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June 06, 1999 

eslie C. (Les) Davenport 
1922 Mahan Ave 

Richland, WA 99352-2121 

Home Phone (509) 946-4409 
Email davenpor@owt.com 

Thomas W. Fems, NEPA Document Manager for HRA-EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy - Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MISN H0-12 
Richland, WA 99352-9959 

Dear Mr. Fems:· 

Subject: DOE/EIS-0222D, Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and CLUP 

.0 6 9 9 8 8 

RECEIVED 

JUN O 7 1999 
DOE-'RUDIS 

After attending the 5/20/99 public hearing in Richland and reviewing the Executive Summary of the subject 
document, I support the DOE Preferred Alternative with the following exceptions: 

• Grazing or any other form of agriculture should be prohibited throughout the Central Core and Columbia River 
Corridor, e.g., this land should be put into Preservation except as noted below. 

• Mining should be minimized on the entire Hanford Reservation (except on Industrial-Exclusive Use and 
Industrial Areas) except for that necessary for the cleanup mission, obtaining basalt and fine soils for waste 
site caps, and highway maintenance. This necessary mining should be confined as much as possible to areas 
close to the Central Plateau, and should not include the ALE Reserve. 

• The B-Reactor area should be developed as a museum in a Low-Intensity Recreation Area. 

• No commercial development should be allowed in any Low-Intensity Recreation Area. 

• The' May Junction area should be put into Preservation, with mining limited as in the second bullet above. 
Industrial Development should be kept closer to Richland where utilities are available and much of the land 
has already been disturbed. 

• The Industrial area should be reduced in size to approximately that shown in Alternative 4 except with the 
Energy Northwest corridor to the Columbia and 300 Area kept as Industrial, but otherwise with significant 
distances from the Columbia and Yakima Rivers kept in Preservation. 

• The Research & Development area should be expanded to include all of UGO plus the addition of the 
Research & Development area shown in Alternative 4. 

• The Big Bend Alberta Mining Co. mineral rights claim should either be bought out by the government, or an 
exchange should be made with equivalent value government property outside the Hanford Reservation . 

I believe that the DOE Preferred Alternative, with the above exceptions, will protect tne Hanford Reach and White 
Bluffs under primarily Federal control, the Wahluke Slope, the ALE Reserve, Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, 
Riverlands, and the McGee Ranch. Grazing of these areas would destroy or disrupt the native vegetation and the 
natural ecosystems as they now ex.ist. The ALE Reserve, Wahluke Slope, Columbia River islands, Riverlands, 
and McGee Ranch should be designated a national wildlife refuge. The Columbia River and an area 1/4 mile from 
either shore should be designated a Recreational Wild and Scenic River. 

I believe it would be best to separate the Hanford Reach and its Record of Decision (and probably all the areas 
mentioned in the previous paragraph and their ROD or RODs) from the remainder of the Hanford lands, since the 
latter will take longer to finalize. 

Sincerely, 

-&., ~-y-:t; 
Les Davenport, 
Retired Hanford Safety Engineer 
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LErrER llQ[tl 
United States Department .of the Interior 

069989 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

911 NE. 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181 

IN IW'I..YRU'U TO: 

Mr. Thomas W. Fems, HRA-EIS Docume~t Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations office 

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

Dear Mr. Fems: 

~~l""lmm.n 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Jl.J 4 1999 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan(CLUP). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) has several comments for consideration. The Service does not object to 
changing the name of the document to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-U~e EIS. The Service 
appreciates having worked with the Department of Energy (DOE) on the CLUP, and is grateful 
for DOE's consideration of Service input on the planning team and the opportunity to provide 
comments on previous drafts. We believe that the CLUP provides a foundation for the Service 
and DOE to cooperatively protect and maintain one of the Nation's most precious natural areas . . 

The Service generally supports the DOE Preferred Alternative as shown on the map in Figure 3-
3, but suggests the following changes be added from the map of Alternative One, Figure 3-4: 

• Show the proposed expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge 
boundary, as shown in Figure 3-4, to include the ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch, 
Riverlands, Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area, and those parts of the Columbia 
River and its islands within the Hanford Site. (This expanded refuge designation 
recognizes that these areas include the bulk of the highest quality shrub-steppe habitat on 
the Hanford Site and most of the critically important Hanford Reach segment of the 
Columbia River. By no means, however, does that imply that the resource values of the 
remainder of central Hanford are not important. Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, the 
Columbia River Corridor, the Hanford Townsite, the sand dunes, and connecting habitat 
corridors all need to be preserved.) 

• Extend the "Preservation" designation (dark green) to include the Riverlands. 

• Do away with the designation of "Conservation (Mining and Grazing)" for any lands 
within the Hanford Site. (While other agencies might wish to reserve the option for 
grazing, the Service does not. When it comes to managing the sensitive shrub-steppe 
vegetation and rare plant communities of Hanford, we view the adverse impacts of 
grazing to outweigh any possible benefits. Among other things, grazing livestock help 
spread invasive weeds. See remarks under "General Comments'~. 

• Delete the area reserved for industrial development east of the 200 Area near Mae 
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069989 
Mr. Thomas W. Fems Page2 

Junction and north of the 300 Area from potential industrial development. (The area 
east of the tracks is important as a buffer zone for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River and as a wildlife habitat and movement corridor.) 

The Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes that DOE has concerns about the potential future 
reopening of the rail corridor from the Tri-Cities to Seattle through Hanford, and for the need to 
quany basalt rock for future cap material to be used in a cleanup of Central Hanford sites. If, as 
a last resort, the basalt cap material must come from the area of the ALE shown on the map in 
Figure 3-3, the Service can work with DOE to assure that the refuge designation for that area will 
not preclude such use. Likewise, if the potential for reopening the railroad line through the 
Riverlands area is a significant concern, the designation of a refuge boundary in that area can 
also be crafted to allow for that existing right of way. 

General Comments 

Invasive species represent a significant threat to fish and wildlife habitat under all alternatives, 
01 including the no action alternative, in the HR.A-EIS. Invasive species are defined to be those 

non-native flora and fauna present when either the HR.A-EIS was written or that has the potential 
to invade the terrestrial or aquatic habitats. Many invasive species associated with Hanford (such 
as European starling, cheatgrass, and Russian thistle) are less manageable because of their 
abundance. Other species, particularly noxious weeds, are in small enough populations to be 

, manageable. We recommend that the Invasiv·e Species Executive Order 13112 (Feb. 3, 1999) be 
included in Section 1.2.6 Biodiversity in the NEPA Process. 

02. 
We recommend adding the following text to section 1.2.6: Each disturbance factor on a given 
tract oflarid weakens the native plant community causing potentially catastrophic and 
accelerated change in landscape components. Any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the 
vegetation and soil surfaces should be examined for the effect on invasive weeds and 
consequences to site biodiversity. If such disturbance activities do occur, it is important to 
consider how the effects of disturbance will be managed, before the action takes place. 

Specific actions should also be taken to help prevent the introduction and/or spread of invasive 
weeds through the movement of equipment and the use ofroads on the Hanford Site. For 
example, equipment moved onto Hanford should be steam-cleaned and washed free of vegetation 
and soil debris at an off-site location before being placed on-site to remove invasive plant seeds 
and reproductive parts. Any road activity should be closely monitored for invasive plants and 
immediate management action should be implemented to stop invasive species becoming 
established along roadsides. 

Specific Comments 

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 Land Use Designations and Larid Use Suitability 

As discussed earlier, the Service suggests that the designation "Conservation (Mining and 
Grazing)" be eliminated for the reasons given. The definition of mining needs to be expanded to 
distinctly explain that managed mining does not included removal of ore bodies and the use of 
chemical agents to extract precious metals. 
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Mr. Thomas W .. Ferns Page 3 

Page 3-17 Assumptions Regarding Future Use 

We recommend that if there.are any other industrial uses intended within any of the land use Olr designations (such as transportation corridors), they should be described in the preferred 
alternative. 

Page 3-18, Figure 3.3 

We recommend that the Refuge boundary shown in Figure 3-3 be changed to reflect the 
boundary shown in Figure 3-4. This would add the McGee Ranch, Riverlands, ALE, and the 
portion of the-Columbia River and its islands within the Hanford Site to the refuge area of the 
North Slope. 

The boundary of the ALE, McGee Ranch, Riverlands and the Columbia River, and river islands 
should be stippled to show these areas as National Wildlife Refuge boundaries. 

We recommend that the ALE be shown with stippled boundaries as is the North Slope. At a 
minimum, the Fitzner-Eberhardt ALE Reserve boundary should be stippled and preferably the 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands boundary also. The map would then reflect the text found on page 
3-2, lines 35 to 51 that discusses the portions of the Hanford Site that the Service manages under 
a permit. Page 3-22 lines 48 to 53 and page 3-23 lines 1-9, which discuss the disposition of 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands. The ALE is managed under a permit, and, as the text states, the 
Service could soon have the authority to manage ALE as part of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System (NWRS). The DOE proposes to use a low-wildlife value portion of the ALE as a quarry 
site in return for preserving the McGee Ranch as a wildlife corridor. 

