl of Interior 

Responses 
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63-1 

STA -:'Fl·'."'.<T Of' 1'.A.Tf.\'.IA 9USr ''::S 'i!W' 

JAMF.S CI/RDY 

t/ATJO!~L PARKS Sl'l!'.'TCF, Pl'.OPO<;AL LSA (P!ffi-RP) Tnesday Septe.1'1ber 0,9'2 

!!A1!FO!'D 0.F.ACH STUDY 

While I have s pi~eared 'oefore the 1J~TIT.nA GT-:1'C Y rm~:· ITi'SF: •'O~ oi;m :ui: 

RECREATio:· over the years as llaMger of the Port or !1&ttawa and a Professional 

l'\e::iber of the Washington necrea.t <on k Parks Association affiliRterl with 

'l'he Na.tioral P.ecrut\on & Park Ao,ociation in behalf of project• for t he 

Mattawa. .lrea, this is thr. f i rst time '! have the privilege of a.pnear1nr' as 

a lhaineol!J!Wl In the area affected. 

I feel that Congreo• is basically in snpport of a complete Parks 

Progr.,., hovn.,r, we are teoti!'ying here to requeot a redue of this proposal 

before its pnaent&tion to Congress and which speci!ical.ly does not take into 

consideration the pl.ans tor the area de-n,laped by othero,(Bureau of Reclamation, 

?ort of Mattawa, Grant County, Washingtos State Wildlife I etc.) the contractual 

a~eement apprOTed by congreos has not been addreeeed. 

1. Each flll"lfl unit ha• a contractual agreement to pay for development 

costs,& !N of $1Jl.6o per acre tiffles the 89,000 acres in your nhn P.CU ,ls 

. $ll1712,400 tor all or thio l&nd. I don't think Co?1R1""M1 "1th t he deficito, 

will consider any part of this even 1! it we"" reduced to II fioaction of the 

amount. The Bureau of Recla.1111.tion only eave a conditional uoe j"'ITtit to the 

Aro I the area vas and 1o part of the OV9rall plan for the Col1:mbfa :las ir. 

Project. (Attached -'Ire the •• """rti ve <loc•JMent• nd ""-!'•) 

2. 1'1e ~ort of Mattawa includes thi~ rtrea in it, !')lMs a.nd t, ,i s t he 9 qn 

port of the Stat.e of !1ashinr.ton, '1 ri\.'lt Co,lnt:v a.nrt t:1e c~t..:ze •1s of t l~P. .i.rc-.'.l . 

Excerpts froa the Port "lll.'l IU'e attached. ( Map Barrott k Follcva,,. w'l.th 

Lecal Diacriptions, letter li.a,1si·•~ and 01!\e 1''i··.;mce A.,tePc:v, Ura.:i t CoHnty 

Plannin,:: a ••,-roval,WS Parks & Recreat ion Col'V!\ission an•,ronl.) 

Responses 

63-1. See 13-2 and 8-1. 
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Pal!e 2 

::AT!ot!AL PARKS SE"V:cr. 

STATEHE!IT UF HATTA" A n·,s:· ~.5,PA:· 

JA!.F.S CIIPD'i 

PJ>DPUl:<\L L5•· (P!':'.- PJ' ) T~c,day Se!)t. ll , 1992 

I fee l that t o have t :,i:ii ar e,-i develo::,c d we s!~o.,_lci follolf the ~)l:t.T'\s t ha t 

ha.ve be~n na.de and followed f or 11\3.:iy Yf!&rS . The ! .J.IT-1 un i ts have r.ta.de t ~\is 

area. The Wi l.d.U f e 'has i ncrea3ed i n the l a.s t 35 years tha t I have bee n in 

t h b area, I feel that it all happened because of t he ra..nn, orchards and 

vine.yards. The l i. st of animals, birds, ,,-asse s ctc.,real ly do not all ~r ow 

here, the list •••= to include all that ever erew anytrl ,ere we !,ave many 

reports and EIS' s and :rour 11.st passes everyone. 

It aeein.s that thi s prel1JninarY re'.)Crt has ~one beyon~ the dir ections of 

PL loo-605 1 

1. The illlpact on the PeQi,,I Jlepiialli&A · ,rc,dd be the bey out of $131,60 
per acre ti.,,,es the 89 ,ooo or approxiTo>ately 12 .. 1.llion. 

2. Loss to the 1eder&l Income and Fan,ers of 89, 000X 'i940.17 per acre 
total .. .,.,rage earning• per acre 1n 1990 • $8),675,l)O.OO e&ch year. 

). This lDso to O..ant County would be $62,615,)22.00 Per ye"-'-• 

4 . Fam mach1nerr _lt Irriga.tion equipr,ent ccst $)65.00/acre If only half 
1s doveloped 45,000 aero• ~ )01 000 is 1n Grant County. !he loss to 
Fana Equipomnt Dealers vould be • ~l0,9SO,OOO 

5. With conditions as tJ1ey are and the World Popnl.ation Increasing and 
the needs !or t!,is !lll'T'I are&, (Ho water problens) i:t ne;,ns t hat Ye 

will have food. Therefore I an~~st t ~\.lt ve ~o ,nth t '1e Develo~e:--.t 
and the· Burean of Recl.ar.iation a.nd t here will be land lef t over !or t he 
Wildlife, rOOl'l !or sor.ie ;,r_r\ca, with money to do all of tho projects if 
w stick with lll\llti:,le •LSe. 

B::ncloned are sor.e doe· rnants to s~•p:l()rt the above st.l.ter,c:'1 -. ~. 

J.,.es Curdy 
r .o.Box B76 
Mattawa, Wa. 99)t.h 

63-2 . 

63 -3. 

See 50-2. 

See 8-1. 

Responses 
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Comments 

Howard R. Ennor 
U t THAYCll Dal\.'£ • alCHLAp./0 WAS}UNCTON !t:J)l -

September 10, 1992,~~c~~~-~-1.~r~\•:, 
Mr. Bob tcarotko 
National Park Service ~v I 

Pacific NW Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Dear Kr . Karotko: 

It waa a pleasure to 111.eet you at the hearing last night in the Richland 
Federal Building auditorium. I congratulate you for your chainnansh1p of 
an effec tive and informative meeting . I also wish t o congratulate the 
study team for the excellence of its Draft C0tn.prehensive River Conserva
tion Study and Environmental Impact. Statement with respect t.o the Hanford 
Reach of the Columbia River. 

I have one minor suggestion with respect to the format of the draft re
port. On pages 23 and 97 (and elsewhere), I suggest that the first line 
be revised to read : "Proposed Action: Alternative A." It is somewhat 
confusing upon i nitial perusal of the report to find Alternatives B, C, 

D, and E, but no Alternative A. 

I have officially ruided in Richland since 1947. During the past 4) 
year• I have experienced many attempts to build a da111. dredge the channel, 
or make other attacks on the pristine nature of the Hanford Reach. I n 
order to avoid continuous piece-1neal effortt to exploit this las t free
flowing area of t he Columbia River , 1 support Option 2 of t he Proposed 
Action. lt is important to protect the fish spawning areas, the many 
archaelogical and religiou s sites of native Am.ericang • t o provide wild
life refuge areas for resident and • igratory birds a nd animals , and t o 
protect the natural re.5ourcea of the. area for enjoyment by both -present 

and future gene.rations. 

In many ways it is a blessing that this area has been protected for secur
ity reasons by the presence of the AEC/OOE nuclear programs along this 
5tretcb of the Columbia River. Nov that the so-called cold war is over 
and the DOE mission is entering the cleanup stag•• it is essential to 
protect the Ranford Reach from explo itation by gre.e.dy economic interests 
for the beo•fit of a fev rather than for per manent enjoyment by the public 

at large. 

A.s I e1pressed at the meeting last night, my only regret is that tha 
proposed action will. in Benton County, protect only t he araas within 
one-quarter mile of the high-water line of the Columbia River along the 
51-mile stretch of the Hanford Reach. I would much prefer to see pro
tection afforded to a much larger area of the present Ranford Reserva
tion. This area represents one of the last remaining vast expanses of 
shrub-steppe habitat in the State of \lashington . It should be preserved 
for future generations of b oth humans and wildlife. Birds such as Sage 
Sparrow, Swainson'a Hawk, Ferruginous Hawk., Loggerhead Shrike, etc., 
may gradually face extinction if such habitat is no t pr e served. 

Responses 

64 - 1. The order of the alternatives has been clarified and is as follows : 
Proposed _Action, Alternative A, Alternative B, Alternative c 
Alternative D, and Alternative E. ' 
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In the prairie state.a in the first decades of this century, agric ul tural 
activities were exteud.ed too far into marginal grassland area s. The "O\lst 
Bowl11 was the. inevitable result . We should have learned a valid lesson 
from this too aggressive and uneconomical expan1ion of agTiculture into 
pristine areas. The remedy in the grasslands areas has been the estab
lishment of sP.veral Natiooal Gras s lands ; Cimarron National Grasslands 
in Kan • as; Pawnee National Grasslande in Colorado, and Sheyenne National 

Graaslanda in North Dakota. 

1 recoanend that we learn from this grasslands experience . I recommend 
that a Hanford National Shrub- steppe Habitat Preserve be established to 
protect in perpetuity thia rapidly diminishing habitat from agricultural 
or commercial development. This pre.serve should enco1Dpass most or all 
of the Hanford Reaervation not covered by the Proposed Action with re
spect to the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. 

I wish you 1uccess with the. next two hearings on the Hanford Rea.ch study 
a nd t eagerly await receipt of a copy of the final study Te.port and EIS 

finding, . 

Sincerely yourt,____ 
..:::,/ ,, Cl _, 
~ XI\ . 

Howard R. Ennor 

Responses 
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National Park Service 

Ar"thur D. KohlM 
Rt . 1, Box 5569 

Richland, WA 99352 
Septerrber 30 , 1992 

Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle , WA 98104 

Hl\NFORD RE/I.CH El S 

This provides my ccrrm,nts on the Draft River Conservation Stu:ly and Environ
mental l!ll'act Statsnont on the Hanford Reach of the Col IJTbia River . 

I appreciate the opportunity to make comnents, the f orum provided by t he 
study , and your extension of the deadline for camients. 

I am critical of the dra.ft r@l)Ort for reasoos om.rnera.ted below and request 
that the final report be revised to incllrle con.sideratioo of these points. 

1 . The parties to the study did not agree as to the report's conclusion , 
although ooe rnJSt read to the depths of the stu:ly to learn that its partici
pants did not agree with the Park Service's reconmendation for preferred 
choice , On page 10 , the report stat.a " ... the task force was able to reach 
substantial agr_,t en the l!llljor parameters of the proposed action .. . " 
However, on page 182, it states ''The task force was unable to reach agreane01t 
on the following points: 

"l . The specific legislative designation for the reach 

"2 . The principal administering agency ... 

"3. Specific rranaoement actions and consequences on significant re
sources and h\.lT'llln uses of the reach . " 

The final report should be clear about what was agreed and what was inl 
controversy, 

2. nie cC111)arisan of alternatives is incC111)lete . A cost benefit analysis is 
not included. F.ccnaaic benefits are not described . Th• stu:ly's recannenda
tion wOL1ld have protowd effect an potential developnent of the adjacent site 
of the Hanford reservation by sever•! y 1 imi ting future uses of the river . even 
benign uses other than those of the OS DOE. The study notes this blind spot 
on page 14, stating ", . . it would be inappropriate to atter!l't to resolve land 
use issues beyood the river corridor . " This is a fatal flaw as the potential 
use of land beyood tha river corridor is tied to access to the water . 

3 . All the options except for alternative B (NO ACTICll) offer protection to 
the river and it.I surrotnilngs, the fish and wild life and the archeological 
rmains. In cmparing th.a alternatives, the study shows only rrodest differ
ences in environmental effects between the four action alternatives. No 
CO"l'elli.ng argunent is stated tor what the study reports b the preferred 
alternative. Without additional information on specific costs and benefits, 
the conclusion of the draft report is unsupported . 

65-1. 

65-2. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to address conment. Please refer to the Ch. VI, 
Consultation and Coordination. 

A cost ben:fit analysis is not specifically required by NEPA. 
Congress directed the Department of the Interior to conduct a 
conservation study and economic options were not considered 
conservation alternatives. The Bureau of Reclamation has also stated 
that development of the lands north and east of the river for 
agricultural purposes is unlikely in the foreseeable future (refer to 
response #8-1). The No Action alternative illustrates the scenario in 
the even! no des)gnation occurs. NEPA requires that the No Action 
alternative examine the most likely scenario for the study area. For 
purposes of analysis it was determined that the lands would remain in 
public ownership and be managed for conservation purposes. 
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65-3 

4 . There are significant public interest.. i n the fat e of the river and the 
adjacent site of the H&nford Reservation. The study's exploration of poten
tial future uses of the sit• of the Hanford reservation is extreme I y limi tee! 
and is written u it the US OOE, in its present mission of long term site 
cleanup , i s the only role, in additioo to nature, to consider . Potential uses 
with significant benefit for the public are left out. including industry, 
agricultuce, and wildlife Mlhancement away fran the river . · The Washington 
Public Powe< Supply System, with its enorncus public investm,,nt , is not men· 
tioned as having i ts futuce operaticn.s assured under the preferred or other 
alternatives . 

5. Han-made alterations to the river bottan might have benefit to the fish and 
should not be precluded for those limited purposes . In its natura l state 
before coostruction of the d.alre, the river was subject to at least annual 
variation between flooding and low nnoff . Such variation would periodically 
rearrange the river botta11 and shores . Now that the river flaw is regulated 
within relative ly narrow limits , it may be found a t sane time th.at sane man· 
rrade alterations should ba made to enhance natural spawning and production of 
the fish . Pl ease note that mine is not a proposal to open the reach to n"" 
dams or navigatioo but to recognize t hat nan , having altered the environment , 
nay be able to make genuine irrprovements . 

In conclusion, I support : 

preservation of the salrrcn, s t -I head and srral lirouth bass in the r each , 
both their spawning habitat and the sport fishing resource ; 

preservation of archeoloqical artifacts and access by the Indian t r i bes , 
on a non-exclusive basis; 

preservation of wildlife habitat along the reach and in adjacent lands; 

and preservation of the economic benefits , through envi rorunental 1 y 
ca,;,atible agriculture and industry, of the waters of the Columbia 
River , 

I conclude that a nolified version of Alternative C could provide these bal 
anced beiafi ts. 

I oppose the .. ction proposed in th• draft report . 

2 

65 ·3. 

Responses 

Publ)c Law 100·605 _di rected that conservation alternatives be 
considered: The final EIS acknowledges the importance of protecting 
t~e operations of the WPPSS facilities. The management actions in the 
final EIS have b:en r:vised to state that the Proposed Action would 
not ~rec~ude rel~cens~ng of the WPPSS facili ties based on Wild and 
Scenic River designation. 
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~ Washington State University 
- De0111runi of Zootogy 

Regional Director 
!Jnited States Department of the Interior 
National Park Servi ce 
Pacific Northwest Reiion 
83 South King Street . Suite 212 
Seattle, WA 9B104 

Dear Director: 

Pullnllll WA 39164 J23': 
503·33S-JS5:; 

FAX =09.335.351 ; 

1 tha nk the National Park Se rvice for providing me an opportunity 
to revie" the Draft Co mpr ehensive River Cons ervat ion St11dy and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Reach of the 
Columbia River (June 1992 ) (hereafter referred to as the UEIS J. 
On the attached pages are ny conments o n the DEIS . I h3ve tried 
to lump similar co11 nent~ together. If you have a ny questi ons on 
t hese c omments please do not hesit~te to contact me. 

Sincerely , 

O,a.v#:_dY 
'1/.J;hn A. Hall 

oOS-335-4 175 

Responses 
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66-1 

66-2 

Private Proper ty Concerns 

• Option 1 of the Proposed Action s eems unnecessary. As 
described in the DEIS in reaard to issues id en tifi ed as 
sianificant to the Hanford Reach , under Opt ion 2 private 
''development would not be res t ric t ed unless it was sho~n to c ause 
real and i mmediate harm " t o a rosourc e ( this s hould probably be 
re'1ord •d to say : . . . unless it could be shown that the expected 
consequence s of development would cause . .. ) . Becaus• the who l e 
purp o se of th• DEIS is to outline strateg i es f o r protecti on of 
the resources o! the Hanford Reach, private lands s hou ld not be 
excluded as if they are unimpor tant to manaiement op t ions . The 
lo c at ion of a part icular resource do es not always adhere t o 
current land-ownership patterns . Pr ot ect ion of private landowner 
interests in the framework of Hanford Reach protection is better 
add r essed by first, voluntary use of easements and i mplemen t a tion 
of local ordinances, and se c ond, use of condemnation authority 
only vhen a r e sourc e value is s i (nificantly threa tened . Op t ion 2 
seems to prov i de for these considerations or could be easily 
nod ifi ed to do so . Thus, the need for Option l is not adequately 
j us tifi ed . 

Boundary Issues and Their Re l a tion to Protection of the Hanford 
Reach Biota 

• The chance i n the southern boundary of the reach study area , 
from River Hile (RH) 345 to RH 34B . 5, c auses con!usion in t he 
flo" of the overall DEIS in places in '1hich the change has not 
been fully incorporated. For example, in th• Abstract and on 
Pace 50, RH 345 still i s re!erred to as the southern boundary . 
Add itionally , the maps depi c ting the area of coverage !or the 
Proposed Action (Option 2 ), Alternat ive D, and Al ternative E 
st ill include the stretch between RH 345 and RH 346 . 5. Horeover, 
this change in boundary seems to be an afterthoueht . Wer e t he 
evaluations of the a!fec ted environment and poten tia l impacts of 
the alternat ives conducted "hen RH 345 '1as the boundary? Were 
the impacts reevaluated with the change of boundary? 

• In re!erence to the above comment, why couldn"t the RH 345 
boundary be retained but not include t he Benton County shore side 
to RH 346 . 5? Th i s st il l "ould exc lud e the DOB 300 Area but 
retain all of Island Ho . 17 ( Johnson Island) within the protected 
area instead of cuttini it of! at its northern tip as is the case 
by using RH 346.5 as the boundary . Establishini a boundary 
throuch an island '1ould seem to create an unwieldy ~anaaeme~t 
situation . Moreover, this adjustment vould be consistent with 
how private property boundaries are handled under Option 1 of the 
Proposed Act ion . The boundary is modif i ed on ly on the a ff e cted 
side of the river . Below I "ill araue !or the i nclusion o f 
add itional islands with i n the designated boundary . 

66-1. 

66- 2. 

Responses 

See 37-5. 

The change in the designated boundary from RM 345 to RM 346 . 5 does not 
affect the protected status of the river is lands within the 1.5 miles 
of river excluded from the s tudy. Islands 14-19, including Johnson 
Island (#17), presently make up the Hanford Is lands Division of McNary 
National Wi ldlife Refuge. Although only islands 14-16 are located 
withi n the proposed refuge boundary and Wild and Scen ic River cor ri dor 
(ups tream from RM 346.5), all of th is group of islands will cont i nue 
t o have refuge sta tus and protection, regardless of the outcome of 
this study process. The Fish and Wildl ife Service recognizes the 
operational efficiency of joining the refuge areas and will consider 
consolidation of islands 17-1 9 into the larger refuge during the 
management planning process . New maps in the final EIS clarify the 
nunbers and locati on of i s lands included in the desi gnation and 
identify those with existing refuge s tatus . 