The River, islands, and 1/4-mile corridor are referred to in the text, page 3-20, lines 41-44, as 
Preservation. The Service would be the agency to manage this Preservation area, as discussed in 
the Hanford Reach EIS. . 

Pag! 3-22, Preferred Alternative 

The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE) (3 .3.2.3.5) should encompass the McGee Ranch and ,,._,,,,. 
U:,) Riverlands should be included as Preservation. Also, the proposed refuge boundary should be 

extended to include both of these areas and the ALE. 

Page 4-4 (4.1.2.1) Wahluke Slope 

' The discussion contained in lines 23 through lines 27 should be changed to reflect that several 
sites existed on the Wahluke Slope that were used for disposal of non radioactive hazardous 
waste. The sites were subject to an Expedited Response Action for remediation. Although 
remediation took place, the landfills may still have hazardous _materials that can cause injury to 
trust resources. 
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Mr. Thomas W. Fems Page4 

Page 4-7 (4.1.2 .5) Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE) 

Line 16 should be modified to identify the presence of two landfills on the ALE, at least one of 
· 07 which was used for disposal of a non-radioactive hazardous waste. Although remediated, one of 

the landfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to trust resources. 

Page 4-19 ( 4.2.4) Geological Hazard 

The Title of Figure 4-8 needs an addition to the heading to clarify that the Geological Hazards 
are related to economic land uses such as irrigated farming in the "red zone" and not a natural 
geological event such as an earthquake. 

Page 4-29, Vernal Pools 

Approximately 20 vernal pools exist on the Hanford site. These are systems of significant 
09 quality and should be consistently and carefully monitored for invasive species. Immediate 

management to stop such invasive plants should occur once detected. 

I : 
I . 
i t 

Page 6-4, Section 6.3.2 

The HR.A-EIS indicates that Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) and the 
Biological Resources Management Plan and Implementation Strategy (BRMiS) be modified to 
be consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) policy. The BRMaP and BRMiS 
are the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of habitats and 

· species based on the ecosystem management principles stated in DOE Policy Document P 430.1. 
In October of 1998, DOE issued a memorandum about "Ecosystem Management and Land Use 
Principles." The policy states that DOE's stewardship will be based on ecosystem management 
principles. These BRMaP and BRMiS documents are completely independent of any land use 
planning effort and are not sub tier documents of the HRA-EIS. As stated above, it is DOE's 
policy that any land use planning effort conform to ecosystem management principles. If a 
threatened and endangered species is found to be occurring anywhere on Hanford, the guidance 
in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the land use designation. Within a few 
months the BRMaP will be a DOE policy document, and there needs to be a clear understanding 
of the jurisdictional differences between the BRMaP and the CLUP. Just because an area may be 
designated for a given land use, this does not preclude the guidance in the BRMaP from being 
followed if a sensitive species or unique habitat is identified in that area. 

Page 6-8, Sections 6.4 and 6.4.1 

The makeup of the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB), as described, is highly unbalanced. 
Depending on how it is put to use, the SP AB could become a difficult entity to deal with if it 
continues to reflect the current pro-development ideals promoted by county government. Under 
the proposed representation shown, Adams County with only a half section of land within the 
Hanford Site, has equal standing with the other entities, Richland is the only city repi:esented, all 
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069989 
Mr. Thomas W. Fems Page 5 

of the tribal interests would be represented as one, and conservation groups with long-standing 
involvement in Hanford issues would not be represented. The SP AB should be more 
representative of the entities with vested interest in Hanford land and resource management. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Don Voros, Refuge 
Supervisor at (503) 231-6167 or Don Steffeck, Chief, Division of Environmental Contaminants 

at (503) 231-6223. 

" Sincerely, 

.. A~ Regional Director 
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I Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P .O. Box550 
MSIN HO-12, Richland, Wa 99352 

R~f~idVRn 

JUNO 91999 

OOE-U../DJS 

069991 
Ron and Janet Nelson 
P.O. Box203 
Easton, 
Wa. 98925 

We are writing on behalf of preservation of the wonderful National Treasure that we have at the 
Hanford Reach. 

When we·first moved to Richland (we've lived there several times) in 1978 the Corp of Engineers 
was holding hearings on a potential dam on the Hanford Reach in Richland, which we attended. 
At that time the shipping interests, who wanted another dam, were represented, as well as indians 
and sport fishermen testifying as to the quality of the fishing and importance as a spawning ground 
for anadromous fish, not to mention the federal government at Hanford who were concerned 
about possible impact on the nuclear industry of a potential dam. Most of the people who testified 
at that hearing were very much opposed to a dam, and helped convince the Corp to not build 
another dam. 

We did a lot of cycling in the Area, you could do that back then, and came to appreciate the 
biological richness and remote, tranquil, serenity of this island of desert sagebrush steppe in a sea 
of ever encroaching irrigated farmland. 

We visited the Columbia River at Ringold, boated up the river from Richland and even followed 
the Columbia up and over the Canadian Border to bicycle along the river and could see for 
ourselves that the only relatively free flowing stretch of the Columbia in the United States was at 

·The Reach. The rest ofit has been dammed up. And now with the impending extinction of so 
many anadromous fisheries it is clear that the Reach has the ONLY healthy salmon spawning 
fishery on the whole Columbia system. Nothing should harm this fragile situation. 

. Private interests have had their sights on the Reach for a long time and we are not surprised that 
fanning interests are trying to get the rights to the W ahluke Slope. But this land, which has been 
protected by the federal government for so long, belongs to All the people not just a few farmers 
in the neighborhood (who have been polluting the river for years with irrigation runoff: a good 
example of what kind of care could be expected from them.) 

We would like to see All of the public lands at Hanford including the Wahluke Slope, The Reach · 
and its Islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve turned over to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in order to protect them as a National Wildlife Refuge. We support your 
preferred alternative for the EIS and urge you to protect as much as is possible while the 
opportunity exists. 
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LETTER #Rt]~y .... 

Hanford Remedial Action EIA 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

To Whom It ~ay Concern: 

069992 

J)ff.MmT-lm 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-llL/DIS 

A separate Reco"rd of Decision to establish the National Wildlife Refuge and protect 
such special places as its islands., the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, all of the public 
lands on Wahluke Slope need fo be protected. · 

Future generations deserve more and better protection of all natural ·and sensitive lands 
within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

The Columbia River is a priceless treasure. Please protect it from soil erosion and 
polluted runoff. Thank you for your time. 

Jack Tritt 
6019 N. Post 
Spokane,WA 99205-6564 
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LETTER #R!:_Jhif 

June 1. 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Departrrent of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. O. Box 550 MSIN H0-12 
Richland, Wa 99352 

To Whom It May Concern: 

069993 

»~f'rmm.n 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-RL/D18 

I am wr.iting regarding the preservation and protection of the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch and the 
Aird Lands Ecology Reserve. I would like to see more and better protection of 
all the lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

• 

OOE should i~diately proceed with a separate Record of Deoision in order to • 
establish the national wildlife refuge and protect these special places and 
natural values in the Hanford Nuclear Reservation so we along with our children 
can enjoy such treasures. 

Sincerely, 

~ Oh-Jiat 
Andrea M. Tritt 

• 
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LETTERnPJ-3~(e: 

Thomas F~rns 
tJ. S. Dept. vf Energy 
Rkhfand Operation:; Off ice 
P.O. Hox 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland . WA '?9352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

069994 

June 5. 1999 

»w.f'lm1Wn 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Pleas~ consider this letter part of the public hearing regarding the future of 
· W ahluke SJope and the Hanford Reach. 

We have visited this area many times and have great feelings for its 
uniqueness. It should be preserved forever for the Chinook salmon 
spawning beds. and the slope for the wiJdlif e to which it provides habitat. 
There 1s no other place m the world like itll 

Therefore, we thank the DOE for the work it has done and support the 
preferred alternative designating the Wahluke Slope for preservation with 
the foUowing changes: 

l . Include aH the pubHc areas (ALE, Hanford Reach, adjoining 
river1ands nparian habitat. McGee Ranch) under designation as a National 
Wildlife Refuge--,ssumg a separate recorded designation naming each of 
these areas speciiicaHy LO be inciuded at this time. If they are protected 
1io'w· the Hanford art!a can slili receive its clean-up procedures. 

2. Oppose all grazing and mining I.except necessary for clean-up) to 
the entire :1re:1. Domestic animals and disruption from mining procedures 
take too much from wildlife, while the process itself allows some 
ranchers/miners economic advantages over those who do not have permits 
ror pnvate use of public lands. 

3. Designate the Reach a Wild and Scenic River. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the HRA EIS. 

Sincerely, 1 ,-,:7 
C ' . . ~-c: ~U-Oz:&,t · a·E. Baldi Gloria E. Baldi 

14 0 3 Brick Road 
Ellensburg, ·WA 98926 
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Tom Ferns 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

June 5, 1999 
069995 

Ditr-11nm.n 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Please count me ·and my family as being in favor of protecting the 
entire Hanford Reach as a national wildlife refuge. As you mus_t be aware 
from the current dispute over land trades in the west, the public does not 
favor seeing the U.S. government selling our public land for commercial 
profit by developers. Doc Hastings does not represent the whole population 
of Washington; he certainly does not represent our thinking. 