Island #20 is recognized as a si gnificant site for nes t ing gulls. It 
is managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Eng ineers . The i s land is not 
threatened by development, and the gull population is thriving even 
with the island's proximity to a popular boat ramp and with heavy 
public use on the waters around the island. It does not appear that 
any additional protection is needed for island #20 at this time, 
part i cularly in light of the fact that the expanding gu ll population 
may eventually have to be limited to reduce negative impacts of the 
gulls in the surrounding area. If conditions change, additional 
protec t ion for the island will be consi dered by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Corps of Engineers. 
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• There are some inconsistencies in the DEIS as to what river 
islands are included in the study scope . Thia rsiaas a concern 
as to how these islands and their biota will be addressed by 
proposed management ac tivities under the different alternatives . 
First, Pages 71 and 84 state that the study aroa includes 18 
islands but the naps of the DEIS show only 17 numbered islands 
even if RH 345 is used as the boundary. (A large island i s 
dep ict ed north of I sland Ho . 11 that perhaps shou l d be indicated 
as a bac kwa t er slough area or is this dependent on water laval?) 
Second, Island Nos . 18, 19, a nd 20 historical ly have had gull and 
Forster's tern ( s...t..c.I:n.a. fncsteri) colon ies (Tho~paon and Tabo r 
1981) . As seemingly defined by the DEIS , however , these islands 
are outside the southern boundary of the Hanf ord Reach. Yet par t 
of the requirements under tho Habitat and Wild li fe Hanagem ent 
Actions for the Proposed Action, Alternative D, and Alternative 
E, are to patrol supposedly these islands to prevent public 
disturbance of c o lon ial "aterbirds a • w•ll as waterfo"l during 
the breeding season . Further, the Forster · s tern is identified 
as a stat e-sensitive species (Appendix H). Such species are 
given additional management attent ion within the various 
alternatives of the DEIS. 

To 9implify the mana&ement activities associated with island
nesting colonial "at1rbirds on the Hanford Reach, and more 
importantly to meet the in tent of the DEIS to maintain and 
enhance wildlife populations, I recoam• nd the followin( changeB 
to the DEIS using the Proposed Action to illustrate the necessary 
changes to the designated southern boundary . 

(1) Island Nos . 18, 19, and 20 should be included within the new 
Nationa l Wildlife Refuge (instead of retaining them within the 
McNary National Wild lif e Refuge) . The boundary for the Wild and 
Scenic River overlay need not extend any farther south than RH 
345 (exclusive of the DOE 300 Area) but if it is extended to 
encompass these three islands then it should extend only up to 
the r iver bank. Only -by including these islands can the DEIS 
directly address the management needs of island-nesting colonial 
waterbirds . Additional support for extension of the southern 
boundary is that a key salmonid spawning area is on the Franklin 
County side of the river opposite Island Ho . 18 ( see Kap 16). 

( 2) The two species of gulls that nest on the islands 
(principally on Island Nos . 18 and 2 •) are the California gull 
(l.&.r.la c•I jfgrnjcu:,) and the ring-billed ,ull (L.. dolaH•r • a ·eis ). 
Their population sizes have been increasing in recant years ( Ha ll 
and Fitzner 1989; R. E . Fitzner, unpublished data) . Sometimes 
this expansion has been on sites on these islands where 
previously there hav.• been Forster· s tern colonies . Continued 
expansion of gull numbers, especially that of the ring-billed 
gull , will result not only in possible negative effects on th• 
tern population but escalated nuisance interactions with humans . 
The DEIS needs to address that management of at least the rinc-

2 

66-3. 

Responses 

Methods for management of gull populations would be di scussed in the 
refuge management plan and river management plan. 
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66-4 

66-5 

66-6 

billed gull population prob ab ly wi ll be necessary . Horeover, 
possible management options need to be addressed . Because 
California gul ls tend to nest on tho higher relief zones of the 
islands they may not compete with Forster s terns for colony 
sites (personal observation) . As a side-note: I suggest 
changing the emphasis in the DEIS from prevention of disturbance 
of nestinf (ulls to nest in ~ Forster ' s terns a s this is the 
spec ies or concern . 

(3) Public access to Island Hos. 18, 19 , and 20 is allowed after 
June 30. Although this may be enough tine to all ow waterfowl to 
complete their nesting c ycle , it is not sufficient for colonial 
waterbird s ( Thompson lllld Tabor 1981, Hall and Fitzner 1888 ). 
Because th e time of nestini initiation differs year to year , the 
time at which public access to thesa islands can b • allowed can 
be adjus ted but should be no earlier than August 1. 

(4) Another problem facing colonial waterbirds on the Hanford 
Reach islands is fluctuating water levels ( Books 1985; Hall a nd 
Fitzner 1988 , 1989; Hall 1989) . Ono of the issues raised i n the 
DEIS scopini process is the impacts on instream flows and in 
particular the dependence of wildlife species on certain river 
flows. Successful reproduction of the Forster stern on the 
reach is dependent on river levels during the time of nestini 
(see references above) . The needs of this species should be 
considered when establishinf criteria for the manaaement of 
instream flows . Thus, under Habitat and Mildlife Hana1emen t 
Actions, maintenlll\ce of appropriate instream flows should be 
conc erned not only with minimum flows but also should address the 
consequences of fluctuating water levels. Holders of existing 
water rights should not be immune to an attempt to coordinate 
water us••• to miti•ate water level fluctuations . 

• The phrase " ba.nk of the river " is used in the OBIS without 
definition to deaiinate a boundary, for example on Page 23 . 
Because the Hanford Reach water levels are dam-regulated, the 
point of water- l and interface at a desiinated river flow rate can 
be used to define " bank ." 

Wildlife and Habitat Issues 

• The Fisheries Management Actions for the Proposed Action and 
all Alternatives indicate a de • ir• to maintain existini salmon 
and ateelhead hatchery production . This posi tion ignores the 
controversy over the continued u•• of hatcheries as a lon•-ter • 
solution to declinin• salmonid population • (a•• Haff• 1992) . 
Moreover, Heffe indicates that hatcheries also may contribute to 
the problem . The DEIS • hould be more flexible and not strictly 
require the use of hatcheries as a mana,eoent action . The whole 
issue requires additional evaluation within the DEIS . 

66-4. 

66-5. 

66 -6. 

Responses 

See 1-1. 

Text has been revised t o address corrrnent. The reference to the 
bank of the river has been deleted. 

See 24-15. 
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• The section on amphibians and reptiles on Pafe 76 and Appendix 
H require extensive revision. 

(1) On Pa•e 76 it is i11plied that allphibians are llostly 
terrestrial . Althoua?h true for the adults of species typically 
seen on Hanford , the larvae are totally dependent on aquat ic 
habitats. 

(2) To b" consist ent, designation of subspecies, unless 
si,rnificant. should be avoided . On Page 78 the pyg11y [short-] 
horned lizard should be identified as the short -horned lizard 
( eb:r::::1:ac:s011a dau1l11:15ii ; llisspe lled in Append ix H) and the \l&stsr n 

painted turtle ( not listed in Appendix H) shou l d be the pa i nted 
turtle (Cbt3l:Sf3:11VS 11..i.1;..t..&). In Appendix H the western yellow-
bellied racer should be the racer (~ constrictor; 
misspelled in Appendix H), the desert night ,nake should be the 
ni~ht snake (Hv2sidl • na torquata; also misspelled ), and the 
Pacific rattlesnake should be the western rattlesnake (Cr • talus 
lC.i.t.1.d.u. ) . 

(3) I a • not aware of any records of the "•stern skink (E.u..m..e.=.:i 

=skiltcni1ou:1 ) on the Hanford Reach (not included in Append i x H 

anywa.y). Althou•h Page 76 correctly id • ntifies Wo odhouse " (no 

"s " before the apostrophe) toad (aiif,Q_ HCCdbau~ii ; misspelled on 

Pa,e 218) a.a a Hanford Reach resident. Appendix H includes the 

western toad (!i,u_g_h==) which is not resident. 

(4) Hany authors now refer to the Pacific treefrol[ ( l!:i.h =&ill.a.) 
(Appendix H) as the Pacific chorus frog < e:uu.1dzu•1:i:s i:..uil.lA.) . 
Perhaps this can be addressed by indicatin• E:si:u,hu::cis LUil.lA. = 
Hlr.l.a. U£ill.L. 

(5) On Page 76 basin should be capitalized for the Gre at Basin 

spade foot toad {Sca;gblc1;2u::1 iatt::J:IICDtl:IDU:ill) , c-arter ia 11i • 11pelled 

( in Appendix H garter snake should be western terrestrial garter 

enaka, lb1111ac:;bi:s ~), and Appendix C should be Appendix H . 

(6) What refer• nce(s) cite(a) the occurrences of the spotted fr o £ 

(B.an.a. pretiosa) , [northern] leopard fro• ( B.. ~). bullfrog 

(B. . catesb1:l11na) , and the vestern terrestrial garter snake on the 

Hanford Reach? 

(7) As pointed out by Fitzner and Gray ( 1991) the distribution 

and abundance of amphibians and reptiles on the Hanford Si te i • 

poorly understood. Amphibians can be important monitors of 

environmental quality (Blaustein and !lake 1990). The existence 

of a dam-regulated water rei"ille already may have adversely 

affected their populations . The DEI S should idantify the need to 

collect distribution and abundance data on amphibians along the 

Hanford Reach . 

4 

66-7_ 

66-8. 

66-9. 

Responses 

Several co1TJT1entors provided corrections, additions and deletions to 
the lists of plants and animals contained in the b~dy and appendices 
of the draft EIS_ The s tudy team appreciates their help and has made 
the needed changes in the final EIS_ 

The spotted frog (Rana pretiosa) and northern leopard frog (R_ 
pipiens) have been deleted from the species lists. The bullfrog (R_ 
catesbeiana) and the wes tern terrestrial garter snake are included1n 
the study area and are cited in the 1990 Hanford NEPA Characterization 
by C.E. Cushing. -

Thank you for your co1TJT1ent. As sta ted in Ch. II Alternatives 
Proposed Action, the USFWS would conduct baselin~ biological ' 
inventories and establi sh long-term monitoring programs . 
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66-10 

• In addition to the common and scien t ific name errors for 
amphibians and reptiles in Appendix H there are a several errors 
for sp•cies in other t axa . 

( 1) For birds : the white pelican should be the American white 
peli c an, the marsh hawk is now commonly called the nort hern 
harrier, Forster · s tern is mi sspelled, the red-shafted fli c ker 
should be the northern flicker ( Cplaptes a.u.r..a..t.us. ) , kestrel should 
be deleted as it is already included as the American ke s trel , the 
rock wren should be Saloioctes obsoletus , the long-billed marsh 
wren should be the marsh wren ( Cist• thorus oalustris ), the slate 
colored junco should be the dark-eyed junco, the second l i sting 
fo r the wes tern meadowlark should be deleted, and the Trails · 
flycatcher should be the willow flycatcher . 

(2) For mammals: the Merriam shrew should be the Merriam ' s 
shrew, the fringed myotis should be ~ thysanpdes (for all 
the myotis bats except the litt le brown bat , and !or the western 
pipistrelle, bat should be deleted from the common name ), the 
small-footed myotis should be~ l.c.i.b.il, ~ :v.c..l..arui. should 
be the long-legged myotis , the long-oared myotis should be liJLJu.ll 
~ , Plocotus tnwoscndii should be Townsend ' s big-eared bat, 
the long tailed weasel should be the long-tailed ~ease l, the 
least chipmunk should be IAm.i..a.:I. ~ . the Townsend's tround 
squirrel should be Soormoehilus townscndii- the western harvester 
~ouse should be the western harvest mouse , Hicrotus mootonus 
should be listed only once as the montane vole (currently listed 
as both the Montana meadow mouse and the mountain vole), the 
bushytail woodrat should be the bushy-tailed woodrat, the white
tailed hare should be the white-tailed j ackrabbit, and the 
Nuttall cottontail rabbit _should be Nu tt a ll' s cottontail . 

( 3) The sources used to generate the species - presence lists of 
Appendix H (which by the way are not listed in the References and 
Bibliotraphy) are out of date ~ith respect to some recent 
taxonomic changes. All sugaested n onen clature chanaes for t he 
amphibians , reptiles , birds. and mammals are consistent with 
Banks et al . (10B7) with the exceptions of usint Pseud•cris 
t.l:Li.l.lJi. instead of li:LlA J::..CLi.l.l.lL and gopher snake instead of pine 
snake (I am unaware of anyone wh o calls them pine snakes in this 
part of the country) . The DEIS needs a thorouth editing to 
ensure that the correct common and - sc i entific name of each 
species is used consistently in all text, tables, and appendices . 
Even repeated usage within the d i fferent sections of Appendix H 
is inconsistent (for example, sage trouse is used twice and 
western sage arouse is used once within the Appendix) . Common 
names do change as do opinions on taxonomy, but I have attempted 
to g i ve you a generally accepted reference for terrestrial 
vertebrates that is !or the most part up to date . The DEIS needs 
to use consistent and correct nomenclature or confusion will 
result . I do not claim to have found all of the errors (e . g ., I 
picked out only the more obvi ous errors on the bird list). 

5 

Responses 

66-10. See 66-9. 
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66-11 

66-12 

66-13 

66-14 

66-15 

• The text of the DEIS mentions at l • ast five species of mammals : 
PYiEY rabbit, river otter, ermine (short-tailed weasel), Ord ' s 
kangaroo rat , and Washington ground squirrel ; and five species of 
birds : black-crowned night-heron, trumpeter swan, c ommon loon , 
sandhill crane, and Lewis· woodpecker that are potentially 
pres8nt on the Hanford Site that are not in the species-presence 
listings of Appendix H . Spec i es that are mentioned in one part 
of the DEIS as present within the study area must be listed in 
Appendix H · otherwise, the species lists have little meaning. 
Moreover, only those species that are potentially present wi thin 
the study area should be listed under the federal and state 
endangered, threatened , sensitive, and candidate species lists . 
A reasonable conclusion from the above is that either the sources 
used to 1enerate the species-presence lists of Appendix H also 
are out of date with respect to species presence within the study 
area or the text of the DEIS discusses species whose presence has 
not been accurately documented. The species lists should be 
based on the most recent , documented information. 

• The Habitat and Wildlife Hanagenent Actions for the Proposed 
Action, Alternative D, and Alternative E ment ion the use of 
active fire suppression . The DEIS doe • not discuss the role of 
fire in the ecolofy of the shrub-steppe habitat type . The DEIS 
should address whether prescribed burns night be a necessary 
manaceaent strate•y to maintain ce=tain plant associations and to 
provide h• bitat for certain wildlife species. 

• The Habitat and Wildlife Hanacenent Actions for the Proposed 
Action, Alternative D, and Alternative B also include a 
requirsment for the maintenance of wildlife populations ( and 
enhancement under the Proposed Action). The DEIS naods to define 
what i • meant by these terms in relation to manageaent actions . 
What criteria will USFWS use to judge when a wildlife population 
is at an appropr iat e size and when it requires en~~nce~ent? The 
definitions perhaps should be contingent on some ~~ asure of 
population viability . 

• Fitzner and Gray (1991) should be incorporated as a reference 
for the status, distribution, and ecology of wildlife on the 
Hanford Site. This paper has a fairly extensive Literature Cited 
section that could prove usetul {but also has & few nomenclature 
errors ot its own) . 

Miscellaneous Editorial Corrections and Comments 

e I found it curious that not until the end of Appendix F is it 
revealed that the intended designation of the Hanford Reach unde, 
the Proposed Action is as a recreational river . Why wait until 
here? The rest of the DEIS refers to a Wild and Scenic River 
overlay without mention of classification . An earlier and more 
visible indication of the reach · • recreational classification 

6 

66-11. 

66-12. 

66-13. 

66-14. 

66-15. 

See 66-9. 

See 4-20 

Responses 

The '.espective agency would mana~e the existing biodiversity and 
species numbers . It would also improve conditions for species of 
co~cern and prevent the status of those species from declining to the 
poi~t where they ~ould_b7come threatened or endangered . Specific 
actio~s would be identified and developed during the management 
planning process . 

Text has been revised to address c~nm7nt. Fitzner and Gray (1991) has 
been added to the References and Bibliography, in the Appendix. 

See 46-1. 
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66-16 

66-17 

66-1 8 

66-19 

66-20 

66-21 

would avoid misinterpretati on . Mo reover, because disposition o f 
the deactivated Hanford Produ c tion Reactors and waste s i tes 
within the study area b oundary is inevitable under the Hanford 
Site cleanup program , sefmentati on of the reach for different 
classificat i on s nay be feasible as a long-term option . 

• In Appendix D and on Hap #8 the islands c urrent l y i n the Hc Nary 
National Wi l dlife Ref uge and the Co l umbia River Is l ands Area o f 
Critical Env i ronmental Co nc ern need to be 1\0?8 c lear l y 
ident i fied, perhaps by number and na11e as applicable . 

• Island No . 14 is oiss i na o n all the appli c abl e 11.aps . Also, o n 
Hap #2 perhaps it should bo ind i cated thst Island No . 18 inc ludes 
both the small and large po rtions indicated ( they combine i nt o 
one island durin.? periods of la .. river level ) . 

• One of the naps should indicate ho,r all 20 of the Hanford Reach 
islands differ in administrative cont r ol . 

• There is irril{ated al{riculture between Hil{hway 240 and the 
Yakima River that is not indicated on Kap #9 . 

• llhen citinc Fitzner 1901, for example on Pace s 74 and 7B, 
indicate whet her the reference is to L. E. Fitzner or to R. I!. 
Fitzner . 

• In the Compara t ive Summary of Impacts the entry on Rare and 
Endanl{ered Species is incomplete for Alternative C . Also , this 
particular paae is repeated in IIY copy of the DEIS . 

7 

Responses 

66-16 _ Is lands within the study area have been more clearly identified on 
maps included in the Appendix. Names and numbers of islands have been 
included where appropriate_ 

66-17_ Map has been revised to address conment. 

66- 18_ Conflicting information exi s t s regarding admini s trative jurisdiction 
and ownership of the islands, however, effo r t s are underway to clarify 
these issues. 

66- 19_ Map has been revised to address conment_ 

66- 20- Text has been revised to address conment _ Please refer to the 
References and Bibliography in the Appendix_ 

66-21. Text has been revised to address conment_ The matr i x has been 
revised . 
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67-1 

67-2 

~;iG. Lt.112 
!0775 Rd. 24 SW 
Mattawa. WA 99344 
(509) 932-5181 

Oc.tcbcr !l. LCl92 

To whom It may conc.c:rn; 

I am writing conccming the Hanford Reach 1t11d:y and proposed wildlife area. 

I see no reason why there cannot be a compromise between persons w~ntinf a 
w1ld and sctJlic river and bnntrs who would like to we the land-prime land--filr 
inigatcd farming. since the canal already r.Jiru. It sums to me that since the 
government took the land away from inc!Mdu31 cittztru to start with, it would be 
fzir to return it to private ownership. 

I understand that the park service is trying r.o '. sell" the Reach proJW by sa}'lllg If 
w1ll create 8-10 full-time poritions filr people in 'the area. This almost seems 
laughable compared to the thousands of jobs that would be created or bolstered 
by h.avin& the majority of the Land lllmed into imgated farmland. Many families , 
like mine. would b~ If the land wu sold In small parct!J, wing rules similar to 
the Columbia Basin Irrtgation Project regulating large corporadons from bujling up 
the land Since the economy Is in bad shape, creating new jobs 31ld helping young 
families get staned should be our primary concern. 

I propose mat accessible aru.s along the rivu and the rtver itself be made sunic, 
that one or two boat launches, accus roads, and a campground or similar service 
area be built along highway 2.43. (llutrooms, picllic cables, infilrmalion, ete.) I 
have never seen my people here watching w1ldll!t. but 1 have secn hundreds 
come here to bollt and fish. There Is, of course, the Hmrd wildlife reservation-
just down the ro».for people interested ln wfldli!'e. 