Public land demands that it be managed in the interests of the general 
public, and as you must be aware, the public has shown an increasing interest 
in setting up areas for wildlife and outdoor experience. The Hanford Reach is 
a unique ecosystem and the public has more to gain in the long run from use 
of the land as a natural reserve. 

I was born and brought up in Seattle and, in spite of what my mailing 
address suggests, I am a resident and taxpayer in Pend Oreille County, Wash
ington. I have a lifetime experience with the various regions within the state, 
and I urge you to preserve this Columbia River area for historical, ecological 
and economic reasons. We have a one-time-only opportunity here to set 
aside land for future generations which has no equivalent anywhere else in 
the country; and like other national parks and refuges, it can have a 
significant role in bringing continuing economic health to Washington. 

Sincerely, . L~ 
~CA..,...At"'.J' ,~c;;../p~~.s 
Joanne Hirabayashi J 
316 Bead Lake Road 
Priest River, ID 83856 
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Thomas Fems 
US. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
PO. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 

. Richland, WA 99352-0550 
June 4, 1999 

Dear Mr. ·Fems: 

069997 
Renate Ryan 
27640 SE Bartlemay Rd 
Eagle Creek, OR 97022 

»i-rtnm".n 

JUN O 91999 

DOE-llL/DIS 

I am writing in regard to the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. I wish to express my support of the Department of Energy's 
preferred alternative, which would protect critical habitat in the Hanford Reach. Additionally, I 
support the amendments (listed below) proposed by the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society. 
The Hanford Reach represents the habitat that once covered this entire region. That habitat is now 
endangered due to overgrazing, development, and hydroelectric dams. The Hanford Reach is a vital 
refuge for wild salmon, migratory birds, and many unique plant and insects. We are presented here 
with a unique opportunity to protect and save a habitat that has been carelessly destroyed over the 
past 150 years. We have been given a second chance to make up for past recklessness, and it would 
be a shame to miss this opportunity. 

Here is what I would like to see from the DOE: Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as a 
National Wildlife Refuge; allow no grazing on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation; restrict all mining 
operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation; 
issue a separate record of understanding for all the areas mentioned above, not waiting until 
decisions involving clean-up in the central Hanford area are made. 

Sincerely, 

•.}~-fL ~a~ 
Renate Ryan, MS Environmental Science and Engineering 
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11Vritten Comment Sheet 
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Clty/Stateli{p&;de ,> . 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

0 6 !l 9 9 8 

1)1;'~ 

JUN O 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Telephone 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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LETTER #PJ_'31 / Written Comment Sheet 

Company, Agency, or Organization 

25so h~;I SI--. 
Streat Addrea 

?ic.L.hv\cA W4. 
City/State/Zip Coda I 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

069999 

»i"Mmm:n 
JUN O 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Telephone 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressec;I to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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LETTER #f?l.-21 ;)., 
Written Comment Sheet 

Company. Agency, or Org nization , 

!\2,_\ t;,, DO\Sc:? .. f M,s: .,,n y(cA.') 
Street Adi 

. A-:n::A W-4 \ \.y\. 90 349 
Clty/Statp Code 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

l>i"l"'li'nm:n 

JUN O 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

'Ss:>9 932- 4-9?\7 
Telephone 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the fly~r so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. · Seat with tape at the top only. 
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LETTER /J- ;p1 3 
Written Comment Sheet 

070001 

»i--~.fi 

JUNO 91999 

J Name noE-RLIDIS 

Address 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

109 v..-u5Y sr 
St1'8et Address. 

Ror~L C., r Y~ (..,U-4 99'3~7 
City/State/Zip Code Telephone 

,.,;I..,(«.,,. -~ 

' t· 

* ~ ✓~-'- .&L-(.L-a_., r.::::===============i ~ ~ ~~ 
)l./~ i-~ /~~1 · This is a postage-paid self-mailer. Jf- "V:~~ ./~ ~ • ~ -
~ ~--...>-'5-"fr.... · -~ Please fold and seal before mailing fr ~ ~-r "-L :Jf'UJ.,-t../ 

~ ,:v ~ ~,, A • to the address .on the back. .......,-~ ~ ~L z3_ . 
77L,,_;;f- a~C'- ffe"tf-~L===========:::::!.I~~ A-...LC\.. ,._._ - ~ 
~ ~l-- > 

IMPORTANT: Befc:>re returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Tom F~rns, Rev. Draft HRA/EIS 
USOOE 
P.O. Box 550, (H0-12) 
Richland, WA 99352 

DearM:.l:~ 

Gordon J. Rogers 
1108 N. Road 36 

Pasco, \VA 99301 

June 7. 1999 

070002 

Phone/ Fax 509 547-7403 

l)~~n 

JUNO 91999 

DOE-RLIDIS 

I am submitting my personal comments on the Revised Draft EIS for the 
· HRA/flS/1.and Use Plan. I favor the Counties and Cities Alternative for l.and Use. 
It is obvious to me that the Clinton Administration preempted the possibility of 
useful public -involvement in this matter by the Secretary of Energy's early 
announcement to place the entire Wahluke Slope in the hands of the federal Fish 
and Wildlife Service as a refuge. I feel this is an unjustified power grab and an 
insult to Grant County as well as the former landowners and homesteaders who 
were forced to give up th_eir land for a vital wartime mission. 

I hope that the DOE will give serious consideration to providing a suitable park 
area and memorial in honor of the Native American Tribes and U.S. citizens who 
resided in the Hanford, White Bluffs and Wahluke areas. 

Sincerely, 
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· LETTER ft -- Written Comment Sheet 

Name Barbara Z Rogers 

Address 1108 N. Road 16 
Company, Agency, or Ors,anization 

Street Addi&&& 

Pasco,· WA 99301 
City/state/Zip Code 

070003 

»~rimmn 
JUN O 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

547-7k03 
Telephone 

I Support the City and Counties alternative Land USe Plan. 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to .the address on the back. 

· IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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llilS LEITER SENT VIA :fM( WITH A SIGNED COPY TO FOLLOW IN THE§) 

June6, 1999 

Thomas Fems 
US DOE 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

RE: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

l>T.'Mmm.ft 

JUNO 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

This nation has a rare opportunity to protect the best of what's _left of Washington State's native shrub
steppe ecosystem. Only a small fraction (I believe less than 10%) of this ecosystem remains intact. It is 
critical that we act now to protect the Hanford site for future generations. 

I support DOE's preferred alternative WITH MODIDCATIONS. 
The following should be designated and managed as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge: 

the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE's entire Wahluk.e Slope, the Hanford 
Reach, and the Columbia River islands. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated 
land, DOE should issue separate decisions for these areas. 

I said before we should protect the site for future generations. But it is also essential for the present. 
Salmon and bullhead trout within the Columbia River system are at risk, not to mention other water 
dependent species. We have an impending war over water allocations on our hands. Commercial activities 
such as grazing, mining and agriculture threaten to overwhelm the needs of native species. It would be a 
grave mistake to open any of the Hanford site to these kinds of activities, which would most likely lead to 
economic hardship on taxpayers in the long-run (environmental remediation costs). Consequently, the 
fmal EIS should be modified to prohibit agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing on the 
entire site, including central Hanford. 

Sincerely, 

~r':/~ 
Kammie Bunes 
7615 Manzanita Drive, NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
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Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box550 
MSINHO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

To all that it may concern: 

Barbara Gilson 
Rich Rollins 

2509 SE Yamhill Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

-
070005 

'i)i'~n 

JUNO 91999 

DOE-RLIDIS 

Thank you for moving forward in the right direction to save the Hanford Reach. We need strong 
protection of this national treasure that is the free-flowing Colwnbia River and the desert steppe 
lands of the Hanford Reach. · 

We support DoE's preferred alternative in the draft environmental impact statement andlanduse 
plan, but we want more and better protection of all natural and sensitive lands within the Hanford 
Nuclear Reservation. 

Therefore, DoE should include within the national wildlife refuge all of the public lands on the 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach especially its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve. 

DoE should proceed immediately with a separate Record of Decision in order to establish the 
national wildlife refuge, and protect these special places and natural values in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

Thank you for your serious consideration. 

Sincerely, ,,,, . 

/ 1~1,lia) 1/S,,--
Barbara Gilson 

- k?c.'£ r<J(, "l~-

Rich Rollins 
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LETTER# 314J I 

Hanford .Remedial Action EIS 
U.S . Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland , WA 99352 

To Whom It May Concern: 

070006 
4317 SE Harney St . 
Portland, OR 97206 
June 5 , 1999 

»11~.n 
JUN O 91999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

I would like to express my support of the Department of 
Energy's preferred alternative in the draft EIS and land use plan 
regarding the Hanford Reach . Because upriver salmon runs are on 
the serious decline, the protection of the Hanford Reach fall 
chinook is vital. Therefore, I call on the Department of Energy to 
protect even more of the lands within ·the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation than is outlined in the draft .EIS . 