I consider the Nadonal Park Service vital to the well-being-and sometimes the 
very alstt.nce-ofwQdllte ln Amer1c.a. I have enjoyed mmy Visits to parks and 
consider the people who work f'Dr the service lucky. However, the EIS wu 
c.orulucw1 shoddily, swing obvimu suon.dhand gossip as tac: in several 
innances-lt was fairly obvlow at the town meeting here in Mattawa that the 
researcners were cnmarrassea acme SlOUllV 101) 1II.C'7'a.aonc. 

67 - 1. 

67-2. 

Responses 

See 8-1. 

The Proposed Act ion recorrmends improving existing recreational 
facilities. Specifics of these improvements wou ld be considered in 
development of a refuge managment pl an . 
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67-3 

l think the people in this Mea are .mgr; and defensive, not onJ,; beuuse we fc.cl 
the nme kind ofbclplesmess in the b.ce of gavcmment bureaucracy as mmy 
Amertc.ans, but that we wae C41Dpktr/r iploretl In the ln!t1al stages of such a 
far-reaching project Reading an unthourough EIS was the last straw filr many 
people who wae orlgtnally willing to give the project a chance. 

I realtze that a dollar value cannot be placed on di!ftrent animals, but to be frank I 
think the monies would be betta spent somewhere where potential vacationers 
would go to .ree wildlife- such as Yellowstone, a park which l understand :ieeds 
addldcnal funds if It is to adequately handle the incredible amount of people who 
tow- It 

The climate and terrain of this area made It Ideal flJr a nuclear facilny, not a 
national park. Much of the wl1dli!c here is able to exist away from the river 
bccauJe of lnigadon runotf sloughJ, which would never be here if it wasn't !Dr 
farming. Give us a chance to use the land responsibly, malte it into a place where 
people would want to come and work and live. :Realtze the heaviest use of :he 
area Is rccrutlonal ftsblng, and request that land along the river be wed !'or 
actlv!t1es based on this. That would not only be the fllirest compromise, It would 
be the most practical solulion m evtiyone concerned. Can you at!x,rd this any 
other way/ 

Thank you. 

~~✓~ L-- ,(i 
Lisa Leitz 

Responses 

67-3. See 12-2. 
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LETTER 68 

Mr. Charles Odegaa rd 
National Park Ser v i ce 
Pacific Northwest Regi onal 
83 South King St. 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard : 

Comments 

Off ice 

8627 34th Ct. SE 
Olympia , WA 98503 
October 15, 1992 

I have reviewed the Comprehensive River Conservation Study and Environmenta l 
Impact Statement for the Hanford Reach of the Colu~bia River and support the 
proposal for the Proposed Action of National Wildl ife Refuge with Wi l d and 
Scenic River Overlay . This is the only designation which wi l l adequately 
protect the wealth of unique biological resources wh ich now only occur on the 
Hanford Reach of the Columbia River . Although it would be valuable fro~ a 
management standpoint to have the entire corridor within t he wild and scen ic 
corridor, it i s probably wise from a political standpoint to exclude privat e 
l ands. 

My only significant comMen t is t hat perhaps more discussion is needed to 
clarify the limi t ed authority that the Management agencies would actua l ly have 

68-1 ove r regula ting flows under the preferred alternatives . It is obvious that 
flows out of Pr iest Rapids continue to impact biological resources on Hanf o r d; 
however, seekinq ways to improve these flows will continue to be addressed by 
all the resource agencies under processes sucn as tne L:01umo1a K1ver ~ys1...e•1 
Operation Review and FERC licensing . It is also not quite true tha t mini mu m 
flows are n eeded to ma i ntain plant communities and rare plants such as the 
persistent sepal yellowcress . What is actually needed is a flow regime that 
more closely simulates the historic flow patterns, Water levels are actual l y 
too high in late summer, which delays p lant maturation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment . 

Since~, 

1t: Gret::=::::-

Responses 

68-1. See 1-1. 
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Reglonol Dlrtctor 
Notional Por1< S11"YICI 
83 South King Streat. Sulla 212 
SHttll, Washington 98104 

Dear Regional Director; 

10/25/92 
W1111am & M11rcl11 Radke 
Poet om ca eox 120 
C11l1p11tr111, C1111fom1a 92233 

Thllnk you for the opportunity to comment on the June 1992 Draft EIS 
concerning the H1111ford Reach of the Columbia River. Having once 11ved In 
eastern Wastl1ngton, we are qui ta f aml It er wl th the Hanford Reech end the 
study to protect this valuable no. The proc111 Included II tremendous 
effort to Incorporate Input from venous Interest groups. Th• Draft EIS 
therafora rapr1111nt1 a general mixing of conc1m1 which ore wall addressed. 
It ls logical and 1os11 to support the Propoud Action of combining II Wild and 
Scenic River d111gnat1on of the r1v1r and Its 1mmadlete corridor with 
Notional Wildlife Refuge d1tlgn11tlon of upland 11ra111 north end east of the 
r1Yer. 

Option 1 of the Proposed Action appears to offer the graat11t long-term 
protection for the Hanford Reach. Option 2 would be more acceptable If the 
cumnt agr1cultunil zoning was restr1ct1v1 enough to prevent drastic 
ctlenges from the current land uses. our faor 11 that ultimately soma real 
utate dlYeloPer wm offer enough money to d1v1lop 11C11tlng agr1cultura 
resulting In the 1v1ntu11I craatlon of multiple family dwellings In the heart 
of otherwise protected habitat. 

Although largely an 1,ccellent docum,nt, we offer the following suggestions 
far Improving the Drlrt EIS. 

In Ch11pt1r 31!1, the Draft EIS Includes II discussion of r1par1an habitat under 
the BelNt heading on page 69. Hlstor1ca11y, 1111nu111 flooding of th, 
Columtl111 River scoured moat of the r1v1rb11nk along the Hanford Reech, 
eliminating woody Ytgttatton. During at 1111st tome of the public meetings 
regarding the Drift EIS, apeekera mentioned how upstraam dams had 
'blntflttad" blodlYlr&lty of th, Hanford R111ch by 111lowlng Hlllbllahment of 
r1per111n v1g1tation. While any treas and shrubs occurring along the R111ch 
todey era truely the result of upstream damming and subsequent 111m1n11t1on 
of major floods, we think It Is llll)ortant that the Draft EIS mention that 
the present generation of r1par1an growth can be viewed as ei ther ·good" or 

Responses 
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69-1 

69-2 

69-3 

"bed· depending on ont's viewpoint. For e,cemple. eslllbl1shment or 
cottonwoods along the Reech might Increase nesting sites ror Swelnson·s 
hawks, leading to greater productivity or this sp1cln In Washington. More 
shrubs along the r1ver would also provide favoreble stopover points for 
migrating neotroplcel blnla, which would have eddltlonel hebltat In which to 
feed and rest. Both or thase Impacts or 1ncr11111d r1par111n ·,egetatlon would 
generelly be viewed as positive. However, the11 same cottonwoods might 
provide st11bt11zetlon and siltation or cobblestones, which could reduce 
numbers or nel1ve molluscs !Ind vegetation. An Increase In r1per1an habitat 
might elso boost greet horned owl populations, which would severely Impact 
the ability of Swalnson·s hawks to .fledge young. 80th of these Impacts of 
lncreas•d r1partan vegetation might therefore be viewed es negatives. 
Rather then staling that Increased r1par1en habitat nisultlng along the Reech 
Is eltlllr positive or negative, thl EIS should male• It clHr that the 
1ncr1111lng r1perlen habitat will cl111rly affect the or1glnel biodiversity end 
lnt,gr1ty of the shrubst1pp1 hebttat surrounding this portion of r1ver. 

Also In Chepter 38, the Dnlfl EIS Includes II dlscuulon of var1ous species 
under the heedlngt of Wtldllfe end EINlll11 .. rN end Tllnet1Md s,ect11 
IM s,ectH •f C111cen. WI fHI that tlll Draft EIS should empheslze 
that the 1,cp11ns1 of thnlbateppe hebttet protected In pert by the Hanford 
RHel"'i11t1on along th• Columble River Is net1onelly significant In providing 
nesting hobltet for II lerge number of birds which utlltze other portions of 
the United Stetes during the nontnedlng s111son. Som, of these birds 
Include the ferruglnoue hawk, long-billed curlew. and loggertieed shr1ke. 
The Dreft EIS should also empheslze that the eree Is lntemetlonelly 
significant for e greet many species such III the Swalnson·s hawk, which 
nests elong the Reech, yet winters In Argentine; or the American white 
pellcen, which nett• In l!r1tl1h Columbia, ut11lz11 the Reech ea II mlgretlon 
stopover, end wlntn In Mexico. 

In Chapter 3 F of the Oreft £IS under the heading of Llvestact 1nzf119, or 
ro11ow1ng the 011euss1on or eecn or tne Altemettves. the sections titled 
Prolltllltten ef &razing III Public Lulls should consider thet 1tvestoc1e 
grez1ng clearly ho• 11 negative Impact on shrubsteppe habitat end associated 
wildlife. Unpubllthld 1tudln have been completed by the U.S. Fish &. 
Wlld1He Service which compered wlldllf• u11 of ungrezed eraes on Saddle 
Mountain Netlonel Wlld1lfe Refuge with grazed an111 on the edjecent 
WllhlUke Wildlife Recreation Area. Th111 studlH showed greeter ebUndence, 
diversity, end productMty of wildlife on ungrezed 1hnib1tepp1 lends. 
Conelder ref1r1nclng thut reports, coplH of which ere eYelleble from the 
Columble Net!onel Wildlife Refuge Complex heedQUllrtlrs In Othello, WA. 

69-1. 

69-2. 

69-3. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to add ress corrrnent . Please refer to Ch . JV, 
Envi ronmenta l Consequences , Effects on Biodiversi t y. 

Text has been revised to address corrrnent . Please refer to Ch , III, 
Affected Environment, sec t ion on Threatened and Endange red Spec ies and 
Spec i es of Conce rn. 

Te,ct has been revised to address corrrnent. Please refer to Ch . IV , 
Envi ronmental Consequences . 
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69-4 

69~5 

69-6 

Under IIICh of the Alt1rnetlves, the section, tlt11d Study to Exa111ln1 thl 
s1oug111n1 of th1 Wlllt1 IHuff1 should constder 11nother concern to 
a11gles. Not only ls slllbll tty of the White llluffs probably essentt11I to 
mt1int11tning lorg1 numbers or wtnter1ng bold eagles along the Hanford Reach 
by prOYtdtng predator-free perches, but tha Bluffs also prt>Ytde an tmportant 
mlcrocltm11te which IIH1sl8 thHa l arge raptors with th1nnoragul11tlon and 
allows them to mtntmtze energy loss. There 11 11 clear odv11nt11ge to eagles 
In having this spectftc g1ologtc111 formatton 1n pro,ctmtty to food end water. 

On page 123, concamlng the No Action A1t1m11t1ve, the Orert EIS 
mentions the posstblltty that DOE lands might ulltmataly be declared e,ccass 
and transferred to another party. Limited local support for opentng up 
porttona of the Hanford Reech to Increase egr1culturel development was 
voiced et some of the publlc maattnga on the plan. Somewhtra tn the Draft 
tl would be appropriate lo mention that conYart1ng Hanford area lends to 
11gr1culture 1& btolog1ca11y II bad 1de11 bec11u&1 tt would further fragment and 
destroy shrubsteppe hal>ttat whtch ts already tn sharp dec11na. Furthannore, 
opentng up Hanford area lands to agr1cullure ts 1conomtc111111 11 bad Idea for 
all W11sh1ngton tanners bac11u11 of th1 po11tbt11ty that these f11nner's 
products mtght become 11ssoct11tad wtth potantlally uns11fe products gruwn 
on Jenda once operated by the DOE for plutontum production. Whether or not 
todey·a hHlth consctous publtc might eyan consider products grown In the 
Hanford erae to be s11f1 for human consumptton should certainly be 
con,tdlred by ell W111htngton rennars. To menu people worldwtd1, the won! 
·v11klm11· conJun up posttlYe tmag" of bountiful an<I healthy produce. 
conversely, to monu people, the word "Hanford" brings to mind rllcllatton, 
c11ncer, conspiracy, and unknown contaminants. Any p1rc1iYed assoctatton 
of agncultural commodltles with radiation, cancer, con1plracy, or unknown 
dangers would certainly sc,ell devastation to AU arae farmers. Certatnly, 
lhl l"IIICtlon of thl 91nenil public to tht perc11Yed threat or Aler UH on 
some Washington oppl11 11 11 lu1on th1 1t11t1·1 r11nn1r• would not want to 
l"lpHt. 

Alto r1gordtng the .. Act1011 AltmiatlH, WI think It II Important that 
the Draft EIS 1mph1111z1 that no 11ct1on to protect ths Hanford Reach now 
w111 ultlmotely lead to tntmendous chllng1 to the upland, r1pllr1an, end 
aquatic hebltets and the wildlife dependent upon these hllbltet types along 
the R111ch. Th• No Actton Altemet1Ye wm laad to II steady fragmanlatton 
and c1et,r10111t1on or habttet cructel to many apectes which depend upon the 
area for pert of th11r 11f1 cyc:11. EY1ntu1111y, th1 No Action Alt1m11llv1 could 
e1111ly lead to 1ncrs1111ng numbers of w1ldltf1 being listed es thrut1ned end 
endangered. Such action wtll help crsate economic conflicts throughout ell 

69-4 . 

69-5. 

69-6. 

Responses 

Conment wa s incorporated into Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, 
"Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species". 

Impacts to shrub-steppe habitat resulting from development are 
discussed generally in Ch. IV, Environmental Consequences, under 
"Effects on Biodiversity". 

See 1-42. 
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69-8 

the wastem states 111 greater and greater numllers of wildlife require state 
and federal protection to keep from btcommlng extinct. 

There ore severe I 1oc11tlon1 under each of th• Alternotlves (poge 105, 129, 
143, 154, & 167) where the Draft EIS states under Prolllbltlans on D11ns 
and Ne Jar Dredging thet lmpects to 11,clstlng r1v11r1ne hebltet will Impact 
sandhill crones, a federally listed sensitive species ond stota listed 
endangered species. Sandhill cranes ore only spr1ng ond foll migrants along 
the Reach, and rarely or never utilize r1ver1ne habitat for nesting or feeding 
an11whar• within ttielr range. Ther1 ore more oppropr1ote e,camples or 
federal candidate species and state listed endong1r1d ond threatened 
species occumng along the Reach which would unQUHtlonably be aff,cted 
by dams or dredging. The Draft might consider the common loon, which hos 
bean documented wtth fllglltlus young naer both Ringold ond Whit, Bluffs, 
th, f1rruglnou1 hawk ond Swelnson·, hewk, both of which nest along th• 
Reech, or the long-bllltd curl1w, which 11 o convnon nester throughout the 
Reech end ut11lzes some of the lal1111da In the Reech for pn-m1 grat1on11l 
staging areee. All of these nesting wildlife 1pec111 would be at nsk 
without II prohibition on d11m1 and meJor dredging along the R111ch. 

And now for some rether petty changes. Appendl,c H of the Draft El S should 
probably 1tet1 that It 11 I "Partial" list of Plant and Animal SptCIH Within 
thl Study Arte, becau11 1t 11 1ncomplet1, pert1culerly thl bird llat Which 
list, only II fraction of th, wet.arfowl 1pecl11 found elong the Reech. The 
11st of Amphlblllnl and RepttlH In AppandllC Hon page 21 I ShOUld Include the 
Woodl'louse·s toed, IJU/11 ~I. end the western sklnk, £11111t1Ct'S 
s.tlltml/lf1US. The list of t1emmels In Append1,c Hon pege 213 should Include 
the River otter, Lul/'6 c""1tlttnS/s. Forster's tern ts mtsapelled on page 209, 
end on pege 76 garter snetca ts m1upa111d tn the lost peregreph. Lastly, on 
the bottom of page 76, Appendt,c H rather then C shOuld be referenced. 

Thi National Perk S1rvtc1 lhould be commanded on Its tram1ndou1ly 
effacttve effort ·to tncon,oreta puOllc comment u,roughout the entire 
process of oaveloptng thts Draft EIS. We hope that our comments, along 
with enrvon• e111·1, wm bl ut1llz1d to prapera th1 but possible final 
recomm1ndatton for protecting the HonfonS Reech of the Columbia Ri ver. 

StnctrtlW, 

69-7. 

69 -8. 

Responses 

Text has been revised to use t he colTfllon loon as an example rather than 
the sandh il l crane. 

See 66-9. 
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usinc tlle leach. but it was unpopular th the WOW, crazing 
peraitt , aJld bunters who utilind the a a in the p'a.st, but are 
aov proh:11) from entry. Additional orce• ent vill be necessary 
to uep the pu out of this popul buntill& area . and to check 
for cut fences. 8.e cement of t Saddle Mountain tnlR entrance 
aicn, vhicb was r.,..,ve ur once relocation, vill help identify 
the "new'' refuse boundary . ev1ate aoae trespass , and provide 
public reco,rnition of t ref 

D. ~ 

8.esaun:e Nalldates 

e and July• Battelle Pacific North\ilest L&bor&to rchae-
~, 10c James C. Chatters, assisted by Centra:. Washington Uni 

easor Steven Hackenbercer and several students, conducted 
ogical activities on Saddle >tountain \11111 (see Sec tioo 0.5) . 

I 

Sddle llonntai.D llll' - "SVainson's Bawl< tcolou· on the Vabluke Slope of 
taatena lluhington" (13511~70\} 

Swainson's b.a~ are listed by both th• Washington Department of 
Wildli!• and the U.S. lish and Wildlife Service as a seMitive 
species. recognizin& that the bird' s population has drastically 
declined throughout Vasbi nston- In 1987. a researcb/ • anageiaeot 
study was initiated by Biolocist Radke to detenriine Swainson ' s bawl< 
productivity on Saddle Mountain Ration.al W11dlife Refuge (SM!IIIR) and 
the adjacent Wahluke Wildlife Recreat i on Area (WIIIIA) southwest of 
Othello, Washington- So• e of the primary objectives were to 
detenine nest success or at what point a breedin& attempt fails, to 
relate b.avk production to land use. to deterune hunting habits and 
prey taken, to determine poat- fledcinc mortality of birds , and to 
determine adult pair boodin& and nest site specific ity from year to 
year. 

At least 10 nest sites have been identified OD the study area. 
althouch all ban not been active in any one year_ Durinc 1989, all 
the sites were • onitored, and seven \lere found to be active . Four 
of the active aites were located on WRA, while the other t.hree 
active sites ve re located on StoCWR. Swain.son's havks were observed 
OD territories durinc • id-ipr11, and by Hay l all of th• nests on 
active territories bad been rebuilt or contained fresh greenery . 
All pairs were determined to be 1ncubatin,r eus by May 19, and by 
June 22 all the hawks vere either incubatin& eus or broodinc dovny 
younc. On July 12, feathered young were present in four of the 
nests, two sites bad been abandoned (one nest contained an unhatched 
ecc and the other nest had fallen to the r.roundl . and one pair 
remained active at a nest containinc a.n unhatched eu. Earliest 
youns fled,red on July 12 . and all bad fledced by the end of July . 

Responses 
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Four or the seven nest.s were successful in fled.gin& • t.otal of eicht 
yaun&. 1'110 nests were unsuccessful becaus• their •ccs failed ta 
hatch (one in each nest). &ecause both of these nests were also 
unsuccessful in 1988 u a. result of unha.tchod eccs . this year the 
e&&:5 were collected and sent to Dr. Charles Benny at the Pacific 
llorthwest field. Station in Corvallis. Orecon, for analysis to a.ssess 
ogashell thickness and to detenrlne infertility or at what st~e the 
embryo died. It see._. possible that adult birds lll&Y bo picltinc up 
pesticide residue:s , perhaps during aigra.tions throuch Central and 
South America . which 11.ay be coutributin& to reproductive failure. 