The Department of Energy should include within the national 
wildlife refuge all o f the public lands on the Wahluke Slope , the 
Hanford Reach (especially its islands), the McGee Ranch, and the 
Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. Again, this is necessary in order to 
restore salmon and steelhead in the Columbia Basin. 

Please proceed immed i ately with a separate Record of Decision 
i n order to establish the national wildlife refuge, Please protect 
the natural values and special places in the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation. 

Sincerely , 

Molly Krupa 

cc Senator Patty Murray 
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Lt:.ncnhn 0700{,7 

Our i;aJlf of tke Snows eatkol1c ekurck 
P. 0 . BOX 1650 

SUN VALLEY, IDAHO 83353 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

J)ff f"lfflm.1\ 
JUNO 91999 

DOE-'RL/DIS 

l /208/ 622-3432 

June 2, 1999 

I am writing to you to commend you and the Department of Energy for the action you have taken 
in the past to protect the ecosystem of the Hanford Reach. Since moving to the Northwest I have been 
trying to learn all I can about the issues of the Columbia River and the -breaching of the dams on the Snake 
River. The past action taken to protect the Hanford Reach indicates the effect action for one part of the 
ecosystem will have on the entire system. It is a model of what can be done for the Columbia Basin and 
Snake River Ecosystems. 

lt is my understanding that the U.S. Department of Energy, at the suggestion oflocal governments, 
is considering opening the Wahluke Slope to agriculture. It has been shown that irrigation on the Wahluke 
slope will cause the White Bluffs to slough into the river at a critical place where salmon spawn. This is 
home to the last healthy population of wild salmon in the entire Columbia River system and to many rare 
and endangered plant and animal species. This area is also significant for its cultural and historical sites. 
It must be protected so that it can be preserved for future generations. 

For the sake of the entire ecosystem I urge you to designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve as a National Wildlife Refuge. I also encourage you to oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear 
reservation and restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing the clean-up and remediation 
on the Hanford Reservation. 

The above mentioned areas are prime fish and wildlife habitat, as of yet uncontaminated by 
Hanford c,per..:ions. It is imponam that a separate record of Decision be made for all these areas so that 
they do not have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area are made. 

I again want to commend the DOE for its past actions. It is action like this that will preserve our 
precious heritage for generations to come. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Ann Kugi. O.P. 
Pastoral Associate 

SERVING SUN VALLEY, KETCHUM AND ST .ANLEY 
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LETTER # ~i l 
070009 

2721 West 10th Avenue 
P.O. Box 6270 

Kennewick . WA 99336-0270 

Public LJ_tility District No. 1 of Benton County 

June 7, 1999 

Keith Klein, Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
MSIN A7-50 
Richland, WA 99352 

(509) 582-2175 • Fox (509) 586-1710 

- -
J)i:t~n 

JUN 101999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Re: · Comments on Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Klein: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
and Land Use Plan. The Benton County Public Utility District strongly supports the local 
governments' option described as Alternative 3 in DOE/EIS-0222D. The District also 
supports the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Of particular interest to the District is maintaining the availability of the area east of 
Route 240 to the Columbia River and north of the Energy Northwest (formally Supply 
System) site to the City of Richland's northern boundary for Research and Development 
and Industrial use. We agree that a reasonable buffer zone along the shoreline of the 
Columbia River for the protection of fish and wildlife critical habitat is appropriate. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

James W. Sanders 
General Manager 

CC: Mr. Thomas W. Ferns/DOE-RL-MSIN HO-12 
C. E. Revell/BPUD 
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June 5, 1999 

Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
US Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

To Whom it May Concern: _ 

»i'~nrn.n 
JUN 101999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

My family members are writing this letter to support more and beeter protection of all natural and 
sensitive lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. We ask that the Department of Energy 
provide protection of all the national wildlife refuge including all the public lands on the Wahluke 
Slope, the Hanford Reach and its islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 
It is understood that unless the Department of Energy proceed immediately with a separate Record 
of Decision to establish the national wildlife refuge, and protect the Hanford Nuclear Reservation 
that great environmental damage will ensue. We have done enough already. 

We hope this will have some positive impact on your decisions. Thank you. 

Sincerely, . · 

/"~- ·. AJ} ✓I Ld- 1/(t)W~ 
~----3 ····· -.- :: : - IL _~ ------

. V,tt~Lt(i]_c4(t/: _Gmfi ~ : Y_, r1{1,f _ .,. 
~ _ c_ --h4:, ~ .C f . ,-r ,., ~ , ___ _::, 7) ~~ ,-- 'f h-c.• ,· ~ I 

.-···· ✓ "'( Jl/t-1-""' ///;1/4,l 
3437'N.E. 31st 
Portland, Oregon 97212 
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Lt="TT~R II . <fl>!:\ _ 
. ~ ·- -RECE1jED 

. . ~ - "FARrll 069885 
. EXAMP Lt: - TH£ 6LD-P E '' (Frs) 

' . 

JUN o 7 199a · 
DOE~RLfOIS · 

RETURU TO: 

Jim Curdy 
P. 0. Bo~ 876 
Mattawa, WA 99344 

DURHIG 
THE: WAR 

1/ /,i./?;3 
' g _ .., --I :,•=:·-=-e ----,~--",/-

':l'.:.0 Ma:-: in any · 
irrigation dist
rict, · 40 acres 
fruit c .an make a 

good li~ing . . 

The . 89, 000 acres o.f 1-:-.0d on t:1e Wahluke Slop': and . adjacen"t 
:areas 0£ the Han:for-d Reach. it• s ~n tici pa-ted the . land will go 
mostly to farms. • Some to •?9i::h ,,f thoa- ,:>lher ·int"?n?st::::. Indians for 
digging roots • . Ard,aeol,.lgy Di.;:i:::, llunti11g_ & Fi:..id.11-y, W.ildli·fe · and · 
some w11·1 _be_ wetlands ai -ter th•? wat.-a-r- is_ a ·pplied to the land. 

In the proposal to i:ongr·~ss, the. authorization we · have to sho.v 
that far-l)ters . are w i ·lli'ng to •=1Dmmi t fo1~ . ad.di tio_nal are.3s·, many . ·new . 
farmer·s, erop·s £or· e-:-:po.:-t; E;.ach 011e underst-ands that development 
cos.ts and. delivery _systems : £or this lane · ha-ve · to .. be .p.iid -. £ -or . . · At . 
the present time, · .ac.=co!·di.ng . t,:, the loan :1greP.me.nt ,::,n ~he land,. e_ach · 
acre was ccimmi ited to.r thP. '? 1:n. 60. ..Added facilitioe-s at t :o(iay • :s 
c;::ost·s wi.il. be .. much h"igher, · . ho~i?,:,er-~ ·· {t . is --t1-ya.b1e ov.~r a so:_ yea~· . 
period .. :. The land costs are u-nd~t.S!rmiried but esti.~at:~d, ;i:t .a.ppr.o;;.;i"'.' · 

. in.a~ely Sl; 500. 00 pt;>r ac_re. · · ' ··· 

· For. . tes~i~cny ~,:'.- Gong;'='s~, . '•'=" :\c:"-1-!:' t.6. ~ia',~;~ · .::c:imm::.'t~ent.s . !'eil~ 'th~ .· 
· :najority o.i the land j·f ir:.t~r-:s-'=e-d and :f_i~·an•=itll7 -=ap~bl~ peao.pl~ 
and firms; 

IF YOU WANT TO BE C:ONSIDEl?ED FOR ACREAGE. SIGN UP. · p.J..EASE PR~HT . . . 

. rllccs ./m~-;,t1p.1 Name ·:· 

Addr@ss: 

.· . I , 
61.;i;tJ"V -rn -- rl~ · P. 0. Bo:: ---

After consulting . with n1:: .financi~l ad•lisor, . I .·.1!.ll .de.liver a 
tenative letter_ of comini trnent to accompany this propos'al to 
Congress. 

Signed: . Date: 

The documents. must be· complet_ed by April 3oth, 1993. 

· . Please consider this.Jetter as-obvious ·support for . 
ALTERNATIVE 3 of the Hanford Read Proposals. . 
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Name 

Address 

Written Comment Sheet 

Linda Watkins 

PO Box 26388 SW U Rd. 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

Strvet Address 

Mattawa, Wa 99349 
CJty/State/Zlp Code 

0 

R~~ 

JUN 081999 

DO~ltL / DIS 

(509) {932-4635 
Telephone 

The Dept of Energy's plans for the Hanford Site have been 

discussed for years. At the recent meetings to review the alternatives, 

it appears that Grant County will continue to not share in the 

Economic Benfits to the area although over 66,000 acres are in 

the County. 

As pointed out by County Commissioner Allison, Alternative 3 

_::.:,;::.~_ · which calls for balanced development of the Wahluke Slope, is the 

only plan that addresses ·every interested party to some degree. 

'· .· .-. · The future Economic Development of South Grant County is dependent 

on Alternative 3 being implemented. 

This is a ·postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Name 

Address 
CQmpany, Agency, or Organization 

Street Add18SS 

~q -tft2 U/~ , 1-U CS( 

Clty/Stata/Zlp Code 
1 

Written Comment Sheet 

LETTER# {<L 431 

069959 

'PW.rmw.D 

JUN 081999 

DUE-RL / BIS 

Telephone 

I am expressing support for Alternative #3. Although none of 

your alternatives are balanced Alternative #3 is the only one which 

comes close to the needs and future of Grant County and the Mattawa area. 

I also support Representative Doc Hastings proposal for the National 

Academy of Sciences to "impartially." study all potential uses of the 

Wahluke Slope. The most balanced and therefore the most "pre,fferred" 

alternative is still the Wahluke 200~ proposal. In addition, I strongly 

~, feel that all future payment in lieu of taxes or PILT moneys should be 

based on · "lost opportunity" costs, not current . use assesseJT1ents • 

. Sincerely, # 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

· IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, I 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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Written Comment Sheet 
LETTER-# . 'f{L ¼3f 

Name 

Address 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

2-7 l'j {Jor-fk °R..<f'A . .J.. -'> f 
Street Addras 

fct....s:c..~ \J..A, 1~ 1 
City/State/Zip &de - ~ 

R~Mm'1?.D 
JUN O 81999 

DOAl,/ntS 

..S-oj-~f..:i -1rz:f 
Telephone 

--I 

. This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

. to the address on the back. 

PORTANT: Before ret~ming this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. " .. ____________________________________ __, 
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J , Written Comment Sheet , 

U;TTER # R L :1~1 
Name Jet'"\ V\ \ :ye 'V I .ew I V\ so V\ Ir\) 

Address 
Company, Agency, or Organization 

;?1 o • 5s)' W) o \" c:; s t · 
StnetAddrv 

e.,ch\(Jv\/\J , lA,)A C\t:1?,Sa.-
City/State/Zip Code 

This is a postage-paid self-rnan,r. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

'R~rnnmD 
JUNO 81999 

DO~llL / DIS 

5 o C\ -9 Y k - O} S(C) 
Telephone 

IMPORTANT: Before returning thi!J Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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PATT': MlJFIRAY 
W..SHINGlON 

DOE EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

COMMITT£E5: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

IUOCET 

~002 
~002 

ilnitrd ~t8tfS ~fTI8t[ 
MEA L Tlo4, EDUCATION, LAIIOII 

AND PENSION~ 

VETER,t.t,IS' AFFAIIIS 

LETTER # RL 440 WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4704 0 6 9 9 4 3 

June 7, 1999 

Thomas W. Ferns 
Hanford Remedial Action EIS Document Manager 
US Department of Energy 
PO Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

RECEIVED 

JUN O 7 1999 
DOE-RUDIS 

I am writing to endorse the Departxnent' s preferred alternative for th~ Hanford Remedial 
Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan. I applaud the 
Department's decision to follow the tecord_of decision on the Hanford Reach issued in 1996. I 
also appreciate the balanced approach the alternative takes with regard to preservation, 
recreation, and industrialization. as well as the alternative's commitment to the Tri-Party 
Agreement 

There are several areas of the preferred alternative I would like to highlight. First, I 
support the decision to expand the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all of 
the W ahluke Slope. "While I believe there may be some small areas adjacent to the highway or in 
other previously-developed areas that might be acceptable for light _industrial or other.uses, our 
first objective should be to protect the wildlife and fisheries resources. 

Similarly, the quarter mile along the Columbia River's Hanford Reach must continue to 
be desi&iatc:d as a preservation ~a. Such a designation is compatible with my .continuing 
efforts to make the Hanford Reach a. federally-protected recreational Wild and Scenic River 
managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Sexvice. It is vital we protect'the: cultural and ecological 
resources associated with this very special area. 

I strongly support the ideas outlined in the preferred alternative to facilitate recreation on 
theselands. The B Reactor will make a fabulous museum, documenting the area's vitnl 
contribution to fighting and winning the Cold War. Toe Vernita Bridge is already a popular 
camping and fishing area; developing a boat ramp s.nd other facilities will dramatically improve 
access and the quality of recreation in the area. The White Bluffs boat launch will also be well
used. 

There is little dispute about the Central Plateau continuing as the major site for cleanup 
activities. The TPA will guide that process and as a member of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, I will continue to fight hard for full funding of site cleanup. 
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~P6l(J1 199 MON 14: 09 FAX 509 376 1563 
06/07 l 99 MON 15:47 FAX 

Page 2 - Sen. Murray 
June 7, 1999 

DOE EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

069943 

I also endorse the preferred alternative's plan for economic development in the 200 Area 
and the site north of Richard. I believe there are probably other areas, too, which should be 
considered for industrial use and economic development. I urge the Department to work with 
local e_o~cmments t.o locate other areas to fe.cilitate economic development. 

The tribes have contributed much to this process. I appreciate the preferred alternative's 
commitment to preserving important cultural sites, such as Gable Mountain. Gable Butte, the 
area from Umtanum Ridge to ALE, and the active sand dunes. I continue to believe there is a 
way to consolidate BLM lands along the south side of the river to facilitate multiple use 
management by the Bureau, further protect cultural sjtes, encourage industrial development, and 
preserve important ecological areas. 

I look forward to continuing to work with the Departmen½ stakeholders, ·tribes, and local 
governments to find solutions to all of the land use issues facing the Wahluke Slope and Hanford 
Reach. This HRA EIS moves us closer to a solution that I believe best serves the interests of the 
citizens of Washington and best protects our important cultural, fish and wildlife resources. 

Sincerely, 

y7~~~~ 
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. ~:1;=~~~~~:'.;i'.~~~~~.;:~: ......••. :~~:~:¾~:::·:J~;::.~;;;;;:;,, 
:'.•.: -· :·•-· ··•: 

I am expressin9. sunport for Alternative #3. Although none of 

ro~r al cen1atlves are balanced Al terna~ive #3 is t1:_e only one which 

~c~tf!~c; c~os~. to the needs and future of Grant <;ounty and the .Mattawa are1.. 

I also support Representative Doc Has_tings_ propos~_l for the National 

Acaaetny of Sc:1:~nces to II impartially!' stud_y all_ potential uses of the · 

-~Mhluk~ Slope. The most balanced and therefore the most "prefferred" 
i~-!----- .. • - · --- • • -- :mz: 

alternative is still the Wahluke 2000 pr9posal. In addition, I strongly 

reel tnat all future payment in lieu of ~axes or PILT moneys should be 

based on "lost OPf:?rtun~ ty" costs, not current use assessernents. 

Sincerely, 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, plea~e fold the flyers~ that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, ple·ase fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Fems, I 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 

ER 99/346 

Mr. Thomas W. Fems 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department ofEnergy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 356 
Portland, Oregon 97232-2036 

070327 

June 18, 1999 

;;.,,~rcn, 
JUN 211999 

DOE-llL / DIS 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Hanford Remedial Action 
Environmental Impact Statement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). 

On June 4, 1999, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided you comments on the HR.A-EIS and 
CLUP (copy attached). Please consider those as the Department of the Interior's comments. 

Please contact me at (503) 231-6157 with any questions or concerns you may have regarding this 
matter. 

Preston A Sleeger 

Attachment 

566 



Od : 17 / 99 13:01 '0'503 231 2050 l:SF1fS-ES-DHC ~001 , 001 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH A.'l\;D \A,,1LDLIFE SERVICE 
911 NE. 11th Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97232-4181 

070327 

Jt.1\1 4 1999 
Mr. Thomas W. Fems, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Oep~ent of Energy, Richland Operations office 
P:o. Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement (HRA-EIS) and Comprehensive Lz.nd Use Plan(CLUP). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.(Service) has several comments for consideration. TI1c Service does.not object to 
changing the name of the docwnent to the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use EIS. TI1c Service 
appreciates having worked with the Department of Energy (DOE) on the CLUP, and is grateful 
for DOE's consideration of Service input on the planning team and the opportunity to provide 
comments on previous drafts. We believe that the CLUP provides a foundation for the Service 
and DOE to cooperatively protect and maintain one of the Nation's most precious natural areas. 

The Service generally supports the DOE Preferred Alternative as shown on the map in Figure 3-
3, but suggests the following changes be added from the map of Alternative One, Figure 3-4: 

• Show the proposed expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge 
. boundary. as shown in Figure 3-4, to include the ALE Reserve, McGee Ranch, 
Riverlands, Wahluke State Wildlife Recreation Area, and those parts of the Columbia 
River and its islands within the Hanford Site. (This expanded refuge designation 
recognizes that these areas include the bulk of the highest quality shrub-steppe habitat on 
the Hanford Site and most of the critically importanr Hanford Reach segmenr of the 
Columbia River. By no means, however, does rhat imply that the resource values__ofrhe 
remainder of central Hanford are not important. Gable Mountain, Gable Butte. lhe 
Columbia River Corridor. the Hanford Townsire. the sand dunes, and connecting habitar 
corridors all need to be preserved.) 

• Extend the "Preservation" designation (dark green) to include the Riverlands. 

• . Do away with the designation of "Conservation (Mining and Grazing)" for any lands 
within the Hanford Site. (While other agencies might wish to reserve the option for 
grazing, Ihe Service does nor. When it comes to managing the sensitive shrub-steppe 
vegetation and rare planr communities of Hanford, we view the adverse impacts of 
grazing to outweigh any possible benefits. Among other things, grazing livestock help 

0 • 

spread invasive weeds. See remarks under "General Comments'?. 