Swainson 's ha.wk productivity has declined on the study area s i nce 
1981. Thi" study and others have identified that a aajor li111J.ting 
factor affect.inc Swainson ' s hawk production in !astern Washington is 
the lack of trees suitable as nestin& site5. Host of the nest trees 
on this study area \lere planted by th• military during WWII and 
abanconed by 1962. .t.lthoudl the uJority of these trees are still 
alive , they are not thrivin&. and there is little 01· no re£enera
t1on. Nest sites on t.he INllA are &reate.st threatened, because they 
continue to be necatively affected by livestock crazing, rubbing, 
and tr..mpling. Many of the nest trees on WWRA are becomin& stressed 
as a result of cattle usin& the trees for shade, causinc: increased 
soil erosion and exposin& tree root systems . Often these shaded 
sites are used by permittees to deposit salt blocks, creating 
creater than des irable concent ra tion.a of cattle at the nestin& 
territories. Disturbance resultinc fro• human act ivities may also 
be contri buting to decl i ni ··~ ha\lk productivity . 1!.xplorinc. target 
5hooting , shade seeking . c.udel airi>lane f lyi nc; • and p lacesient and 
maintenance of honey bee hives are all activities which occur on the 
W'WRA, an area OJleD to public use. Some of these same activities 
take place illecally on SHIIWR , \lhich is closed to public access. 

To help detenn.ine both the huntinc habits of Swainson's hawks and 
the prey item.! taken • an effort was made th.is year to monitor bawlc. 
nests when younc were about 4 veeks old. Seventeen hours were spent 
by Biologist Radke and Refuge Volunteer Ken Shields 110nitorinc nest 
sites bet\leen July 12-24. - Results sho\led that althouch both adults 
participat• in huntinc, the ule provides the bulk ot prey items, 
which include racers (Colu~r con.strictor), small rodents (includinc 
P~ro~yscus aaniculatu.s and others), lizards (either Uta or 
Sceloporous). and &rasshoppe.rs (Aaabru.,- simpl~x or Apo t~ notabilis ) . 
It appeared that the ha\llt pair nesting at site c, \lhich i.s adjacent 
to acricul tural land. hunted these fields extensively. tho~h not 
exclusively. Hawks nesting 8 1m trom the nearest acriculture at 
site 1 exclusively bunted shrubsteppe habitat during the observation 
period. 

Saddle Kountain Kl\89 - "food Babits of Long-eared llwls oo Saddle 
Mountain National Vildlife Retu,;e" (13511-8801) 

Th.ere is a scarcity of long-eared owl food habit s t udies a.vailable 
from. desert environments, e spec ially durin& the species' breeding 
season . Isolated groves of t re es remaining on Saddle Mountain 
National Wildlife Re fuge (SMN\IR) support concentrations of nesting 

Responses 
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long-eared owls which do not occur on silllilar sites of the adjaceot 
Wahlulr.e Wildlife Recreation Aroa (111/U.). The lllllU. 1.s administered 
by the Washiqton Department of Wildlife and is open to various 
types of public recreation and to seasonal livestock crazing. 

During 1988, l!iolocist Radke initiated a 2-yoar study to detel'lllioe 
the effects of differing land use practices on long-eared OYl 
production. The objective of this study in 1988 vas ( l ) to deter
aine food items consumed by long-eared owls durinc the breeding 
season . Duri.ng 1989 , objecti ves were ( 2) to detll!naine prey density 
and diversity at the study sites , ()) to relate the density and 
diversity of prey to the land use of both state and federally 
administered land. and (4) to make ?hnac,eoent recommendations 
concerning land use pra.ctices to maximize pos itive effec ts on long
eared owl populations. 

Two s i tes were trapped to deteniine the diversity and dens ity of 
small 11A111114ls. Site A, located on SHIIIIR at Section 16 , T! 4N. 11 25! , 
had two pairs of owls nestin& in ao adjacent &rove of trees. while 
Site C, located on the Ill/QA at Section 28 , TISN, 1126! , bad oo owls 
nestinc in an adjac ent grove of trees. These two study sites, • 
separate:d by only 13 ha, have similar soils , vec:etation, topocrapby . 
and elevation , and neither site was influenced by public use 
activities durin& the study period . At each site , 100 Sherman live 
traps were placed at 10 • intervals form i ng a arid coveri nc a 1-
hectare area. The traps were bai ted with a mixture of pea.nut 
butter. rolled oats , millet, and sunflower seeds in a quantity 
consistent with Lindzey's Guidelines for Baiting Small Mammals . No 
trappinc: 110rtality resulted . All traps ven checked for three 
consecutive days becinninc June 4 for a total of JOO trap- nights at 
each site. All small 11&11111&ls captured were identified , wei ched, 
sexed, toe-clipped for indi vidual i dentification , and immediately 
released . 

Usin& the Li ncoln Index method tor estimating the n1111ber of small 
a&Jm1als at each site, 57 rodents/ha were estimated on SMNVR at Site 
A (95% confidence level that the population lies between 26 and 88 
rodents), vhile 12 rodents/hectare were estimated on 111111A a t Site C 
( 95% confidence level that the population lies betveen 8 and 16 
rodents) . Usin& the standard error for each estimate, the upper 
limit estiaate of Si te C (16 rodents / ha) does not even approach the 
lower limit estimate of Site A ( 26 rodents / ha ), indicatinc a 
significant difference between the sites . furthermore. to compa re 
the two populations , the ra tios of the standard errors were cal cu
lated to be 2.88 i ndi catinc the tYo populat i ons are s i gnif icantly 
differf!nt ( 95% confidf!nce leve l) . 

Responses 
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Table l. lhDlber and occ::urrence of prey species iD traps and io Log
eared owl pellets oo Saddle KouotaiD tnlR. Grant Comity. Vubington 

Species IJof Trap %Composition 0in OYl %Composition 

ca2tures from Tra22in5 Pellets from Pellets 

Pe ro&na thus pa.rvus 24 % 191 90 

Thomomys talpoid~s 0 0 12 6 

Peroniy.,-cu.s maniculatus l 4 4 2 

Hicrotus • oataau~ 0 0 ) l 

Reithrodontom~s me,alatis 0 0 2 I 

Total 25 100 212 100 

The results of both trap captures and pellet analyses from Site A 
are presented i n Table 1. Clearly , the most commonly trapped small 
maranal also constitutes t he s reatest portion of the owl ' s diet . 
Using Kulczynskis • mathematical express ion for similarity. 
similarity indices were calculated !or prl!y composition in pe llets 
vs. prey captures in traps . The similarity index value for P . 
parvus was 96. 7 , indicating a hich probability that pocket mice a re 
being consumed in the same ratio as they occur on the refu.ce . The 
sinilaritY index value for P. ,uaiculatus was 66. 7. indicating 
nearly a 67% probability that deer • ice are being consumed in the 
sa• e ratio as they occur on the refuge. Thomo11ys are not readil y 
captured using Sherman traps, and therefore similarity index values 
were not comparab le in this study. Likewise , Hicrotus and Reith
rodontomys are appar ently not abunda-nt enough on the refuge to be 
captured durinc 300 trap ni&hts , which corresponds we 11 with the 
relative abundance of small ma1111als trapped by O'Farrell in a shrub
steppe re&ion on the nearby Hanford Reservat ion. 

Long-eared owls often exhibit a lou prey species diversity , "1hich 
has led to the SU&&est. i on that they are specialists . However , other 
researchers have sugcested that lonc-eart!d ovls may be feeding 
opportunistically, This study shows that lonc-eared owls on SMNIIR 
are !eedinc opportunisti~ally , and are not prey speci&lists , Loni;
eared owls art! consuminc s11all IWl'll\a.lS in roU&hly the same ratio as 
they occur on the refuge . The presence of bt"'l!!edinc long-eared owls 
on SMNWR. relates to the hich small mammal bioaa.ss on the ref~e as 
compared to the ad j acent WIIRA , which has a significantly lower small 
mammal bi-oaass seel'lingly incapable of support inc long-eared owls. 

Since the lone-eared ovl is a species having a relatively small 
foracin& range, it is unable to take advanta&e of nest sites 
provided at isolated ,roves of trees where lands surrounding these 
sites cannot support an adequate prey ba.se. Land use practices on 
the heavily crazed llllllA appuentl y limit saall 1IIUll1l&l populations 
below a biomass capable of supporting long-eared owls. The presence 
of breeding lone-eared Q\,11s on SHN\IR relates to small mammal 
biomass . and indicates the existence of a more diverse and stable 
ecosystem. on refuge lands . Land use practices that would alter or 
jeopardize the stability of existing refuge shrubsteppe lands shou ld 

be avoided. 

Responses 
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70-3 

70-4 

Ph 11 Ruemm l er 
501 Fnser Or . 
Puco, Wa . 99301 
509 376-3038 Work 
509 545-0406 Home 

National Park Service 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
83 South King Street 
Seattle, Wa . 98104 

Dear Sirs: 

This letter Is to connent on the Comprehensive River Conserntlon Study 
and Environmental I11pact Statetnent for the Hanford Reach of the Colu11bh River 
dnft June 1992. I support alternate C of this study . I found the study very 
repetitive and slanted to IIIOre govern11ent control and •ore restrictive access 
to the resources of the study area. I al so found seven l errors In the study . 
The lack of scientific study data was 110st noticeable. Your rel lance on the 
co111111ents of "experts• shows per judgement. 

The study states that the creation of Interpretive centers wll l decrease 
nndal1s• and the unauthorized collection of artifacts . Th is • ay have just 
the opposite effect. Advertising the location • ay will Increase the awareness 
of utlfact locations. This nay Increase the unauthor ized collection of 
artifacts . Increased publ 1 c access and educat I on wll 1 Increase the exposed of 
these artifacts to unauthorized collection . 

Why ue the Russian Olive, salt cedar, purple loosestrlfe, and white 
Mulberry trees cons idered exotic plants that 111ust be remove. These plants do 
provided habitat. They are pleasing to the eye . Leaving the11 alone will save 
tax payers do 11 ars·. 

1 don ' t feel that lnvertebntes such as the Colu111bh pebblesnail or 
shorthca lanx deserve protection just because they may be endangered . One 
should look at the nlue these creatures provide to 1111n . Not 1111ny people kn°" 
or care If these two species exist . Why restrict other benefits to promote 
these species . If the dinosaurs were still here would you want to preserve 
them . 

Eunslan • 11foi1 111y have some benefits to some species . Don't small 
fish fry use 111lfoi1 for shelter . Mechanical re1110nl of 111lfoi1 In areu 
where there Is substantial streara flow 111ay lncruse the 1111foi1 distribution 
as siwa 11 pieces of the 1111 foll drift down river . 

Ia,proving access to the reach will probably increilSe the a110unt of human 
tnfflc In the reach . This will requ ire more restrictions to preserve the 
env1ron• ent . I ara therefore opposed to Improving access to the reach . 

11ost of the wild fires that hne occurred In the reach were naturally 
caused . Kowever , I see no reuon not to restri ct oDen fires in thh ar .. 

70-1. 

70-2. 

70-3 . 

70-4. 

Responses 

Exact location of cultural resources will not be divulged. However, 
increasing awareness of all ages of the general publi~ t~ the 
sensitive issues or irreplaceable cultural resources 1s intended to 
contribute to their protect ion. Existing federal and s tate prog rams 
have made large contributions in this effort. 

See 4-14. 

Recrea tion is considered compatible with the purposes for wh i ch the 
refuge is established. Recreational uses would be a~lowed as _ Lon~ as 
they didn't have an unacceptable adverse affect on fish and w1ldl1fe 
values . 

See 4-20. 
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70-5 

70-6 

70-7 

70-8 

70-9 

lncreas i ng the pa tro 1 s of the reach 111ay a 1 so disturb the w11 dl 1f e In the 
reach . This should al so be pointed out. 

The wording on page 144 which states that 'no enforcement of the laws 
which prohibit off vehicle use' should be changed to low or l lmHed 

Stating that there Is absolutely no enforcement is a slap in the enforcement . 
hce of the WOW, Frankl In county sheriff, and Hanford Patrol and Is simply not 
true . 

On page 74 is a picture of Brant which are coastill geese. I nese birds 
are rare 1 y 1f ever In the reach. How about replacing this picture with some 
Co 111111bia Canad I an geese or Mal lards which are numerous In the reach and add 
more credibility to this study. 

Sandhill cranes are 11lgratory bl rds that pass through the aru and spend 
little time In the reach. White pelicans were absent fr011 the ruch until 
recent years when a drought In Nevada cause the11 the head north looking for 
11ore water . These birds like shallow non 110vlng water where they can find 
their fish prey . Building a darn may actually crute an environment that Is 
111ore to their 1 iking . Has anyone done a study to see what these birds are 
feeding on in this area? They HY be feeding on salmon and steelhead fry. If 
this is the case, I don't think were should be encounging their shy In th.e 
area. 

I a11 opposed to acquiring private lands through conde111nation . I also 
think that the selected area Is to big . The northern boundary should start at 
mile marker 390 and the southern boundary should stop at 11ile 111arker 355 . 
This will ell• lnate prlnte lands In the study area . Some of these private 
owners In the study area were evicted from the land In the 1940' s when the 
Atomic Energy c-,isslon created Hanford. Now you want to evict them again? 

On page 199 Island 120 is referenced as having additional public access 
restrictions to provide for resting migratory waterfowl. Island 120 Is not 
under the control of McNary National Wildlife Refuge. The island referred to 
Is island 119 - I might add that the USFIIS does a very poor job of patrolling 
this island during the hll 11onths (October through January) . I have observed 
hunting on this Island several ti111es and even called In a report to the McNary 
National Wildlife Refuge with no response or follow up from their personnel • 
I therefore don't expect to see 111.1ch improvement in off road vehicle 
enforcement of trespass activities if the USFIIS Is in control of the reach 
rather than the WOW : I 11ight add that I have reported violations to the WOii 
which have resulted in the issuance of cihtions and the conviction In court 
of violators of the hunting regulations on island #19. I am therefore 
skeptl ca 1 when the study Imp 11 es that there wl 11 be much better enforcement of 
off road and illegal trespass activltle! if the USFWS is the managing agency . 
Also, the USFIIS prohibits access to the beaches of island 119 frOII\ October I 
through June 30. Tha migratory waterfowl that use this Island arrive about 
October 1 but they leave about March 1. There Is a good population of local 
Canadian geese that use this Island for nesting . For the most part, the nests 
are in the middle of the Is land far from the beaches. The young are off the 
nest and using each shore of the mainland by June 1. However, a whole month 
of water skiing and other uses of this island are prohibited during this time . 
Since I live above Island 119 at about the middle of the island, I appear to 
have observed 111uch more of the activity on the Island than the USFWS . 

70-5. 

70-6_ 

70-7. 

70 -8_ 

70-9. 
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Tex! has been revised to address co11JTient. Please refer to Ch_ IV, 
Environmental Consequences, Proposed Action, Alternatives A o & E 
under "Effects on Biodivers ity" and subheading "Law Enfor~em~nt:'. 

Text has been revised to address co11JTient. Please refer to revised 
discussions of law enforcement under each of the alternat i ves_ 

Photo has been deleted. 

See 4- 17_ 

In regards to the co11JTient on islands, the text has been modified to 
clarify the island issue. 
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In closing, I feel there is a need for legishtion to prevent dredging 
or building a da in the rnch. However , I a oppose to hning the NPS or the 
USFWS control this area. I would rather see control of this area stay with 
the State of Washington or local government. I therefore will support 
a 1 ternat i ve C of the study. 

Sincerely, 

f'IJ ~-t-✓ 
Phil Rue11111l er 

Responses 
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NOVEMBER 3, 1992 

BY .JACK VORGESEN 

Th• study of th• Hanford R••ch, a S1 Mil• stre,tch of the 
Columbia Riv•r is Mi9sing s•veral it e~9 . Th• study h•s coinpl•tely 
i gnor•d and omitt•d th• bord•ring citize-ns and th•ir cominuniti•s
Ov•rlook•d can&ls •nd w•st•way's alr•ady con5truct•d in th• study 
zon•. ~orgott•n th• •xist.n~• of th• original town 9ight of 
Wahluke. A town sight with a h•ritag• much · older than th• 
"'Hanford Control Zon• .. " Negl•ct.d ••ntioning ~chool district • 
73. A di9trict cr•at•d in the early part of this ce-ntury and 
lat•r dislocated by th• At011tic En•rgy cora,nis~ion who took 
pos••••ion of th• land in th• nui• of national security. Wh•t 
CC>a'P..nsation do•• th• school district get now that 41% of th• 
land within th• ~hool di•tricts bound•ri•s ar• in gov•rnaent 
haonds? Th• Hanford Reach Study has al!IO att•~pt•d to includ• 
89,000 •cr•s north of th• ColuNbiA Riv•r that do not •v•n b•long 
in th• ~tudy. Only on• qu•rt•r Mil• fro • th• riv•r d•signation 
was aiv•n wh•n c0t1gr••s coaaisstoned th• study. 

Th• cttiz•n• ..,.,o border ,.n• ,1,ano ~t,ou~a 0

, ...... -..,•• 

opportunity for input into thi9 study •s th•y will b• th• on•~ 
forced to liv• with th• decisions ~d•. Thos• living clos•st will 
b• th• •ost dir•ctly aff • cted. V•t no on• froM th• City of 
"•ttawa has b...n cont•ct.d. No on• frCMft th• ~ir• District, who 
provid•~ prot•ction to th• study •r•• h•d b••n contacted. No on• 
fro• th• ~hool district •73 h•• b••n contact•d• Th• school 
district that was originally 00'-lz•d in T 14 N, Rang• 26 E -
th• aiddl• of the study ar•a. Your proposals i,apact~ thous who 
live n••r by in aany way,. In Tax bas•, in opportunity of our 
pion.,..r h•ritag•, in th• int•r•st of Priv•t• Ent•rpri•• of this 
----~ --~~ on 

I di,_.gr.. fully with th• EIS'• pr•t•rr•d auerna .. 1ve. nr ••••• -f ... eel. ;•~-~!llr-'. •rn'""t are alr•ady the largest landhold•r~, 
alr-dy · -~f th• I and in Washington Stat•• Th• study 
-says no t · ·_. -~:liltdl't th• agr••••nt betv••n th• Bur••u of 
R.cl_., ai1d tM At001ic Energy coa• isslon. Cl'l• tM>r~ndu• of 
Agr .. ....i~ · ..,.... '-"'• Bur•au of ReclaN1tion .and Th• Atoaic Energy 
Coaaiw• ilili~.eb,·: ~-,VJ~7>. Wherein is stat•d "Th• Bur•au ha• • 
contlnu_., . . ·-• · ' in th• ultlaat• d•v•lop..,.t of th• irrigable 
l,.,,ds of th• • ntir• Wahluk• Slop• as a part of th• Coluabia Basin 
Project." An agr.....,t which also stat- that if th• land •v•r 
b.caa• •xc••• to th• Atoaic En•rgy co-ission it would r•v•rt to 
the Bureau of Recl ... tion for furth•r dev•loplMflt, 

Th• study do•~ not tak• under consideration of th• original 
hoa.-•t••d•r• - our forefath•rw who struggled for• living in this 

Responses 

71-1. See 12-2 and 62-1. 
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great land. Th• ho..,.st••d•r• that w•r• forc•d off of th•ir land 
with littl• caop...,..,tion in th• int•r•st of NationAl S•curity. 
On• of the hou••• built in our co-.,,ity was built with logs 
bought fr- Atoaic En•rgy Co ... ision who forc•d th• sturctur• to 
b• aove-d. Yh• •ntir• wturctur• ~•• sold for SS0.00. Now •inc• 
thAt s.c:urity is no long•r r•quir•d I think th•y ...- th•ir 
Anc.stors d•••rv• opportunity to reclAiM th•ir land. 

Th• Study ignor•s pot.ntial u9e• of th• land if favor of 
"habit•t.• No 1N-ntion is ••d• of th• habitat in and around 
curr•ntly operating farms in th• ar••• ~ar~s that contribut• 
significAntly to th• f .. ding Mid nurturing of ••ny of th• 
wildlif• in th• •ntir• ar••• I notic • th• birds •nd ani•~ls 
cOMing off of th• ar•• known as th• "control Zon•w into th• far•s 
to f••d •nd drink. Surely th• adv•nt of bringing wat•r to this 
Arid land hA• increa&•d th• diff•r•nt kind• of wildlif• And •ad• 
mor• abundant thos• already in th• area. Th• study do•s not 
re-cogniz• th• thousand• of acr•• of land b•twe.n h•r• and C.n•da 
that h•s th• w••• typ• of hAbit•t y•t is rocky or oth•rwi•• l•ws 

· I tur•. 
A5 a Dir•ctor of th• SCBID rr1ga 1on 

District> I w•• •••z•d that th• canals and wast..-ay•• that flow 
through th• ar•• of study wer• oaitt•d• Th• NAin canal is already 
in •xist•nc• and brings wat•r th• ....,tir• distanc• of th• •tudy 
ar•A. This CAnal CWahluk• Branch Canal) brings th• llf•blood of 
wat•r to the 42,000 acr•• that ar• being far••d that bord•r th• 
we5t and north of th• study ar•A. Th• canal that w•• d•signed by 
th• Bur••u of Re-claMAtlcn to carry •nough w•t•r to irrig•t• th• 
lM>dS within th• study •r•• AS well. 

• you ono 
as this iw th• only •lter•tlv• giv•n to satisfy th~• concerns 
that wer• not Addr•ss•d by th• study. 

Responses 

71 · 2. See 41 -4. 
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Hr . Char les H. Odegaard 
H:eg1onal lHre cto r. ~at1onal !-'ark Service 
83 S K1ng St. 

1!AJ,r01(1) Hl:.ACH Ur It\!:. CULUHll l A I(' " 1:.H 
ENV!HONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OBJECTIO~S 

Jan Walker 
10833 Mt . Vista koad 
Ut he I l o, wa . ~~344 

•PUHLIC LAW 1UU - lj05 fhlS Jeglslatlon directi ng the Nat I Park 
Service to do a study whi ch would identlry the ·outstand1ng fish 
and wildltre, geologi c, scenic, rec rea.t1 o nal. naturai, histori cal, 
and cultu r al va lues or THE RIVER AND ITS IMMEDIATE EN VI RONMENT - . 
Please note! lhe object or the study was supposed to be th a.t of 
protecting things that might be dam aged , altered or lost due to 
the ~rrects o r l)l(J:.l)G!NG ANI) l)AM-llUILl)lNG. 

•The study area extends rrom one mile below Priest Rapids Dam 
downstream approx. 51 mile s to north or H1chland .L ateral 
boundaries were established at a quarter mile on ei ther side o f 
the river, a tota l area or lti,J20 acres. 

• La te ra l boundaries were - adjusted by the s tud y gr o up in the 
study p r ocess t o include additional acres totaling app rox. b~ ,UOU 
acres . This is definitely a federal land grab' 

*'lhe publi c law authorizing the study directed t ne government 
agencies doing the study to "' COOPERATE AND CONSULT wi th the Stat.e 
and polit i cal subd ivisions there Co re, LOCAL. a nd tribal 
fovernments, and OTHER INTERESTED ENTITIES in preparation o ! such 
a study-. l::ven though the Kanrord Heach borders on the wantuk e 
Slope ror its entire l e ngth , no local orricials or private 
c 1t1zens in the loca l area were even made aw a re or the study. 

• The EIS p a ys little sincere a ttention to the ract that the entire 
Han f ord Control Zone was privately owned and settled before it was 
taken over by the AEC !or the war errort. Also that t h ere is a 
legal agreeme nt between the old Al:.C lnow DOI::) and the llureau o r 
Recl amation which specirica llY says that IF THE DOE EVER DECLARES 
'JHAI LANU AS "' l::XCl::SS " , 1'111:.N "Iii!:. HUlll::AU Or Hl::CLAMAl!ON IS 10 
RECEIVE BACK ALL THE LANDS IT HAD PURCHASED FOR FUTURE IRRI GATI ON 
L)JHl::CTLY. Lhe l::IS admits that unde r these designati ons, NO 
PRIVATE USE WOULD EVER BE MADE OF ANY OF THE 89, 000 ACRES I ~ THE 
l!AN~OHI) CON l'HOL L:ONI::. 

•Othello , Mattawa , Royal City and Basin City are the closest 
communiti e s to the tiL.~8Ll appr o ximat e a c r e s th~ study group adctea 
to the stud y area but not one i-P--e even me ntio ned ln the e nt1r e 
report. Neither do tney appear o~ any o f th e ma ps . Adams c ounty 
has two sections or land inc luded in the Hanford r each and y e t 1t 
1s not menti o ned or even shown on any or th e maps e 1ther . 

72-1 . 

72-2. 

See 12-1. 

See 13 - 2. 

Responses 
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• The study states ·· A comparis on or coun ty fa r m and non-farm 
industry earnings reveals the de gr ee to wh ic h the more urban1zed 
areas influence the regional economy ~ THEY DID ~OT EVEN INCLUDE 
AUAMS COUNTY lN IHJS COMP AHJSON. Agriculture is the se co nn 
l arges t industry or the state or Washingto n with the Columb ia 
~as 1n Project being a maJ or factor 1n this . Spokan~ and Ir1-C:tes 
are urbantzed areas with industry ea rn ings but the rest o r Eastern 
~as h 1ngton economy is based on agri culture and tt 1s f unra1r to 
slant th e r epo r t otherwise. 

*l;nder the head i ng - ~conom1c ueve l opme nt Potenti al no agr 1cu1tur,, 
use i s even mentioned even though the Wah l uke Branch Canal run j 
directly acr o ss Hanford Hea c h area. l h is seems to be a deliberate 
attempt to misrepresen t the truth!!! It is a t ravesty wh e n the 
entire We stern United States i s in a wa te r shortage and 
agr ic ulture ls surrering In Idaho , Oregon, Calif o rnia be c ause o r 
this water problem to not co ns i d e r the fotential o f the e x i st ing 
water supply o r the irrigation Canal on the Handford Reac h . The 
1:.N UHMUUS 1:.CONOMIC IMl'ACI" ~OH AtiHJCU L l'UHI:. USI:. M\JSI' Ill:: INCLUllt. ll IN 
THIS REPORT ! I! INCLCDING THE ENORMOUS ECONOMIC IMPACT THIS WOULD 
HAVI:. ~OH TIii:. LOCAL Al<U Hl:.tilONAL l:.CONUl111:.S . 

• The four member study te am was directed by ,~ publ ic law to 
~cuUPl:.HAII:. AND CONSUL[ " with the 42 local citizens ann publl ~ 
officials who made up the task rorce . The study states ·· THE TASK 
h JHCI:. WAS AllLI:. ·10 Hl:.ACH SU!ls·1.u, I !AL AtiHl:.l:.Ml:. NT UN I HI:. MAJ OH 
PARA:-IETERS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION DESCR IBED IN THIS REPORT . At 
tne re cent publi c me eti ng held1 many membersor the task force 
stat ed their o pposition to the proposed draft and s t at ed thoXthe 
task rorce c ould vote 4l-U o n a part t cular issue, out the study 
team was not bound to follow the i r decisi on and didn "t . 
'1111:. "IASL tUHCI:. l<AS NOi' IN AtiH t l:.Ml:. NT WI I'll I ~I:. l'HOPOS AL S AND SHU\.:Lll 
BE STATED SO IN THE REPORT !!!! 

Only the i nterest o r the Park Service, - ~isb a nd Wildlife and 
Energy Department were c onsidered i n the study and wr i tten i n suc h a 
s l anderous way that all other i mpac~and i nterest in the l and ar e 
not truthfully or fairl y representea. 

·1n1s study should be rewritten to include o nl y what ngress 
i ntended it to study , "THAT SEGMENT OF THE COLUMB IA RIVER 
Al'l'HOXIHATl!LY Ht"TY-ONt. MILl:.S ANIJ l"IS I MMl:.UIAl'I:. t. N~ IHONMl! ~I ·· . ! ! ! ! ! 

72-3. 

72-4. 

72-5. 

Responses 

See 8-1 . 

The roles of the Task Force and the Study Team are di scussed in Ch. I, 
Purpose and Need, and Ch. VI, Coordination and Consultation. 

See 12-1. 
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73-1 

Ms . Kr i st ~ n ~yr,dm~r~ 
P roj ~ct: ~anager 
N~:£o~al P3r~ ~~rvi c e 

November 5, 19q,.,_ _________ J 

Richard Leltz 
23242 U.2 SW Rd 23 
Mattawa, WA 9Q144 

Pa-:-if!.,:. '~lorth1,1est Pec i -:, ri~l ,:-,.;-fi r:- ~ 
81 Sou th King 5t ree~. ~uite 212 
Seattle, WA Q8104-2887 

Don• t take some p a rts of this letter personall y. 
honestly feel that the dis regard for input from Ma t tawd a r ea 
entities and residents was inte n ti onal. Mr. Goeke with US FW$ 
is f u l ly aware of Mattawa . The supp6rt from environmental 
groups f rom outside the geographi c al area suggest an 
orchestrated effort by those who stand to gai n by one or more 
of the preferred alte rr.atives . Since USFWS stands to gain by 
inc reased jobs, infras t ruct u re, and land base I c an only 
assume t hey have b een t he most ag ressi v e i n pursuing a 
favor a ble ruling. Since there are no basd line studi~s 
available. the numbe r s dnd data used in you r EIS findings are 
Just g u esses on the part of biased indiv i du a l s a nd shouldn't 
be used t o make a d e cision o n the Ha ~for d Reach or the Saddle 
Mou ntain Wildlife Pr ese r ,, e . The publi c law authori zing the 
study requires the solicited participation o f local 
governmen t s and interested en t itie~. By my interor~tation 
the law has been broken and by al l rights a 1egal c ase could 
be filed by affected e nt ities . This i s an alte rnative be ing 
co nsidered by a number of groups . 

I a ppreci ate the c andor a nd fairness in my conversa tio ns 
with you. If y ou are at all interested in what ta kes place 
in Eastern Washington agricul t ure and would l ike a first hand 
look, I would be happy to make arrangements f or you. We' re 
no t as backwards as ~o me people woul d have you be l ieve. 

Tha nk You , 

Responses 

73-1. See 12-2. 
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No vember d , 1992 

Ms . Kristen Sycamor3 
Project Manager 
National Park Service 
Pacific Nor thwest Rea ional Of f ice 
93 So~ t ~ King Stre~t . Suite 212 
S~attle, WA 9 81 0 4-2887 

RE : Som~~nts to cbe Hanford Reach Study R~port/OrJ ft EIS 
daced Jure , 1?92 b~ Ri c ha rd Leitz . Citi~cn ~i ~h in - ! mpa c t 
Area. " 

. .. The study shall identify and e valuate the 1J utztandin9 
fedtures o f the study area and its immediate e ~v i ro nment 9 

including fish and wildlife, geologic, s cenic, recreatio ~al , 
natural, hi storical . and cultural values, and examine 
alternatives for their preservation .. . The Secretar y shall 
cooperate end c o nsult with the State and politica l 
Eubdivisions thereof, local. and tribal gov ~rnments . and 
ot her interested entities in prep arati o n o f such a study dnd 
provide for public comment. 

There are a number of glarin~ def ici enci es r equir~d b y 
Public Law 100-605 whi ch are inadeq~e~elY a dd r essed by th~ 
Hsnford Reach Study Report / Draft EIS The law r~quires 
identifi c ~tion and evaluation of c ultural valu~s which 

·inc ludes ag r i culture and c ustoms of effect ed Citizens . Th e 
law also T'e~u1r es tne coopera ti on and consu1 t. at.1on o 1oc a 
governments . These categories would inc lude the Town o f 
~attawa (the fastest growing eastern Washington c ommu n ity) , 

the Port Dlstrlct of Mettawa , Wahluke School Dist rict No . 
73 (or iginally chartered in the town of Wehluke in the early 
1900'9), and Grant County F ir e Protection District No . 8 
(which is charged with the r esponsibility f o r fire prot e c t ion 
of the existing study area .) 

The study area which was expanded to include the Saddle 
Mountain Wildlife Refuge Area ls included wit~in the 
boundaries of the four previ ously sta ted local taxing bodies . 

40t of the land which amounts to over 65, 0 00 acres within 
their ta• districts is controlled by Federal Agencies whi ch · 
at present are not paying for services r ender ed as in the 
c ase of the Fire District~ or are not makinQ in-lieu-of 
payments for the ground taken off of tax rolls for national 
security in the early 1940's. Since these entities have a 
vested interest in th• future use of the area in question, 
why weren't they notifi ed and included in the study process? 

jhe Ci tizens of Mattawa, Desert Aire Resort, and the 
surrounding agricult1Jral area and t he l•~ al gover Mmen t 
agenc ies were not i nc luded in the EIS ~tudy _ We are the ~o~t 
~conorr. i c .all y. g e o s,;-.! o hi ,:-; a l l y , envi r onr1en tall Y, cu lt :..: rall y, 
~nd emotional lv e ff ected commlin it y in the e nt ir e study ~r e a 

73 - 2. 

73-3. 

73-4. 

Responses 

The final EIS addresses cultural values and agricultural practices 
within the Hanford Reach. 

See 12-2. 

See 12-2. 
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73-5 

and therefore shou l d b~ given the basic co nsider~tion of 
involvement i n our Personal future. We feel that the 
absence of local invol v ement is the direct product o f 
int~ntionsl co nsp iracy by Federal agencies an~ federal 
empl ov~es to prP~et ~rmin~ the f ir3 l outcome o f th~ st L, ~v 
proc€'~-s ~-, r ""L-i.:- 'll-:-...,et .,r v •1-"'i"' ,3n d ~~•·<_;: ,:, .,~I id"-'ol o g ! e ~ -~ ~ :- 3i_ ,~ 
F ~d~~dt ~oen c ! ~e 3~d ~~Pl 0Y~ es . 

~ ~ ~ er rev iewing previouz ~tudi~s of the a ff ~eted Wdhlu ~~ 
S l o pe and mi nut~s o f the Hanford Redch EIS ~ t u~y tal~ f orce , 
I hJ v ~ dicco ver eo sev ~~al items to, note : 

7 he Depart~ent o f Energy iS under ext reme pressure to show 
in " 900d fait h ~ that it is a ccomplishi n~ its directed td~k cF 
Nc leaning up• the He n ford Nuclear Reser v ation . Two areas of 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation are being consider e d ~o r 
e~cess designation, t~e Wah luke Slope ~ortion north o f the 
Columbia River and ~he A.L . E. portion south of Highwa y 243 
surr ounding the Rattlesnake Mountains. The significance of 
these two areas is their relative lack of industrial and 
radioactive contam inat io n due to historical abuses by the 
Department of Energy _ Since these two distinct areas of l~nd 
were "ot ~o ntaminated . they are t he most easily •cleaned up• 
areas and therefore ar~ the first to be declared •e~cess• . 
This is a superfi c ial ·effort· o lii the o art: of C'O F. +_-, show 
that it i= mdki n~ headway o n decontaminating the r eservatio r 
when in actuality these two individual areas wer~ n~ver 
'si gnifi c antl y contaminated and required little if any 
•cleaning u p k . This mus t be Justificat ion for the billi o rs 
o f dollars being spent o n the Hanfo r d Nuclear Re~ervation . 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wants permanent contrcl 
of the Saddle Hountain Wildlife Preserve . The 
representativ~s of the National Park Services and the U . S . 
Fish and Wildllfe state in minutes of the Hanfo r d Reach EIS 
task force meetings that they do not want the Saddle Mountain 
Wildlife area to by decla r ed excess by DOE because they would 
then have to compete with other government agencies for said 
land at a · fair market val ue ·. If the USFWS gains p o ssessi o 11 
of this land they would then attempt ~o justify the creati o n 
cf S permane nt jobs and related necessary fa c ilities costing 
taxpayers more money with no real benefit to the people of 
the affected " impact area ". 

P,·evious studies on the Wahluke Slope. minutes of the 
Hanford Reach EIS task force, and the current Hanford Reach 
EIS draft suggest the DOE does not want private development 
of surrounding secur i ty zone including the Wahluke Slope . 
Al l opti o ns o f the ElS draft Provide for c urrent and possi ble 
fut u re draft and discharge of water fr o m the Co lumbia Ai\1er 
by the ~anford Projec t anrl peripheral indu stri~s . The 
adv e rse affec ts Pri v atizati on wo ul d ha v e on securit v by 
Hanf o rd a~d DOE are mer.tioned frequently wit h the point b~ing 
made thdt 1JSFWS co ntrol o f the lands ~ould augment security 

73-5. 

Responses 

Thank you for your coITment_ A point of clarification, a federal 
agency is generally required to pay fair market value for real 
property excessed by another federal agency. However, Public Law 537 
(amended P.L. 92-432), provides for the acquisition of real proper!y 
that is valuable for wildlife conservation purposes by state agencies 
or by the Secretary of the Interior without reimbursement or transfer 
of funds. 
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f o r thB benefit of 00~ c perati~ns withoL,t t h~ ~ublic image 
stigma o f a r d diat:o~ co~ ~rol ~on e_ l ~e residents o f ':.he 
Matt~wa area have 3lways f~lt th~t re li ~quishment ,,f con tr ol 
in 1G72 by t he Atom ic ~nergy (0mmissi o~ ~n ~he IJS FW 5 by 1Pase 
-39T•'"Pm.ont ·~J.-:'I"'.: -:: :H.! bl i c ; ty c:::-r:- -:1rri. ,: •_ o:;bt-:, t• ! r:! ~e no,._~d t '. .. •t i. f 
i .. ,,,-.~-'?' .. ,'~ ;""'" --r~ : , .. t--.;-,· v -?r:t·_ . .., ., 0-~ 1.r-:ish'.n'J • ,:,., <:-• -i t_..,, s--.r~-• -:').-e-

1-1:19P-'i-=;:, ,::r, ........ , :1 l .:,, l . ,.,. , _.., . ~) , .,r- :- ill'!'? .. ti,~ t_.-"IIC•":: ,3 ".. ~ i')r. w o ,• 1 -:i 1--J,• t ·: 

bf·en :::- e r'Tl""r·::r•': t_,.-~.,~f.-. .. .... ,"? l o f () W'"'~-~hip .. a 1 JC'.FL,!S wi t h--..l; .. _ ~~ .... 
·-, ibl i --- i~r .1ol•.1e'TH:• -""t. -r·,_, ,· e·::·:::. :•. -s:h··.i: L-J :;l:-0 t-':!' n,-3,~ p,, ;..r.,.,._.ir: 
_ · -- •• - .... _ .. , ~ .~ , L t:~n agre~menc b" t. •.,it: ~n ':.h i? ~t o ni c E ner:;y 
Com~n:~2 io n ~ n,J ~~e ~ured u c f Reclamati~n wh i ch st ,Jte~ 
?wnr•r:51-ip cf -:he Wahlu:.;e Slope "control ~one~ i s ret ,J ined by 
:hf:' EJre .]iJ ::f hec.lamac.i cr, ctrrC.: :hat whe, 1 the 2:r ,:- d is a er:~ -3red 
ekces3 , POSS?3S!on 0f tha 3 ~e d ~ il i ~ev~rt bac~ t ? ECR. 