• Delete the area reserved for industrial development east of the 200 Area near Mae 
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Junctio1n.nd north of the 300 Area from potential industrial development-- (The area 
·. east of the tracks is important as a buffer zone for the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 

· River am:! as a wildlife habitat and movement corridor.) 

The Fish.and Wildlife Service recognizes that DOE has concerns about the potential futufe: _. _. 
reopening of the rail co"rridor from the Tri-Cities to Seattle tlfrough Hanford: and for the need to 
quarry basalt rock for future cap material ro be used in a cleanup of Central Hanford sites. If, as 
a last resort, the basalt cap material must come from the area of the ALE shown on the map in 
Figurc."3-3, the Service can work with DOE to assure that the refuge designation for that area will 
not preclude such use. Likewise, if the potential for reopening the railroad line through the 
Riverlands area is a significant concern, the designation of a refuge boundary in that area can 
also be crafted to allow for that existing right of way. 

General Comments 
.. 

Invasive species represent a significant threat to fish and wildlife habitat under all alternatives, 
including the no action alternative, in the HRA-EIS. Invasive species are defined to be those 
non-native flora and fauna present when either the HR.A-EIS was written or that.has the potential 
to invade the terrestrial or aquatic habitats. Many invasive species associated with Hanford (such 
as European starling, cheatgrass, and Russian thistle) are less manageable because of their 
abundance. Other species, particularly noxious weeds, are in small enough populations to be 
manageable. We recommend that the Invasive Species Executive Order 13112· (Feb. 3, 1999) be 
included in Section 1.2.6 Biodiversity in the NEPA Process. 

We recommend adding the following text to section 1.2.6: Each disturbance factor on a given 
tract of land weakens the µative plant community causing potentially catastrophic and 
accelerated change in landscape components. Any activity proposed for a site that disturbs the 
vegetation and soil surfaces should be examined for the effect on invasive weeds and 
cons~ences to site biodiversity. If such disturbance activities do occur, it is important to 
consider ~ow the effects of disturbance will be managed, before the action takes place . .. .. 
Specific actions should also be taken to help prevent the introduction and/or spread of invasive 
weeds through the movement of equipment and the use of roads on the Hanford Site. For· 
example, equipment moved onto I-ianford should be ste_am-cleaned and washed free of vegetation 
and soil debris at an off-site location befo_re being placed on-site to remove invasive plant seeds 
and reproductive parts. .A.ny road activity should be closely monitored for invasive plants and 
immediate management action should be implemented to stop invasive species becoming 
established along roadsides. 

Specific Comments 

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 Land Use Designations and Land Use Suitability 

As discussed earlier, the Service suggests that the designation "Conservation (Mining and 03 Grazing)" be eliminated for the reasons given. The definition of mining needs to be expanded to 
distinctly explain that managed mining does not included removal of ore bodies and the use of 

• chemical agents to extract precious metals. · 
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Pa2:e 3• 17 Assmiiptions Regarding Future Use 

,I We recommend that if there are any other industrial uses intended within any of the land use 
0'1 designations (such as transportation corridors), they should be described in·thc preferred-~

altematiy..e. 

Pa~c 3-18. Figure 3.3 

We recommend that the Refuge boundary shown in Figure 3-3 be changed to reflect the 
boundary shown in Figure 3-4. This would add the McGee Ranch, Riverlands, ALE, and the 
portion of the Columbia River and its islands within the Hanford Site to the n;fuge area of the 
North Slope. . 

The boundary of the ALE, McGee Ranch. Riverlands and the Columbia River, and river islands · 
should be stippled to show these areas as National Wildlife Refuge boundaries. 

We recommend that the ALE be shown with stippled boundaries as is the North Slope. At a 
minimum, ·the Fitz:ner•Eberhardt ALE Reserve boW1dary should be stippled and preferably the 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands boundary also. The map would then reflect the text found on page 
3·2, lines 35 to 51 that discusses the portions of the Hanford Site that the Service manages under 
a permit. Page 3-22 lines 48 to 53 and page 3-23 lines 1-9, which discuss the disposition of 
McGee Ranch and Riverlands. The ALE is managed under a pennit, and, as the text states. the 
Service could soon have the authority to manage ALE as part of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System (NWRS). The DOE proposes to use a low-wildlife value portion of the ALE as a quarry 
site in return for preserving the McGee Ranch as a wildlife corridor. 

The River, islands, and ll4•mile corridor are referred to in lhe text;page 3·20, lines 41-44, as 
Presen1ation. The Service would be the agency to manage this Preservation area, as discussed in 
the Hanford Reach EIS. ~ · 

Page 3!22, Preferred Alternative 

Ill:. The Arid Lands Ecologv Resen:e (ALE) (3.3.2.3 .5) should encompass the McGee. Ranch and 
UJ Riverlands should be included as Preservation. Also, the proposed refuge boundary should be 

extended to include both of these areas and the .'\LE. 

Page 4-4 ( 4.1 .2. l) W ahluke Slope 

,,J ... The discussion contained in lines 23 through lines 27 should be changed to reflect that several 
'-]Vsites existed on the Wahluke Slope that were used for disposal of non radioactive hazardous 

waste. The sites were subject to an Expedited Response Action for remediation. Although 
remediation took place, the landfills may still have hazardous materials that can cause injury to 
trust resources. 
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Page 4-7 (4.1.2.5.) Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve {ALE) 

~ 1 

07 Line 16 should be modified to identify the presence of two landfills on the ALE, at least one of 
which was used for disposal of a non-radioactive hazardous waste. Although remediated,.orie of 
the landfills may still have hazardous materials thai can cause injury to trust resources. 

Page4-l9 (4.2.4) Geological Hazard 

Q8 The Title of Figure 4-8 needs an addition to the heading to clarify that the Geological Hazards _ 
are related to economic land uses such as irrigated fam1ing in the "red zone" and not a natural 

· geological event such as an earthquake. · 

Page 4-29,. Vemal Pools 

9-Approximately 20 vernal pools exist on the Hanford site. These are systems of significant 
0 quality and should oc consistently and carefully monitored for invasive species. Immediate 

management to stop such invasive plants should occur once detected. 

Page 6-4, Section 6.3.2 

The HRA-EIS indicates that Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) and the 
J Q Biological Resour~es Management Plan and Implementation Strategy (BRMiS) be modified to 

be consistent with the Comprehensive ;Land Use Plan (CLUP) policy. The BRMaP and BRMiS 
are the DOE policy documents that provide guidance regarding the protection of habitats and 
species based on the ecosystem management principles stated in DOE Policy Document P 430. l. 
In October of 1998, DOE issued a memorandum about "Ecosystem Management and Land Use 
Principles.'' The policy states that DO E's stewardship will be based on ecosystem management 
principles. These BRM~ and BRMiS documents are completely independent of any land use 
planning effort and are not sub tier docwneats of the HRA-EIS. As stated above, it is DOE's 
policy that any land use planning effort conform to ecosystem management principles. If a 
thre2te~ed and endangered species is found to be occurring anywhere on Hanford, the gu_idance 
in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the land use designation. Within a few 
months the BRMaP will be a DOE policy document, and there needs to be a clear W1derstanding 
of the jurisdictional differences between the BRMaP and the CLliP: Just because an area may be 
designated for a given land use, this does not preclude the guidance in the BRMaP from being 
followed if a sensitive species or unique habitat is identified in that area. 

Pa2e 6-8. Sections 6.4 and 6.4.1 · 

The makeup of the Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB). as described, is highly unbalanced. 

11 
Depending on how it is put to use, the SP AB could become a difficult entity to deal 'Yith if it 
contin~es to reflect the current pro-development ideals promoted by county government. Under 
the proposed representation shown, Adams County with only a half section of land within the 
Hanford Site, has equal standing with the other entities, Richland is the only city iepresented, all · 
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of the tribal interests would be represented as one; and conservation groups with long-standing 
involve1!\ent in Hanford issues would not be represented. The SPAB should be more 
representative of the entities with vested interest in Hanford land and resource management. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Don Voros, Refuge- · 
Supervisor at (503) 231-6167 or Don Steffeck, Chief, Division of Environmental Contamiiants 
at (503) 231-6223. 

Sincerely, 

~ tC~~ Regional Director 

-;:. 
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Reply To 
Attn Of: 

UNITED STA TES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA98101 

June 17, 1999 

ECO-088 

070328 

~nm 
JUN 211999 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
U.S. Department of Energy · 
.Richland Operations Office 

DOE-RL/DIS 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-.12 
Richland, Washington 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Revised 
Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and 
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (HRA-DEIS). We are submitting comments 
on the HRA-DEIS in accordance with our responsibilities under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. We hope that you will accept these comments, and 
that they will be useful in preparing the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision (ROD) . 

The focus of the Revised DEIS is to evaluate a comprehensive 
land use plan, which would be in effect for at least the next 50 
years, for the 586 square mile Hanford Site. This is a reduction · 
in scope from the 1996 Draft HRA-DEIS, which attempted to address 
all aspects of the Hanford Environmental Restoration Project, and 
we support this reduction. Consequently, we also support your 
proposed document name change to the Hanford Comprehensive Land Use 
-EIS. 