An dgreement c~ coopera t i o n between National Park Servic e , 
U.S . F ish and Wil dl ife, 3 '7 d the Dapartm':?nl of Ener g y l-1 ou ld 
ac comp l ish all of t h~ ir ~r iorit y goals The Nationa l Park 
Service woulctn · t ha ve t o comp et e at a "tr ue and fair mark ~ t 
v al u e " f or the valuable natural resource. the US FW5 would 
have it s Permanent controt ove r a v a luab le natur~l resource, 
a~d t~e DOE wou ld h~ve ti"•i ted pr ivate de 11elopm~nt o n it s 
borders with continu e d secur it y pr ov ided by US FWS. 

I hav ~ extr~ n0ldt Pd fr c m my r e se~rcn tha ~ t~~re is an 
extrem~l ~ ~coj ~~anr 1! that col l usion ~n rl co nsp£r3cy h~~ t~k~n 
o l-:1 c--~ b et\>Je e n tr-~ "-i.atic...,a l Park ~ e ,..•1!c~. 1LS. Fi sh an d 

·wi ldl ! f~. a nd t he 0eoa r tment o f Ene r gy to attai~ indi v i du3 ] 
drd mutuJ } agency ag~ndas I also di sc ~r " an u nde ~t one o f 
Pe rso na l ideologi~dl agendas by feder d l employees ~ ho dre 
us i ng their public Positio ns to augment personal ideals . I t 
i s o bvi ous that neither agencies ~ot ideologi c al ~mployees 
are i n te r ested in the well-bei ng o f dir e c tly affected p rivat g 
Citize ns who live in the impact area. In this day and age of 
self se r v ing b u reacracies this seems to be more the norm 
ra t her than the e xception. 

I ta ke peTsonal affront at the man ner in which the entire 
study p rocess has been handled . Fron the intenti o nal de n ia l 
o f representati o n from t he Mattawa a r ea by the federal 
agenc ies, to the conspirato r ial nature o f ag reements and 
d ecisions bet~een f ederal agencies, to the at titude of ·it' s 
a done deal• expressed in newspapers by the reg i o nal di r~c t or 
o f the Nat i o nal Pa rk Ser v i ce , ~r. Cha r les Odegaard . I fee l 
that if the Nati o nal Pa rk Service is sincerel y inter es ted in 
p ublic input and in Prov iding the best mu l tip le use opt ion 
for the Hanford Reach and the Wahluke Slope for the benefit 
o f the entire Public they will reopen the study process and 
set up a f~ir and b alanc ed study grouc . 

T~e Ci~ zers o f Mdttaw ~ and the surround i ng area hav e f ormed 
~ group known ~s the Wahluke 2000 Comrnitt~~- H~rk H~dman h~~ 
fcrm;. d a preliTl\•-;.:iry r.iultiple use plan t:hat inc o r po 1·~t~.-:: ,3}; 

chd 3PS of la nd use b ased on the ~~tur~ dnd p~ysical ab il iti p -

73-6_ 

73 -7. 

73-8_ 

Responses 

See 13-2-

Due to s ignificant differences in the respective agen:y missions 
agreement would not assure long-term resource protection_ Legis 
provides the bes t opportunity f or long-term protection_ 

See 12-2_ 
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73-10 

-~ f the r e s pect ive l and ~nd ~ts proximity to th~ Hanf o rd Pe~ch 
o f the Co l umbi~ qiver. Th is plan i ncludes wil dlife 
P res er vatio n , ag ricu ltural de v~l o pment , protected rive r 
status, recreatioral l!' nhancement . and t:.he possibility t:>f 
F-,r'T' ~ ..... <J th':' WA .. ·~~pum ! .-. ,J~~n Qes ervati o r . F='r o m c-,:- ,...,..•>•=-: ~· c·-id i<> ,,..,. ,·.,. 
·.J~ ti-., '" ~ "' . .!. c- •·al p ... p ·I,,. c ,> .. 1 i c ~ emoloy '?' es . --J.i er~ ·3 e, 0 r.-t ·-=: .. o b':" F ' 

-/-:- :Jrd :r,·. ~ , .& - 1 ~-~ P .a d:P•-J ::, - .-: f~ls~ i..., fnr,1.a': i. 1 r ,- -=: ~ -:' "' -:- -----..•.,-, d ~ 
~~~ cur~~~ t ~ 1· e~~,...-ed d~dft al t e rnat~ves. If vcJ ~ r~ 
irt~r9s ~e d :nan i~ r 0r~ed st ~1d y o f t~e b ~·~: ~ e J ! ~p •· r,a ti · 
~he :; y o ~ sh•.:.u.: l d ::Seri ou s l y -:::: -, r,si :je r r'!!',:,~eni...,'3 tJ·, ·? s':. ~. :: y 
process . We Jsk o~l y for o ur r i ght of rep r esent~tic p 

I wculJ like t~ emphasize that the Citize~s of Mattawa and 
t he sur ro u~cii~~ 3r~ 3 a r e predomi~antly for tre preser v cti o n 
~f t~~ HanforJ ~edc ~ cf t~e Columbia River . We atso ~re ~o :· 
the pre~erva ti~n of the fast dis~appearing cultu re o f the 
4meri~an fa1nil 1 f3rmer. We feel tha~ the best use of t he 
J aludble natu ra l resource in questi on ~ill inc lude multiple 
intertwined uses . ~nvi ronme n ta!ists o ften bemoan the ioss o f 
30,000 a cres of wildlif e habitat i n the state of Was hingto n 
eac h year. We a r e in fact losing SO ac r es of pri m~ fa rm la nd 
in the United States every hour to par ki rg l ot s and s~ r ip 
malls . What per c e~~age of lost wildlife habitat is i n f~ct 
f~rm l and? When rur al population goes fr om 60\ of the nati0n5 
peop le t~ l~s~ ~h~n ~~ of the nations ~~opl e in less ~han 1 
g ene r 3~i ~,s whc in fac t is the ~ndan g er~~ c ulture? 

Fed~ r al acquisition o f pu b lic la~ds is net a v iabl e 
~e l utio n to our e~vi r ormental woes . A recent study c ~ our 
National Par ks ~as conc l u ded that t he National Pa rk Service 
i s currently incapable of a de~uately managing the Parks ~hey 
have now. For e~ample, the lack of wildlife ma nage memt i~ 
Yellowstone National Park has caused overgraz ing and 
habitat decl ine . Introduction of goats to the Olympi c 
National Park i s on the verge of destroying rar~ s p~ci~s 
of native plants. Protection of wild hor~es on federal 
lands in the west has caused irrepar8b le damage to rang~ 
lands. Why give them more resources to mismanage? As for 
the US FWS, they have had jurisdiction over the Hanford Reac~ 
and the Saddle Mountain Wildlife Pr ese rve since 1972 and h a ve 
done nothing to enhance these s ame resour c es . Unless o f 
·course on• f eels encouraging fishing derbies of an endanger ed 
species in the last of their kind natural spawr.ing beds for 
sport should be considered good stewardship of our natural 
resources. Federal agencies hav e the tendency of enco u r agir.g 
the benign destruction of our irreplaceable natural resources 
bv increas ing public · access to these reso u~ces . These are 
the same environmentally sens1t1 v e resources the ·federal 
government acquired for protectio n from development by 
pri v~ te enterprise rt seems to me that stricter land use 
code ~ a ~d pr tvate ownership would most enha nce the pr ~ te c ~i 0 ~ 
o f ou r natural reso ~ ~c~s. 

73-9. 

73-10. 

Responses 

Thank you for your conment. 

Thank you for your conment. 



LETTER 73 Comments 

TOWNSHIP 14'N.,RANG~ 26E.W. M~ .• 
ANT C:OUNTY, WASHINGTON . s, " . 

r·-- . ,L ~,./--'· c· · ·-:-----
1· c..,i,.-4.,,, -=,..-•- ., . -
I / 
' Ccf..-1,_;,. ii ..u.., (2..,,1_,d, - c.. 
- --· - ·, -- - -- -. 

G,_, '-,... 

I .... ~- . 

"' . -· ' ·· . ~-:~ 

Responses 



Cl) 
Q) 
Cl) 
C: 
0 
Q. 
Cl) 
Q) 

a: 

Cl) .... 
C: 
Q) 

E 
E 
0 

(.) 

M 
r,.. 

a: 
w 
I
I
w 
...J - -. . 

-.-,
' ' ' _,_ -1-J. •_ .. _. _,.__I- i==u_;-4-

5 

..... -· .... -. - .... , .. .. 
I I I ' ........... . . 

-r-'-1·.'-1-~1- -1-'- -1-

........... 

au.-.,_ ... ,.1111 , .... ( 
•••«-C•CCal.$ • • 
......... c,,,c ·"' •~ . .. ,, 

..... ' ... ,. ---, ... 
' ' ' - ~ J.. _, _ L. ~ -&. -4- I 

I 

·• 
. . : . -!"':-". 

, : ~_ .} .... .:: 

............ . 
II 

X I~ 
I ,2e-.--j~ 
I ? .. .x .! 

"'--_;i.~~----l---'----+---- - --11. __ ---j 
: f. 

.•. .,.. 
4' ., .. ~ ·· ' · 

15 

c•"-••••• .. • .. •-• 

....... ......... .. 

,~ ,, 
13 ,; 

········ ·······•· j' 

. .... t ........ ~:·~~~::: .. ~ 
- j ___ _j 

-- C.0UNT v 

•\II'!! 
,, \,, ..... ~ , ·'.· ·~ :-



LETTER 73 

SCM.aa , ... . , .. ,c 

DATZO "°"'• •••> 

Comments Responses 

25, ... :. 
"·-:-_- ..... . 

if'·:~;....,.~~=~,,,{_: ti 
·~·-· .. .. --



LE
TT

E
R

 7
3

 
C

om
m

en
ts

 
R

es
p

on
se

s 

h 
.J

 
;I

 
ii 

r 
:;

 

:i
 

h 
p 

!'
 

,. 
I ~ 

,, ·1 I:
 

if:
 

I;
 

Ii~
 

l .. 
I 5

i 
ll~

 
; 

I 

i! 
' 

-H
 

; 
I 

I 
I .. 

i ~ 
I! ,. 

~
 

t.
n

 
Ci

-'-
-.-

II ~
 

Ii 
:::

'-..
>-

i.l 
ii~

 
ii
-

' 
;i

-
c

o
 

'"' 
' 

I' 
I 

., 
c

o
 

[t
 

i!'
<

1.
 

~
 

11 

-
j; 

<.
.n

 
' 

.., 
l r,

) 
l .

. 
cr

-..
 

i 
~
 

: 
"' 

i 
!1 I 



(I) 
Q) 
(I) 
C: 
0 
C. 
(I) 
Q) 

a: 

(I) .., 
C: 
Q) 

E 
E 
0 

(.) 

C") ,.... 
a: 
w 
I
Iw 
...J ~ -

TOWNSHIP 13 N.; RANGE It E.W. M. 
IICAL.C a.,,._ • I MIL& 

OATCD _,.., _ 1••· 

.,. .-~ ...... . 
~;~., ........... , .. 
1&:;;:;;- . 

GRANT C:OUHTY. WASHINGTON 

T . 13 N .• R.25 E. , 

. i 
~ ..,... 
...:,..-r. , ... . .,. .. r .. ·=: . ' . . ·~ . -, ' 

----- ,I,,-· c- ·_,,,. 

PAG : 

ft:i½? 



~ 
Ln 
a-.... 
("-...,J 

• co 
co 
Nn
~ 

LETTER 73 

NAWIIH. ,1 w11 • 

8"TH liMY •"•• 

-.. ~ ··•. :r:. t • ' 

- :·-.. -- ;-

Comments Responses 

TOWNSHIP is N., RANGE 27E.W. M. 

ii 
'Z.7 

:-~· ..... 



LETTER 73 

, ·.~ 

en ·• 

----·-

33 _ .... ... --... , .. 

Comments 

: .. · ~--

'23 

35 ,~....""' ........ 36 

1:11••, .. ,. ,,._..,, ... , ........ 

Responses 



-U"} 
cr, 
l;°",J: 

• o::l; 
co 
(',t""l 
~ 

l.f") 
a--.. 

LETTER 74 Comments 

Kristen Syc 1.fflo re , ProJ • ct M:a.n1.ger 
H~tion1.l P1rk Service 
83 South l<ing Street, Su i te 212 
Se >ttl e , UA 98104 

D~ar Hrs Sycamore , 

in re LSB<PNR-RP> dated Nov 04 1992 

Stev • n Le i tz 
P 0 . Box 191• 
Mattawa , UA 99344 
9 Nover,ber 1992 

I was very c i vil in r"'equest 1ng access to the EIS by phone corr espon -
dence ThinW you for th• Crant of 20 names 1. nd a.ddresses , 1.lthough the 
ent ir e list might be 11or• useful , <with the d:a.tes cf contact 1.nd 
d1str1bution) Our CongressMen receive that, so why d i d I r-equest it'? 
It is pertinent to the docu~ent The EIS process offers the pot • ntia.l 

to cover all of the questions 

You 1111.y withdraw MY request for the entire 1111.iling list, 1.s this yould 
be a. larger package than the DRAFT Ev en though the coMMents Nay not 
1111eet the deadl i ne , ffl&Y I r•quest that they be reviawed f'or consider 
a.t ion toward your r ina.l edition ? There •r• pertinent ques tions th~t 
M~Y not have been covered . Thank you 

I a.r11 sorry that I responded so har-shly , but i t got the j ob done 
Oo not those two ' la.1.1s· rub eil.ch othe r the wr-ong way just a 1 1ttle 1tsy 

bitsy b i t? Please let us know 

Sincerely, 

Steven E Leitz 

Responses 
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74-1 

74-2 

74-3 

74-4 

r ,_.o lic commen t conc er n in g the Han f or o Reac h ORA~T EIS 

Hs Syca.110r• 
The National Park Serv i ce 
The United Stat•s Ci tizenry at large 

Oe&r C i tizenry ; 

Th• National ~ark Service <NPS ) has had Many opportun i t i es s i ne• 19 16 
to obta i n 'i nterests ' i n th i s area . The Cc,•pr,tt,ns i•.,, li' it, , r 
C('ln.~,rv ;,f 1 et n Sr u d ,•· R,pc>rt And £n v1 r"n•#nt1t l l •pa c- r ..<·ti' t,M#n t 

QBAE.1 document 11a y-be i ncomplete and mi s l ead i ng . The Fede r al 
Covern~ent may ha v e access to a greater wealth of i nrorMat1on o n th i s 
lr~a than ,s i ncluded 1n th• document . Is: there • need to fu r ther 
' stud y' the area.? 

(pp 53> Is 31 11ph a '"h i gh w i nd speed '" i n the study area ? 
( pp 57) Ri v•r flo~ along th• Hanford Reach i s cont ro lled not 

onl y by Pr t est ~ap i ds 0:aM , but 1.lso by th• enti re r- iv er s y s t •m a.bo ve 
and below the dam 

( pp 68 ) If" i n the ' natural ' state the Cotu111bi1. ' s v i olent spr i ng 
flooding ·· scour e d '" th• river banks a.nd sand b1.rs, then what wa.s the 
' na.tural' ripar i an habit&t like and how does i t C:OIW?&re to today'? 
There i s source Material . 

\ PP o~ J A greater aqua.tic n1.b 1t1.t ' surra c e a.re& ' (reservo i rs ) 
now e~ i sts than did ?r i o r to the degradat i on or destruction or natura l 
1.quat i c ha.b I tat 

( pp 6~> An i mals not on l y consu,we green p1.stures, but dr~ grasses 
a.swell 

( pp 70 ) ·· O1.ms on the Co l umb r a. 1.nd other l arge ri v•rs , ha ve m1.de 
the c:obbla hab i tats re~1. i n 1ng i n the Ha.nrord Rea.ch even Mor• rare .. 
Pla1.se stop by a.nd take walks a.long t he east shores or Pri ast R1.p 1ds 
01.M a.nd U1.n1.pu,w 01.,w reservoirs . 

< pp 7 t ) Uha t w;i_s the I sl and shore I i ne t o ri ver b1.nW shore I i ne 
rat i o before th• Columb i 1. Ri ver flow was restr i cted7 

< pp 74 > "Our i ng the 1988s , popu I at i ons i nc:reased "'it h peaks of 
over- ,e.eee ducks <F i tzner 1991 > " Yes. this l'lla)I be v ar y true 
The loc:a.l agricultur~l econom)I lost t ons of crop valued lt thousands or 
doll a.rs due to those ra.sca.ls ' depr iv at i ons: Does 11 i t i gat i on r•Ma i n 
o pen und@r these proposals? 

( pp 113> '" C:ontcels on Corridor " - - "Such developMents would 
" '? '? ? Na)' . 1 

(pp 116> Opt l on 1 - Pcahihitiao Th i s i s v•r~ unclear 
•s to i ntent oJ' .aea-n i na. ... 

( 111.p 18) The Uash i ns,ton State. Cam• Area. i s not shown on the west 
end or Uahlulce Slope . 

( ll'&P .,, Is 189': of the l&nd shown •• 'Agr i cultural · truly under 
agr i cultural product i on'? 

<U.P I') Uh>t percentage of the l>nd shown on the U>hluke Slope 
under "' 1rr i 91.ted agr-iculture " IS ownad.1hald by Feder1.t .1 St1.te ✓ Loc1.l 
gouarn11enta.l ent i ties'? ~ay th• cartographer ••Press thes• a.rea.s in 
shad i ngs'? 

P>ge I of 2 

74- 1. 

74-2 . 

74 -3. 

74-4. 

Responses 

Please ref er to Ch. III, Affected Environment, Habitat Types , for a 
brief compari son of riparian hab i tat condit i ons prior to and following 
flow regulation through the Reach. 

Map has been revi sed to address conment. Please refer to Appendix. 

The bes t available info rmation indicates these lands are in 
agricultural production and use . 

The irrigated agriculture you mention i s outside the study area . 
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LETTER 74 Comments 

74-5 

74-6 

74-7 

74-8 

( m&P I l 1 > There I s no ' Ua.n u e 

SYSteM on the study J. r el MlP , Is 
o rant County? 

ls the dust ,nc idtnce gre1.ter 1. . ter 1. 1.11 

this be Mi tig~t•d1 
Uildfir• contras a.re 

1n 1.11 proposed a ctions . Uh1.t w1ldf1re suppr•ss10n progra.M will 
111it i gate the north 11.nd also e&$t t:1des of the proposa.ls'? Uhat w i ldf i re 
SUPPression progr1.~ will Nit i g1. t e ··ctosed 1.r•as? '' Th i s has been or 
conc ern to tha 1oc1.1 volunteer fir e dep1.rt••nt 1n tne p1.st . 

How Many 1. i r flight p&tterns 1.re t ere over 
1.nd wha.t are the current restr1ct1ons? (s t here 1.n area for ffl1t 1g1.t1on 
here 1.nd who should be the M1t i g1.tor~ 

H1.va the 'h1stor 1c ' qu1.l i t ,es of the DOE Raserva.t ion been 
a.dm in1 ster"ed well'? Ca.n the~ of ' wastes' fron1 1.n ,1,re~ or 
historic signif ic ance be m1t19ated? 

Does th• Columb i a Ri v er surface and bed have 1.ny unique water 
turbulence or other spec11.l phys ic al 1.ttr1butes < 1• = rJ.p1ds or edd i es >7 

May ··w•eds '' (noxious or otherw1sa> or other undas i r1.ble 
v•g•t-at i on be retRov•d or controlled under a.11 of these proposals? 

Uorldwide o i l reserves a.re wh at now? Should ther• not be soNe 
prov i sion ror so•• tYP• or barge travel under 1.ll of the proposals? 

Pleas• consider Nentioning th• ' demand ' ror hydroelectric 
·cesoucces' rr0111 th• Colur11b i a. Ri ver Systewi . To whe,-.e is th• electr i 
city del ive,-.•d and what percentages do those regions rece r ve? Uha.t a.r• 
future pro j ect i ons for th i s ver y valu able r•source1 

Have not c erta i n sectors o t e w t 

du• to i rr i ga.t•d agr icultural la.nds7 
s a e oun a. i n 

Bluffs 'Lake'7 Is the hydrology of Uhite Bluffs ' La.We ' 1.llow1ng a 
ur ; i r not , yhy not 7 

How Many wells d i d earlier occupants construct ~n 
th•Y located? Are these a. resou,-.ce to :a.ny ent i t y? Is this in ..a..nx. wa" 
of 1mpor-tance to t h e study? 

The Hanford Reach and Uh1te Blufrs a,-.• very myste,-. , ous areas , 
wi 11 an increase 1n us e arfect this 1n anyway1 

Are not 'wild' rish less susceptible to Mass d isease 1.nd th • 
harsh rigors or env 1r-onMent? Has i ncreased boat traff i c d i srup t ed th e 
aqua.t i c habitat? Und•r the proposals , MIY th•s• areas b• M1t19ated to 
a c ertain degree Clit1i ted fishing unt il -a. base line ,s establ i shed 1f 

1t 1s not now>7 
U•r• not f i sh runs very lo~ in Ala.ska th i s past season? 
Is the Russ i an Olive tree I harbor for codling Moth'? 
Uh~t happen, to the local tax base< s> under each proposal? 
Uho ar• P•Ying the econoM 1c b i lls'? Is agricultural ' par ity' 

r • Me11bared? 
There i s a ' wealth ' of biological :a.nd histor i cal d1ta. deal insi 

with the ent ir e Hanford Reach Study Area , repeating stud ces 1l r• 1dy 
don• ••Y not be n•cessary 

Ves , th• ColuMbia River's Hanford Reach , i ts banWs and the Uh i te Bluffs 
should b• protected . Yes, cultural sites , certain h i stor i cal and 
historic 1rch1eolog ic1l s it es should b• pres•rv ld And yes , var i ous 
habitat , inh ab it ants and contracts should b• respected It: the 
National Park Serv , c• the way to do 

page 2 of 2 

74-5. 

74-6. 

74-7. 

74-8. 

Responses 

Map #11 depicts existing visual resources of the Hanford Reach. 

See 4-20. 

In agricultural areas, certain species have increased but those that 
depend on native habitats have decreased or disappeared. 

Text has been revised to address corrment. For information regarding 
~ah\uke and Sadd\e Mountain lakes, pl~ase refer to Ch. Ill, Affected 
Environme~t, ~abitat Types. Information was not available to predict 
the co~tribution of _~hite Bluffs lake hydrology to the potential for 
sloughing of the ~hite Bluffs. 
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75-1 

75-2 

75-3 

75-4 

75-5 

1uil • 9 
fS2 1~ 

Mr . Charle• B. OdegaaJi' 
Regional Director , National Park Service 
83 S Ung St 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Dear Mr. Odegaard : 

H7 understanding of the Hanford Reach stud7 was that i t was to be 
a study that would identify the outstanding fish and wildlife , 
geologic, scenic, recreational, natura l , hi stor i cal , and cultura l 
values of the river and its immediate environment . Originally 
that was defined to be 1/4 mile on each side of the river . The 
main reason for thi s study was to protect things that mi ght be 
effected or altered by dredging and dam building on the r i ver . 
Hy objection to th• study is the inclusion of the 89,000 a c re 
Hanford Control Zone . 

If the 89,000 acres in the Hanford Control Zone north of the 
river are to be included , then the study must be expanded . The 
following are some of the things that should be considered. 

·l. A look needs to be taken at the land and its niatory . Tne 
tovn of Whaluke was founded and much of the land was privatel7 
owned prior to the take over by the AEC for the war effort . 
It would 0017 saem fair that previous land owners or their 
descendants be given a chance to reclaim land that was once 
theirs . 

2 . The H!MORANDOH OF AGREEMENT of 1957 betwHD the BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION and the ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION (now the 
Department of l!!nergy) should be honored. Over 27 , 000 acres in 
the control sone was once owned by the Bureau of Reclamation 
with the specific i ntent of including it in the Columbia Basin 
Irrigation Project . The agr••~•nt states that if the AEC (now 
DOE) ever declares the lend excess , the Bureau of Rec l amation 
is to receive back all the lands it bad purchased for f uture 
irrigation . 

3. Highest and beat use of this land abould be considered. 
Economic coosideratiooa should be studied as well as use of 
the lend as wildlife habitat . Thia could become some of the 
highest producing agricultural land i n the state of 
Washington . Wise use of our natural resources to support a 
growing economr will suppl7 the money to meet the needs of 
genuine environmental concerns. 

4 . Local citisens and public official• should be part ot the 
decision making process . The reaidents ot Mattawa and the 
surrounding area are the ones that would be most affect ed by 
the proposed designations . Thei r voices should be hea r d . 

Responses 

75-1. See 12-1. 

75-2. Thank you for your coIT1Tient. 

75-3. See 13-2 . 

75-4. See 8-1 . 

75-5. See 12-2. 
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LETTER 75 Comments 

I 
With respect to the Hanford Reach EIS as currently written I 
would have to support alternative B, no action . 

S~rel..!_, J-j,i 

Da~esW~ 

Responses 
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Background: 

Comments 

The Han ford Reach EIS 
Summary of Objections 

The Hanford Reach of the Columbia River is that stretch of the river below Priest 
Rapids dam to the Tri-Cities. In 1988 some citizens (we don't know exactly who) 
became concerned that the US Army Corps of Engineers was seriously considering 
both dredging operations and possibly construction of 11 dam (to be celled the Ben 
Franklin) on the Hanford Reach. Congress, under sponsorship by Sid Morrison, 
enacted legislation directing the Nnt'I Park Service to do a study which would identify 
the "outstanding fish a:nd wildlife, geologic, scenic, recreational, natural, historical , 
and cultural values of the river and its immediate environment". Please note! The 
object of the study was supposed to be that of protecting things that might be 
damaged, altered or lost due to the effects of DREDGING AND DAM-BUILDING. 
It is important to remember this when considering whet the Pork Service and 1,)S Fish 
and Wildlife Service propose to do, and NOT to do under their alternatives. 

What's Wrong With How the Study Was Done: 
I . The public law authorizing the study (Public Law 100-605) directed the 
government agencies to "cooperate and consult with the State and political 
subdivisions thereof, loc11l, and tribal governments, Rnd oth<-r intne~h:-d entitle-!! iu 
preparation of such a study". Even though the Hanford Reach borders on the 
Wahluke Slope for its entire length, no local officials or private citizens were even 
made aware of the study until the draft report was printed . Local citizens become 
aware of the study as a result of a chance contact with a US Fish and Wildlife ol1icial. 
The only representatives for Grant County <luring the study period were one County 
Commissioner (Gary Chandler) who left no notes of record . and one member of the 
Wanapum Indians (Lanora Buck). The Town ofMattaw11 does not even appear nn 
any of the maps in the draft study and nn mention is made of the fact that the town . 
and indeed the entire area. is one or the fastest growing populntions in the slate! 
Since one of the principal writers of the study was the US Fish and Wildlite manager 
from the Othello office, it is impossible to believe that this disregard of the law was an 
oversight or simple lack. of knowledge-IT WAS INTENTIONAL. The effects of this 
failure to follow the l:nT pnssctl by Congress ore that local citizens concerned with 
the foture of the Wnhluke Slope HAD NO INPUT. and that anyone unfamiliar with 
the area could read the study and conclude that nobody lives on the Hnnford Reach . 
BAD INFORMATION SENT TO A CONGRESSMAN RESULTS lN A DAD 
DECISION. Bottom Li ne: They lirnki: the law' 

Responses 
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76-1 

76-2 

r---·~·- -

2. The Public Law further defined the area to be studied ns "the Columbia River" (ie, 
the river to its banks) ,"and its immediate environment". The Nat'! Park Service put a 
li1t1it of 1/4 mile on either side of the river. Both of these limits ·were totally 
disregarded by the "study team'' (represcnto.tives of the Nat'l Park Service, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and Dept of Energy) when they acted unilnterally to nnnex the 
entire 89 000 acre Hanford Control Zone inlo their study area. Here's how they 
explained it :"Lateral boundaries were adjusted In the study process to 
accommodate jmportnnt resources which utend heyond the quarter mile 
boundary". Bottom Line: They broke the law (ago.in)! Please note: the report 
claims that all members of the "task force" (those were the non-agency people invited 
to attend the meetings) agreed with this expansion of the boundaries. We recently 
went to another meeting and asked some of the taslc force members if this was true. 
They said,"That's a lie, we never agreed to that!" . You will recall that the study was 
not about how many "important resources" could be found in the :uco. and added to 
the government's landholding; it wa~ to rrotect the river. 

3. The study team was directed by the public law to "cooperate and consult'' with 
the local citizens and public officials who made up the task force . However, people on 
the task force were not given a vote, they were strictly there lo "advise" the members 
of the study team. In other words. the task force could vote 42-0 on a particular issue, 
but the study team wns not bound to follow their decision . Recent contacts "'~th lnsk 
force members confirms that this is exactly what happened . The study team members 
will imply that \hey were but a small part o[ the tolal number o[ people in the 
discussions, but they fail to mention that they had total veto power. 

4. Jr you expand the boW1daries, you have to expand the study. Muc o t e 
89,000 acre Hanford Control Zone lies next to irrigated farms and orchards on both 
the cast and west edges of the Wahlukc Slope. Nonetheless, the draft EIS narrowly 
considers only 774 acres of farm/orchard land that lies within the original 1/4 mile 
boundary. The economic value of the approximately 60,000 acres bordering the zone 
is · · · . This is another example of selective observance lo the 
public law-follow it when 1t sutt~ your purpose~. u ignore 1 < 

'ldlife o ulations in the 

nearby fanning areas, nor was there any study data comparing wildlife populations in 
"native" habitnt to thot in the irrigated areas. This constitutes 11n incomplete EIS. 
There is further evidence in the study itselfthnt lhe US Fish and Wildlife Service may 
not have even done a "baseline biological study" lo dclcrminc wildlife populations in 
the native fiabitat of the Hanford Control Zone. In pbin language: They don't rco.lly 
know what wildlife is out there. hut they want thnt lnnd nnyway! Mos1 formers can 
tell you where the animals arc-next to their fields . 

76-1. 

76-2. 

Responses 

The economic value of the lands mentioned outside the study area is 
not the focus of this study. 

See 74-7 and 13-4. 
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5. What about the homestuden? The EIS pays little sincere nttention to the fact 
that the entire Hanford Control Zone wns privately owned and settled before it was 
taken over by the AEC for the war effort. 1l1e fact that people had endured great 
hardships to tame the land, build homes and towns, establish schools ,plant orchards 
and other crops, is tmlted as ancient history. when in fact there are people alive today 
who lived in that area. The present-day Mattawa school district #73 got its name from 
the school established in the town ofWahlukc prior to 19~0. This is recent history! 
It i~ had enough that the people nfthe early da~ nfthe W,ihluk-c Slope were driven 
from their land , that the federal government bulldozed nil their buildings and 
orchards, and that the land was never used for anything other than a buffer zone. To 
have the Hanford Reach EIS claim that any of the land owned by these hardy 
homesteaders is "native" denies the facts . An aerial view of the Hanford Reach 
reveals the remnants of roads, home sites and land clearing consistent with a 
developed farming area. Any consideration for fairness to fellow human beings would 
put the need for restitution to homesteaders far ahead of wildlife habitat. 

What's Wrong With the Proposed Action? 

I. The Proposed Action is to designate the entire 89,000 acre Hanford Control Zone 
.as a National Wildlife Refuge, and the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River as a 
Wild and Scenic River. Both of these designations are severely restrictive, despite 
claims by the US rish and Wildlife Service to the contrary. Persons'. living ne>.1 lo 
other Wild and Scenic rivers have had their private property rights slowly eroded to 
the point of being non-existent, and are now in legal battles with the federal 
government. Experts in this area have warned private property owners in the lower 
Hanford Reach area to resist this designation at all costs. The designation of a 
National Wildlife Refuge gives the US Fish and Wildlife Service authority to restrict 
any and all activities in the designated area at their discretion. Tlfe EIS makes 
numerous promises about continuing public access in the areas they do not currently 
control, but these are all conditioned by the requirement that no 11dversc impacts be 
allowed (this applies eVCTJ to upgrading the Vcrnit.1 Aridgc hoot launch, such as it is) . 
The EIS admits that under these designations, no rrivate u"'e would ever he made of 
any of the 89,000 acres in the Hanford Control Zone. Bottom Line: No fanning, 
ever. 

2. Another end-run arom1d the rules. The Dept of Energy presently owns the land 
in the Hanford Control Zone. If the DOE were to determine that it no longer needs the 
area north Mthe Columbia River (which is very likely to occur in the future), the legal 
process requires that 111 federal agencies have an opportunity to obtain the land-sort 
of a bureaucratic arm-wrestling match. In this case, a very interesting legal agreement 
between the old AEC (now DOE) and the Bureau of Reclamation exists which 
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specifically says that if the DOE t,vcr declares th•t lnnd as "excess", then the 
Bureau of Reclamation is to receive back all the Jnnds it had purchased for 
future irrigation DIRECTLY. In other words, it slips the arm wrestling session. 
The land covered under this agreement nmountcd to over 27,000 acres covering the 
entire control zone in alternating sections (640 acres each). This land had been 
purchased by the Bureau with the spcci!ie intent of including the Wahlukc Slope in 
the development of the rest of the Columbia Basin Project. The Nat1 Park Service and 
US Fish and Wildlife Service are undoubtedly well aware of this agreement, and are 
attempting by this Proposed Action lo subvert any of the normal legal means of 
dctem1ining who should control the land. 