The HRA-DEIS presents 6 alternatives: the No Action 
alternative, DOE's preferred alternative (a multiple use 
alternative supp9rting site clean-up, economic development, and 
natural resource protection), Alternative l · (Natural ~esource 
Trustee alternative prepared by the U.S. Fish ·and Wildlife Service 
[USFWS]), Alternative 2 (prepared by the Nez Perce Tribe, Dept. of 
Epvironmental Restoration and Waste Management and emphasizing 
natural and cultural preservation), A1ternative 3 (prepared by the 
local cities and counties and ·emphasizing economic development in 
the form of industry, agriculture, grazing, mining, and high 
intensity recreation), and A1ternative 4 (prepared by the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation [CTUIR], 
which emphasizes ·preservation of natural resources, religious 
areas, and traditional Tribal uses). 

Based on our review of the HRA-DEIS and the DOE 
Preferred Alternative, we are as~igning this document a rating of 

0 PrfnffKI on R.cycl«I Pa,»r 
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EC-2, Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information . (An 
explanation of this rating is enclosed.) Our primary concerns with 
the preferred alternative are the direct impacts to the last 
remaining intact shrub~steppe habitat in Washington State and the 
cumulative . impacts of the project to the Columbia Plateau, which 
already experiences widespread and comparatively high levels of 
human health and ecological risk associated with the conversion and 
use of land for agricultural activities. Unless a more 
·conserv.ative alternative is selected, such as Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 2, we ·believe that additional protections are needed to 
preserve the high value ecological areas on the Hanford 
Reservation. · Further, there is additional information from The 
Nature Conservancy regarding the ecological value of lands in the 
Central Hanford area that needs to be included in the EIS and 
factored into the final decision. More specific coimnents are 
enclosed following this letter. 

Thank you for developing a thorough EIS that includes a good 
range of alternatives. We understand the context of this planning 
effort and the multiple demands and requests for use of the Hanford 
lands. If you would like to discuss these coimnents, please contact 
Elaine Somers of my staff at (206) 553-2966. 

~~ 
Richard B. Parkin, Manager 
Geographic Implementation Unit 

Enclosures 
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Main Comments 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Specific Comments on 

Revised Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

070328 

We appreciate the difficulty of this task and the efforts of 
Department of Energy (DOE) to derive a land use plan that is 
responsive to diverse needs and interests. The HRA-DEIS attempts 
to address the DOE clean up mission, economic development, and the 
natural resource trustee responsibility of the federal government: 
We believe that it is essential to address these three goals in the 
context of the sh;rub-steppe ecosystem. Our comments, therefore, 
address the importance of the ecosystem, DOE's clean up mission, 
economic development, and the natural resources trustee 
responsibility. 

Shrub-steppe ecosystem. The Hanford Res~rvation includes one 
of the few remaining significant tracts of native ·shrub-steppe 
habitat. In Washington State, prior to European settlement, 
approximately 10.4 million acres of shrub-steppe habitat covered 
much of what is today central and southeastern Washington. This 
area is now greatly modified by human activities--primarily by 
dryland farming, irrigated agriculture; and grazing. About 60% of 
the originai shrub-steppe habitat of the Columbia Plateau has been 
converted to agricultural uses and, it is estimated, only about 5% 
of· the remaining shrub-steppe maintains any appreciable degree of 
integrity. 

As a result of this habitat conversion and alteration, many 
shrub-steppe dependent species have declined precipitously. For 
the maintenance of natural heritage and biological diversity, it is 
"important that remaining blocks of intact habitat be protected, and 
that connections/corridors among them be identified and designated. 
The HRA-DEIS should more thoroughly address the importance of the 
Hanford Reservation to the integrity of the remaining shrub steppe 
ecosystem. It should clearly lay out the impacts to that ecosystem 
and the plants and animals that rely _on it. 

-Hanford Clean up. It is important to provide adequately for 
the clean up process at Hanford and, thus, to ensure that adequate 
resources, i.e., mining sites, are available for capping waste 
sites. As per the HRA-DEIS (p. 3-21), OOE proposes to use mining 
sites only for clean up purposes. We support this; no commercial 
mining should be allocated. In addition, due to the high 
ecological value of these lands, we urge OOE to set aside only what 
is truly necessary for clean up purposes, and that land use 
designations for Conservation (Mining) not be over-appropriated. · 
Further, it is critical that OOE avoid mining or otherwise 
impacting intact habitat, or habitat elements that are sensitive, 
rare, unique, or generally of high ecological or cultural value. 
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It is unclear what the DOE is suggesting (p. 3-21) in terms of 
using mining to "further the biological function of wetlands." 
Specifically, which wetlands are being referred to here, and what 
type of alteration to their physical and/or biological 
characteristics are being considered? 

Economic development. The vast majority (approximately 95%) 
of lands on·the Columbia Plateau have already been dedicated to 
agricultural uses. Many of the activities associated with 
agriculture have resulted in widespread human health and ecological 
concerns now on the Plateau. These problems include terrestrial 
and aquatic habitat loss, fragmentation and alteration; loss of 
biodiversity; surface and ground water contamination from 
application of agricultural fertilizers and pesticides; air 
pollution from blowing dust creating significant amounts of 
airborne particulates; and the human health risks associated with 
these forms of water and air pollution. 

The HRA-DEIS should make it clear that the use of these lands 
for economic development will, in effect, dedicate scarce natural 
habitat needed to support declining species to uses that may 
further exacerbate the identified environmental problems. We 
support the fact that the DOE preferred alternative does not 
allocate · land for agriculture. However, the allocation of 30% of 
the Hanford lands (108,371 acres) for gra.zing appears to be quite 
large in light of the huge impacts already accrued to the Columbia 

LL. Plateau and the shrub~steppe ecosystem. The HRA-DEIS should · 
01 clearly delineate how much of that land represents fairly intact 

shrub-steppe and how much is already disturbed. The HRA-DEIS 
should discuss the necessary sizes of blocks of land that should be 
dedicated to protection of the shrub-steppe ecosystem and the size 
and extent of corridors between those blocks needed in order to 
preserve the natural functions of the ec9system and provide 
adequate habitat for the plants and animals indigenous to it. The 05 dedication of land to economic development should then be done in 
accordance with that analysis. 

It is very difficult to maintain shrub-steppe habitat in 
conjunction with grazing. In relatively undisturbed areas, the 
soils of the Columbia Basin steppe are covered by a "mi:crobiotic 
crust" of algae, mosses, and lichens .. The crust's integrity is 
important to maintaining the native plant community, which in turn 
supports dependent wildlife, because· it prevents the establishment 
of weeds. Disturbance, e.g., the trampling of livestock, destroys 
this protective soil layer, thereby permitting the invasion of 
weeds. In addition, the growing points of the bunch grasses are 
located higher on the plant than they would be· left as a result of 
selection by grazing animals; thus, the bunch grasses are 
susceptible to injury by livestock grazing. 

As stated on pages 4-63 and 5-23, "Cheatgrass and Russian 

2 
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thistle, annuals introduced from Eurasia in the late 1800s, invade 
areas where the ground surface has been disturbed. Grazing 
could alter terrestrial vegetation communities by eliminating or 
reducing the cover of some species, encouraging the growth of 
grazing-tolerant species, and providing opportunities for weed 
species to become established. These changes could adversely 
affect associated wildlife species.w In addition, "wetland and 
riparian plant communities could be damaged where livestock 
congregate near water so~rces." 

With weed invasions and changes in land use practices such as 
grazing, the fire regime is also altered frqm frequent, low 
intensity fires to infrequent high intensity fires. "Less frequent 
and more severe fires have reduced the ability of the native 
habitat to recover from fire, as well as [reducing] the development 
of late successional shrub-steppe habitat." (page 4-62) 

Since Section 4 of the HRA-DEIS was written, fire has burned a 
large section of land north of Rattlesnake Spring (Figure 1-2) on 
ALE and on to Umtanum Ridge (Figure 4-22), which was dominated by 
big sagebrush and by big sagebrush/spiny hop-sage vegetation types. 
The dominant shrub type there, big sagebrush, does not re-sprout 

· from the roots after a fire. The area of ALE (perhaps 50% . of its· 
total extent) where sagebrush was killed by the 1984 fire still ·has 
not been re-populated by sagebrush. These losses of habitat are 
critical for the shrub-nesting species such as the sage sparrow, 
Brewer's sparrow and the sage thrasher. These species and the sage 
grouse, also dependent on sagebrush for food and cover, are listed 
by Washington State as either threatened or as species of concern. 

The. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has canceled 
the only grazing lease currently held on the state-managed portion 
of the Wahluke Slope (Dell Peterson, personal communication). 
Considering this, the above facts, 'and the rarity and vulnerability . 

-of shrub-steppe habitat, we feel the need to prevent further risks 
to sagebrush habitats and steppe outweighs the need for additional 
rangelands. 