3 . \1/hat is the Highest ,md Best use of lnnd? The Hanford Reach EIS docs not 
pretend to be nn objective evaluation "f nil the potential uses of the land within the 
Hanford Control Zone-it simply ignores any other uses. The land is viewed strictly 
for its value as "habitat"-not for humans, just wildlilc. The Nat'I Pork: Service and 
US Fish and Wildlife Service are not qualified to make a brood determination as to the 
suitability of land for farming v.s . wildlife hahital, nor were they given that authority 
by the public law directing the study. Please remember : They were to study the river 
itself; in order to protect it from the adverse effects of dredging and d11m
buildlng. Any environmental impacts from irrigated farm development would be 

· covered. by an EIS written by the Bureau of Reclemntion, and thnt ngency hns alre:idy 
done significant work out of concern for protecting the Columbia River. Ultimately, 
the taxpayers should be the ones who determine how much land is given to wildlife 
habitat and how much is farmcd-nficr all, we paid for the land. 

4. Prohibiting Dredging and Dam-Building. The Proposed Action does accomplish 
the main intent of the lnw authorizing the EIS, but at the cost of massive overkill . It 
appears that what Congress was asking for was simply the data to support a 
permanent prohibition against dredging and dam construction on the Hanford Reach . 
All they wanted was to know the facts . It would be extremely difficult to find anyone 
who would object to protecting this stunning stretch of the most beautiful river in 
America. All that is required is for Congress to enact law placing the Hnnford Reach 
under protection from dredging and dam construction-no more, no less . 

S. Conflict or Interest. When two governmental agencies nrc charged with doing an 
objective EIS and the result is n recommendation that nnc nr ·hoth of those agencies 
benefit directly, the officials of those ugencies are very close lo demonstrating a 
conflict of-interest on their part. The Proposed Action recommended by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service results in added staffing and perhaps promotion or pay raises for 
existing staff. as well as long-term security. Lacking oversight. there is no assurance 
that these agencies look out for anyone but you-know-who. 
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6. There's Only One \Vny-Our Way. The umount of public resistance to the draft 
EIS is a good indication that many citizens feel lhreatcnc<l, ignored, and obuscd by the 
responsible agencies. Even though it is not possible to please all the people all the 
time, it is possible to get the support of citizens instead of i,utigating conllict. The 
Corigress ·11eeds to demand that the study leant follow the law an(f "cooperate~-that: 
means work together. Otherwise. lengthy legal struggles area likely to follow 
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-------------------- --------- ·-- ·- ·--- . - · ·- · ·· -- ·---

PETITION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their opposition to the allernatl\·cs proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by the N:otiuna l Pnrk Service. We hereby petitil>n 
our legislative representatives ll• reject any proposc<l l<.:gi slation more s tringent than a 
permanent hnn on dredging nnd dom construction . The Proposed Action nnd other 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and are a thrcnt 
to the personal freedoms and economic li1turc or the people living in the I Ian ford 

Reach. 
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PETmoN 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their opposition to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by the National Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject any proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent ban on dredging and dam con~truction. lbe Propo~cd Action and other 
alternatives arc not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and arc a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic future of the people living in the Hanford 

Reach. 

Name (printed) Address Signature 

Responses 



LETTER 76 Comments 

PETITION 

The undersigned citizen• wish to express their opposition to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by the National Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject nny proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent ban on dredging and dam construction. The Proposed Action and other 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic future of the people living in the Hanford 
Reach. 

Name (printed) Address Signature 

Responses 
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PElTIION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their opposition to the alternatives proposed 
in tho Hanford Reach EIS written by the National Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject :my proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent ban on dredging and dam c:on!ltruction. The Propoiicd Action and other 
alternatives arc not in accordance with tho direction of the Public Law and arc a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic future of the people living in the Hanford 
Roach. 

Name (printed) Address Signature 

Responses 
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PETITION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their nppos1t1on to the alternatives propoaed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written b, th.: Nati,,nal P:irk Service. We hereby petition 
our legislati,•e reprcscntati,•cs to reject an, pr< ,posed kgislation more stringent than a 
permanent han on dredging and dam con,trnct,nn I he Pmpnsed Action and other 
alternatives are not in accordance with th~ Jirection 11f the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal frcc.doms ancl economic 1;11\irc nf the people living in the Hanford 

Reach. 

Name /printed) Adctrcss Signature 

Responses 
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PETITION . 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their nppos11tnn to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Rea.:h EIS w1 itkn by the National P,irk Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject anv proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent han on dredging and dam cnnslructin11 The Pmposed Action and other 
alternatives arc not in acrord:mcc with the direction nf the Public Law and arc a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic future of the people living in the Hanford 

Reach . 

Name fpnntedl Aci<lress s,!lnature 

~ -~~,y l1~· S -~r-Lt!. 7(:/'. Nit//4; v,. \.:ti:;;;7?~ 
t;_;~_'fb.-t,__,.,,."1_ - -1.(5". ~ .... <&, f?J.. __ '7th.11. , w.. - ~~._.J l ~ 
.L±i'f-~1""-e. II "-'fto t i .- r .. ~t&P_.,u.JA - ~'o/t.,_ey 
- ~ - -~ ' (t\S'I,. \1,".~l S.i;.. ~ R>- : O'T~l<J~ ...Q;.0, .. ,9. £. :-A.+ 
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The undersigned ci to 7.cns wrsh tn c~p1t·,, 111c rr ,, r pn.srt1on to the altemativea proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS wnl\cn b, ihl, t✓ ati,11111I Purk Service. We hereby pet;i1K>o 
our legislative rcprcscnlalivcs lo reject an,· proposed leg,islation moro stringent dian a 
permanent han on dredging nnd dom c11nsl mctin11 The> Pmpol!ed Action and other 
alternatives are not in accordo ncc with 1he di rection uf the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal frccdnms ~nrl cc11nn111ir r:r turc of the pcnplc living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

---- --- --------·· ··--
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PETITION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their oppositioo to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by the National Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject any proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent ban on dredging and dam conmuction . The PropMCd Action and other 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic future of the people living in the Hanford 
Reach. 

Name (printed) Address 

Responses 
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PeJ;f-ion A3o..·,risf £n0 irn,r.e,rt.fl.1 

Lnpo.c+ s-+a-fcme11~ 
i . I . : : l ( I ~~ 

The undersigned ci\J7.cns wish tn c,,,,,.,,. lhctr nppnsillf>n to the alternatives propoaed 
in the Hanford Rcud1 [IS wrillc11 h, Ilic l~afic,11:11 Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives lo rc.icd an.,· prc,pnscd lcgjslation more stringent~ a 
pcnnancnt han nn dredging nnd clum cnnslnicl1nn l 'hc'Propo!ICd Action andoiS'cr 
alternatives are not in accord:111cc with the direction 11fthe Public Law and afo·/thr'eat 
to the personal frccdnms nnd cc""' """- 1, ,1urc nl" th e people living in the Hanford. 
Reach . 

Name (printed) ' Addrrs~ ~ignalure 

'Jf,f s ~!f-5 ,,,~
'ft}/ u: ~A ... _ .!.-..(.f.L~~~W/V<. 

~,,..................,""""""=- ----t~ht, 7-_tu1i2LE'l_ ~'/J-&~..,..J.A,-"~ 
2- 2. )~ 7Mt - - ~~~'!I#.~~:::: 

-"--'-'""'-ll---..a,.JJ.L<Ul--"'1,L_tt,i v;d. wc.e.....Kd. 
~""""'""""'-.L-~~=----~"""-"''tt>JLLC l.s.L~:_....Qi~~L,,,~r .... 61_:!,_!:l,..~i:c--,.,., 
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The undersigned citizens wish rn c,pll·,•. 11,~,r " PP"" '""' to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reuch EIS wril.tt:11 h, Ille !,i aliu 11al Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcprcscntativcs l" rcjcl'I an ,· p r11pnscd legislation more stringent~ a 
permanent ha11 1111 dredging nnd rlnm crn1,1 r11c1 inn l'he· Proposed Action and otllcr 
alternatives are 1101 in accor<ln ncc '" 'i, 1h ,· Ji rcct, on nf the Public Law and an, a',..threat 
to the personal fn:cdn 111 s :ind ,:s·•m,,,ni , l ,il; rr t ni' lh c people living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (prinlfd) · A<ldrr~s 

llt/4 B;cscii 

Responses 
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The undersigned c1lizcns wish 111 ' " l"T"• thc,r "rr11sr 11011 to the alternatives propoeed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS wnl\cn h, 11,c 1,Ja1i1111a l Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives Ill rcjc,·1 " '" prnp11scd legislation more stringc:nt tlian a 
permanent han on dredging. and da111 c•""'"'"'""' The· Proposed Action and oilier 
alternatives arc nni in accordanc<' w,1i1 tlw d,rcction , ,r the Public Law and arc a threat 
to the personal frc.cd,Hns :111 ,l cc""'""" ,,.,.,,.c "' lhc pcnplc living in the Hanford 
Reach . 
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l'FTITION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their oppos1lillfl to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by lhe Nalional PArk Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject an~· proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent han on dredging and dam construction The Proposed Action and other 
alternatives are not in accordance with ihe direction 11[ the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal frccd()ms and economic lillurc nf the people living in the Hanford 
Reach. 

Name lpnntedl 1\ddress s,!lnature 

Responses 
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The undersigned citizens wish 10 "'""·,· 1111:ir nppnsilmn to the alternatives propoaed 
in the Hanford Rcuch EIS w1it.ten tn Ilic l<;il11111al P;irk Service. We heroby petition 
our legislative represen tatives Lu rcjcci :111\ rrnrnsc<l lcgjslation more ,trinaaifilian a 
permanent ban nn dredging nnd clam '" ""rnoct,on The·Proro,cd Action and & 
altemlltives are not in accord:incc wllh 1h.- Jircc1ion .. r the Public Law and U0 .-'threat 
to the personal liTc<lnms ~nil ccnnn11111 J:i111rc "r the people living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (prinlerl) 

-··- - - - --·· ·· - ---

·':: •·· 
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i'I ::TIC >N 

The undersigned ci11zcns w,sh rn cxpn·ss rhcir " PP''"'"'" to tho alternatives propo80d 
in the Hanford Rcuch EIS wril.lcn h, Ilic l-l:1t1<•nnl Pnrk Service. Wo hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject :in,· proposed legislation more strinacut dian a 
permanent han on dredging ond rlom wn~rrnclinn The-Proro!led Action and oilier 
alternatives are not 111 accordance w11h the direction nf the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal frccd,,ms nnd cc.,1111111i,· 1,,111rc n l° the people living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (printed) Address Si~nalure 

•S?... 0 \ 

Responses 
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The undersigned citi7.c11s w,~h In cxrn:ss their "(lpns1l111n to the altemativei~iied 
in the Hanford Rcuch EIS 1vri11c11 h, 1 lir Nat i,.111:11 Par~ Service. We hereby pe!iiion 
our legislative rcprcsc111a1i,•cs tn rcjct·1 nn,· proposed legislation more strinrcni"'iiiAh a 
pennanent han on dredging nnd clam crnisl rnclinn The' Pmpn~ Action fn'!"&'r 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction nf the Public Law ~th'.reat 
to the personal frccd,,m~ ;111cl ccnnnmi<- li,turc nfthc pooplc living in the H:irto'Ti!· . 
Reach . 

Name (printed) AddreSl- Signature 

flaw; d, G:.. 5f Po 6• p; H'f O tr,11,,, w(J..-

AR.no {d B fuJ/"IAVJ 1010S,Sun.ki~ · 
1)f-.s-=i M>- ~'L 
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IT :-:-:-roN 

The-undersigned citi7.<:ns wish tn cxr,rcss lhc,r nppns1l10n lo the altemativea propoaec1 
in the Hanford Rca.:h EIS wrillen I" I ftt, lsa tiuniil Purk Service. ·Wo hereby petitwn 
our legislative represen tatives to rcjccl ~"' pwposcd legislation more strinp:nt il:ian a 
permanent han on dredging and clam con, lruclinn The'PropoMld Action and' otb"or 
alternatives arc not in accordance wi1h the direction of the Public Law and are .-""threat 
to the persc>nal frccdnms ancl ccnnnmir li1111rc nflhc pcnplc living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

• Name (printed) Address 

--- --- - ----- -
-- --·- -·--- - ----··- ·· 

- ---- ·-···---- ·- -- -- - -- -- ••· -

--------- --- --- -- ----- - ---
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The under!-;ia.nccl ~11,z,:n s w1-.; h 1t I l ' , p, t·:.• 1 IH·11 , 1pp• i-.11 11m 1<1 the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanf; rd Reach US ,_,.111c1, I" 11, l ,, :i1, .. , i: ol -l'a1 k Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rep resentat ives 1,, ,,.,c,, "", f"T'<iposcJ legislation more stringent than a 
permanent ha1t 1111 dredging ,111d d ,11 11 c1111,1rnc111,11 l"he· Prnpo!led Action and~ 
alternatives are nnr 111 :iccon lnnc,· " ·11il 11,,- Jirccl,on ,,f the Public Law and area threat 
to the personal fr,·cd, ,11,s and cco111,<111i, ,,.,,. ,c n l"lhc pcnplc living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (prin le<l) ' Si11nal11re 

Responses 
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l' I :: : :oN 

The unders1~nc<t citi7.cns wish In cx p1t·s•. ''""' nppns,lrnn to the altemativei proposed 
in the Hanford R~1 ch EIS wrilten t" lite. l-la 1101rnl Park Service. We hereby pc~tiQn 
our legislative rcprcscn tntivcs Lo rejec t :111 , · proposed lcgjslation more stringent ttian a 
peTTnanent han nn drc<lging. and clam cnnstrnctinn The- Pror,nsed Action and odler 
alternatives arc not in accordn ncc wi1h the direction nf the Public Law and are itbreat 
to the personal lrc.cd"1ns :111 cl ccnno111i r r11111rc nf the people living in the Hanford 

Reach . 

_ Name (prin ted) Addrr~ 

Responses 
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, ! . • : ( ) ~ ~ 

The undersigned c 1t1 zcn~ \\"1sh r11 c \ p1 l·v 111 1·11 npp11 ... ,1,on tf 1 the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford R"'ich EIS "l'lllrn I" 11 .. _. i •i:1 1, .. 11:d l',11k Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcpr~scnl;i li vc, l11 rci,·c t "" ' prnpuscd legislation more stringent than a 
pennanent ha.,i 011 dn.:dg111g :111d cl:1111 c"""r11c1" ,11 The· Proposed Action and other 
alternatives a rc 1111 1 111 :iccn1d:11HT ·•. 11ii th.- ,!i:ccttnn ,,r the Public Law a.,d are a threat 
to the personal trccdnm s :H,d l 'l'1 ,1, .. 1n11 · ~·, ; . ,.\ ·d 1la: pcnr,Jc living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (p ri nleri) Arlrl res~ Sien~l11 re 

Responses 
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iT:::ION 

The undersigned ci1i7:ens wish to express I heir nppo.si110n lo the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written b, 11,c i~:oli,1J1al Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcprcs.:ntutivcs lo re_jecl an, proposed legislation more stringent than a 
permanent han nn dredging ond clam cnnsl~nctinn The Proposed Action and other 
alternatives arc not in accordance with rhe direction of the Public Law BJ1d are a threat 
to the personal frccdnms anrl ccnnomir fi1111rc nfthe people living in the Hanford 
Reach. 

Name / pro n red 1 

Responses 
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The undersigned c1hzcns wish tn c'Cnn·" rlicir " PP""'"'" to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Rcad1 EIS ,vritlt:n t" Ilic 1,l al1onal Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative represen tatives lo rejcl'I an,· proposed legislation more strinaent than a 
permanent han on dredging and dnm c11nsl ruction ThcrPm~ Action and & 
alternatives arc not in accordance with the direction uf the Public Law and aie athreat 
to the personal frccdnms and cconn1111r J:1111rc nl' th c people living in tho Hanford 
Reach . 

Name (printed) Add res~ Signature 

Responses 
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IT: lTION 

The undersigned citizens wish to express I heir nppos1t1nn to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS w1i11tm b,· Ilic t.Jatit111a.l Park Service. Wo horoby petition 
our legislative representatives lo rc_jcct anv proposed legislation more strinacnt than a 
permanent !'Ian on dredging and dam consln,etion . -~sod Action and othor 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and arc a threat 
to the personal freedoms and economic ti1ture nf the people living in tho Hanford 
Reach . 

Name lprinte<i, !\dd n•,. S1!1,nAl11re 

~_r-,_ {} ;---;__,...J~"' ...._ '>IZ it/. "'J~"'/"'; l'fes,,./P.. . 
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J,,,,J//1.f{&~ ?S I ~rwQ.'f ., • , .. -~, . 

e/~~..&>?a~ ~/o d-- .,, _ a ~ - ,,., 
i; r,r ~ ~ ,~'/"<¥ /71~,,7 I_ . (O<:K~ 

'-11( IAU1 ~s11 ~ ,t,c.,~ .,,,. /f..V;. _ .r 
. /?o~dr C... ~c,),.J.. (,;,3<(f J....t,f:.,,/ (1. ~ l..>1... ~(l~c,. ~µ 
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:·1 : : :·:nN 

The undersigned c11izcns wish In c,pr,·,, I he ir " l'l"'"' "m to the alternatives p~ 
in the Hanford Reach EIS wri11cn h, ilir Ha 1,,.11i,1l Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives ln reic<I an,· pmposcd legislation more stringcntdiin a 
permanent han on dredging and <lam con~lrne1inn Thc'Propo!IOd Action ind ·offi'er 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and are a'thrcat 
to the personal frccdnins ancl economic 1'11111rc of'the people living in the Hanford' 
Reach . 

Address 

JU\ '""' IIH'.,M "'ll'l ,'\ "59_> 
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LETTER 76 Comments 

The undersigned citiz<:ns w,sh rn c,r"·,•. 111.:ir nrro"1 1on lo the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reuch EIS wril.lc11 h, 11 ,c· r,; ,.,;.,,,aJ Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcprcscntntivcs lo n:icxl '" ' ·' prnpo5cd lcgjslation more ~I~-~ a 
pennanent han nn dredgmg and clam cnnsl rncl!nn I he' Pro~ Action and Jijicr 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction nf the Public Law and are~ 
to the personal freedoms nnd ccnnc>111 i!' 1':i 111rc of'lhl' pcnplc living in the Hanford· 

Reach. 

. . .. . ·- - ·-··----

-------·- ---

Responses 
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LETTER 76 Comments 

l'I :T : IC)N 

The·undersigncd citize11s w1~h In express their <>(1fl<)s111on to_d1e altemati~-~ 
m the Hanford Read1 IJS wnltcn b, 1hr l-lalll111al Park Service. We h~ · 
our legislati,•c representatives to rcjcd nn,· proposed legislation more striqent'Uian a 
pennanent han on dredging nnd dam cnn~lrnction The' Pro(lO~ Action and & 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction of the Public Law and are ifthre&t 
to the personal frccdrnns and ccnn11111i,· f:i turc nft hc people living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Responses 



LETTER 76 Comments 

PETIDON 

The undersigned citizens wish to express their opposition to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS written by the National Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives to reject any proposed legislation more stringent than a 
pennanent ban on dredging and dam con~truction . The Propo~ed Action and other 
alternatives arc not in accordnnce with the direction of the Public Law and are a threat 
to the personal freedoms and cco11omic future of the people living in the Hanford 

Reach. 

Name (printed) Address Signature 
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LETTER 76 Comments 

The undernigncd citi7.cns wi sh to cxpn,ss 111c,r n ppns1t1nn to the alternatives propoacd 
in the Hanford Rcu<.:h EIS writ.kn h, tl,c 1-lati,,nal Pa rk Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives 10 reject am· pmposcd lcgjslation more strina=.t'~ a 
permanent han nn dredging and dam cnnstrnctinn T he'PropoM!d Action aii<f.& 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction ,,f the Public Law and' il1o (threat 
to the persona l frccdnms and ccn110111ic l:1t11rc nfthc people living in the Hanford 
Rench. · 

Name (printed) Address 

f2_,,fi 'iL 

--- ----·---------··-

Responses 



LETTER 76 Comments Responses 

The undersigned citilcns wish rn cxprt·ss I heir nppnsilmn to the alternatives propoaed 
in the Hanford Rcuch l~IS ,Hil1t:11 tn ilil· r, .,t,,,nal Purk Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcprcS<.:11lativcs Lo r~iccl nrll' pmposcd legislation more stringent than a 
permanent han nn dredging and clam cnnslruc1inn 'l'he' Propolled Action ind CJtlier 
alternatives ~re not in accordance with 1he direction of the Public Law and in, a1hreat 
to the personal frccdnms ,mcl ccnnnmir f:iturc l'l'lhe people livina in the Hanfurd 
Rcuch . 

Name (prinlecl) Address Signature 

~~..g,,s..g:~1, ~-o :........1<.~ 1,:u 

___..6,..._,;,;..._,C.., .... ='"=""""''+r---~.!""'h'x,""""o.<I_ C,...,,-:......,,~u,W,,_ . ....,tJ ...... _t/4.....,~~~~-...;;i:.r;;.;...,..,::~~~-

1!..:...,ljoe ...... :'¢p,a.lz~t~~::~\.ll"'-LI.J~:....,_,cd :_ c::: Dl~ C:krn 

- ·-----

---- -------'----
------------ ·-·-· · ·---



~ 
{"'..,. 
cr, 
('-,J 

• co 
co 
~ 
~ 

LETTER 76 Comments 

: ' I . : : i( H~ 

The undersigned c1t17.e11s wish rn c:qm·s•- !heir nppnsi11nn to the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Reach EIS wriu~11 h, 11,c i•l:11 i,_,11al Park Service. We hercliypotition 
our legislative representatives to r~1.:d an,· prnrnscd lcgjslation more stringcnt'ilimi a 
pem,ancnt han on dredging and durn cnnslrucl1n11 T hc'Propo~cd Action incfot)icr 
alternatives are not in accordance with the direction nf the Public Law and ~ -,rthieat 
to the personal frctd<'ms and ccn11"111u· l:i lttn.: ni't hc people living in the Hanford 
Reach . 

Responses 



LETTER 76 Comments 

The undersigned c,lm:n, wish lo '" ' I'll""•' >1 1c1r " i'P"" '"'" -1" the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Rcuch EIS wrillc11 i>, 11, c !·i:1tiu11al !'ark Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative representatives lo rc_1e<:I :111 , . prnpL>scd lcgjslation more stringent f!i,an a 
permanent han nn <lrc<lging and dam cun , lrncl 11,n l"he· Propo~od Action and otlier 
alternatives are nnt 111 accordnncc. wirh the direction of the Public Law and arc athreat 
to the personal frt'<:< loms :11111 cc1u1011rn · l :, 111 rc o i"lhc people living in the Hanford 
Reuch . 

Responses 



LETTER 76 Comments 

The undersigned t;1l1zc11s \, 1,d1 rn l:,1Hl ·:--· ll1ur " Pflt •~11um tn the alternatives proposed 
in the Hanford Rcuch EIS w11 llc 11 h, 11,.: ;,;,,1 ,. ,11a l Park Service. We hereby petition 
our legislative rcp rcs<.:n lati vcs lu rc_i,cl " '" pri •pt>scd lcgjslation more stringent tlian a 
permanent han nn dredging and clam c, ., , , 1 r11 c lion 1·11e· Proposed Action and· oilier 
alternatives are nnt in accordance \\' II h the J,rcction ',r the Public Law and are athreat 
to the personal fiTcd<>1ns nm l cc""'"'"' 1:111,rc t> f !he people livi ng in the Hanfon!° 
Reach. 

Name (prin le<i) · 
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LETTER 76 Comments 
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LETTER 77 Comments 

77-1 

77-2 

77-3 

To the National Park Service , 

We strongly object to t he Hanford Heach t:lS as it is 
presently written. We oppoee i ncluding any addit i onal ac~e• 
beyond what was set of 1/4 mile each olde or the Co lumb i a Hiver . 
There is no reasons that Just if y i nc luding the land North o r 
highway 24 i n this planed designat ion o r wildlire refuge . 1r 
increasing wildlife is a true goa l o r t he US F i sh and Wildlife 
they would support a dual usafes plan r o r this area . L1 v 1ng next 
t o thi s area we are well awar e that this ar e a has ve ry frequent 
fi res that have burned a l l grasses and t he r e 1s littl e cover o r 
ve ge t at i o n that suppor t s wildlife a t all . 

Se c ondl y we are opposed because the tlS does not pro t ec t any 
existing faci lities or irrigat ion uses for drainage area. The only 
inte rest protected are the agencies that wrote the plan . existing 
agriculture in the area needs to be protected and given the r ight 
to continue in the surrounding area i ncludi ng any i nt low to the 
coll.llllbia river as needed . 

rhirdly i t ls mistake to waste the rederal tund• that 
constructed the Wahluke branch canal for agriculture purposes 
including the land north or h i ghway 24 in this plan! Uoinf the 
red zone report i s unfair . That report wao done In 1973 and did 
not use 1992 farm i ng procedures or .irrigation practi c es that woul d 
not cause the problea• that report indica tes mifht happen if 
farmed . The entire western United State• i • h a vlnf wa ter shortafe 
for farminf and it would be stup i d to permanently tie up this 
built water oupply that runs across the best rarm l and in the 
9t&te . There will be o ther land South or t he Columbia River on 
the Hanford Heach that can be used for a wildllfe refufe! 

Rewrite the EIS and only study what you were suppose to THE 
COLUMIHA HlVt:H ANIJ ITS lMMt:l>iA"IE t:NVIHONMENT ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
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77-1. 

77-2. 

77-3. 

See 12 - 1. 

See 41-4. 

See 8-1. 

Responses 