Th·e Preferred Alternative would allow conversion of the B 
reactor to a museum and construction of supporting visitor_ 
facilities; construction of a new boat ramp and visitor facilities 

,-..q south of Vernita Bridge; and two Tribal fishing villages and 
~ - supporting facilities on the Wahluke Slope. Again, given the risks 

to the shrub-steppe ecosystem we think these proposals should be 
carefully weighed against the amount of land necessary for 
ecosystem integrity. 

Pursuant to our federal tribal trust responsibilities, we 
support the Tribes' treaty fishing rights; however, we believe 
other alternatives should be evaluated for returning t~_ the tribes 
their treaty fishing rights. Other alternatives should include 
village sites outside the Hanford Reservation or on land that 

3 
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doesn't support shrub-steppe habitat. Further, we believe that any 
new fishing support ·facilities would best be located outside 
Hanford lands, or that existing facilities off-site be used as we 
presume they have been in the past. 

Increased boating activity resulting from the boat facilities 
near Vernita Bridge and the two ~ishing villages "could adversely 
affect salmonid spawning areas, aquatic plant communities and other 
BRMaP III and IV resources.• (p. 5-27) These adverse impacts 
should be better defined and alternatives or mitigation designed to 
avoid or minimize them. Such steps could include restrictions on 
the type and timing of boating/motorized recreation. 

As stated in the HRA-DEIS, "Missoula Floods [geologic] 
features could be impacted by sand and gravel operations. Mining 
could result in soil compaction and increased erosion· around quarry 
sites. . .. Industrial devel.opment in the southeast portion of .the 
Hanford Site could also destroy dune stabilizing vegetation that 
could result in activation of the sand dunes.• (page '5-13) Future 
industrial development and research and development activities 

. could degrade water quality as a result of increased waste water 
discharges to the Columbia River, a 'Class A' water body, and non
point source pollution from runoff (page . 5-15·) . Groundwater flow 
and quality could also be altered as a result of consumptive uses 
by industry, mobilization of contaminants in the vadose zone 
resulting from industrial water discharges, and increased 
contamination from industrial site chemical spills. (page 5-19) In 
addition, industrial development effectively obliterates the 
biological features associated with these lands prior to intensive 
development. 

Consequently, with respect to Industrial Exclusive, 
Industrial.. and Research and Development areas, ·we recommend that 
the boundaries depicted in Alternatives 1 and 2 (combined) be 

\ \ selected. These lands would provide adequate area for industrial 
expansion for the City of Richland, provide for continued research 
and development . activities, and enable clean up operations to 
proceed while protecting the greater portion of Hanford from the 
risks associated with industrial activities. 

Natural Resource Trustee. The biological resources of the 
Hanford Site merit protection for a variety of reasons: 

• As a unique example, and a major proportion of the remaining 
sagebrush-blue bunch wheatgrass community type in the world, 
with its particular suite of animal and plant species; 

• As an ecological study area with a rich history of prior 
studies, and specifically as one of seven National 
Environmental Research Parks administered by DOE where 
ecological research is carried out by visiting and resident 
scientists; 
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• As critical , habitat for a number of rare, threatened, or 
endangered species of plant and animals; and 

• As an increasingly rare example of what this part of our 
nation used to look like, for - the inspiration and enjoyment of 
the public. 

It is commendable that the DOE has engaged The Nature 
Conservancy (TNC) to conduct inventories of Hanford lands. While 
the information is incomplete, it serves as an adequate basis for 
making the following decisions, at a minimum, regarding Hanford 
lands: 

• Protect the full crescent of uncontaminated high value 
.ecological lands, without interruption, by designating them as 
preservation. These include: the ALE Reserve in its 
entirety; the McGee Ranch, the Wahluke Slope, the Riverlands, 
the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. This would 
provide a measure of connectivity between the ALE Reserve and 
the Wahluke Slope, and between the Hanford lands and the 
Yakima Training Center. 

• 

• 

Protect additional ecologically important lands in Central 
Hanford with preservation status. While the HRA-DEIS provides 
good information, it does not include the most recent studies 
performed by TNC that focus on Central Hanford. It is 
critical that· the information from these studies be used to 
specify additional areas for preservation including, but not 

. limited to, the vernal pools and other special habitats; Gable 
Butte and Gable Mountain and their associated rare plant 
populations; West Lake; sand dune fields from the ALE Reserve 
to the Hanford Reach, and other occurrences of plant community 
elements. 

Conserve most of the remaining lands in Central Hanford with 
Conservation status, where no exploitive uses such as mining 
are allowed unti], addi_tional study and application of the 
principles of conservation biology can be incorporated to best 
determine if and/or how these lands might be used . 

. 5 
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Additional Comments: Hanford Remedial Actions 

• 

,,......... 
~ -~ .:- ~ -

• 

• 

• 

• 

.. 
~ -" : µ ., 

• 

Page 1-1, Line 10. The text indicates ·that RODs will be issued 
for CERCLA and RCRA decisions. This statement is incorrect . 
Although CERCLA decisions are made using RODs, RCRA decisions 
are made through the permitting process. The text should be 
changed to reflect this. 

Page 1-11, Lines 14 and 15. This sentence is misleading. As 
written, the text indicates that EPA and Ecology will use the 
EIS to develop remediation decisions . This is not the case. 
CERCLA and RCRA processes will be used to make remediation 
decisions. We recommend changing the text to read " ... EPA and 
Ecology .would not be able to use the EIS in terms of factoring 
in potential future land use into the cleanup decisions 
process." 

Page 2-1. Line 30, Bullet II . We recommend this ,statement say, 
"Support U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington State 
Department of Ecology and U. S. Department of Energy remediation 
decision making process. 

Page 3-13, Table IX-2. EPA disagrees with the assumption that 
100 Area burial ground lands will remain dedicated waste 
management units. It is EPA's intent to require DOE to remove 
100 Area burial ground waste to the central plateau . The table 
should be revised to reflect this. 

Page 3-19, Line 22, Bullet 7. EPA does not agree with the 
assumption that groundwater will remain unremediated at 
Hanford. The bullet should be changed to reflect that 
groundwater contamination will be remediated through the CERCLA 
decision process. 

Page 6-1, Line 28. The HRA- DEIS implementing procedures should 
include a section on how DOE will institute procedural controls 
including mechanisms to be used to document the status of 

. contaminated buildings, soils and groundwater. 

Appendix D, Line 19. This section identifies the McGee Ranch 
as a possible barrow site for clean-up/burial material. The 
McGee Ranch provides a key wildlife corridor between ALE and 
the Columbia River. It .is EPA's understanding that under the 
preferred alternative the .McGee Ranch would not be available 
for barrow material. However, the 100 Area . burial grounds 
document, which EPA is currently reviewing, lists the McGee 
Ranch as the preferred barrow site. EPA recommends that 
Appendix D be strengthened to indicate that all sensitive areas 
will be protected from mining activities including the McGee 
Ranch.· · 

6 
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LO - - Lack of objectiona 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating Sy•t- for 
Draft Enviromuntal Impact Stat-ta 

DefinitiOIUI and Pollow•Up Action• 

Environmental Impact of the Actiop 

The Environmental Protection Agency (BPA) review baa not identified any potential environmental 
impact• requiring-..ubatantive change• to the proposal. The review may have diaclosed opportunities for 
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal . 

'J'.he EPA review baa identified environmental impacts that should be. avoided in order to fully protect 
the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce theae i mpacts. 

llO - - EDYir..-t&l Objectiona 

The EPA review baa identified significant environmental impacts that· should be avoided in order to 
provide adequate protection for the environment. Co=ective measures may require substantial change• to the 
preferred alternative· or eonaideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative 
or a new alternative). BPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

The BPA review ha• identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unaatiafactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. BPA intends to 
work with the lead .agency t;o reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impact• are not corrected 
at the final BIS stage, this proposal will be rec0111111ended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CBQ). 

Adequacy of the Impact stct,.....t 

category 1 - - Adequ.ate 

BPA believes the draft BIS adequately sets forth the enviro,;,mental impact(&) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis 
of data collection is necessary, but the .reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

The draft BIS -does not contain sufficient information for EPA to f~lly aa• eas environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the enviroament, or the BP~ reviewer baa identified new 
rea• onaby available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft BIS, which 
could reduce ·the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyse• or 
discu•• ion should be included in the final BIS. 

category 3 - - :tnadequat• . 

BPA does not believe that the draft BIS adequately aaaeaaea potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the action, or the BPA reviewer baa identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are 
outside of the spectrum of alternative• analyzed in the draft EIS, which • bould be analyzed in order to reduce 
the potentially significant environmental' impacts. BPA believes that the identified additional information, 
data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purpo• e • of the National Environmental 
Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment 
in a • upplemental or revised draft BIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this 
propoaal could be a candidate for referral to the CBQ. 

• From EPA Manual l§tO Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Action, Imoastina the Environment . 
February, 1987. 
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[unn~) LIGO HANFORD OBSERVATORY 
P. 0 . Box 1970; Mail Stop S9-02, Richland, Washington 99352 

Telephone: 509-372-8106 
Fax 509-372-8137 

LETTER# /jL-LJq{p Date: June 15, 1999 

(t:rnai I ver-s/on: Rf, 030) 
Referto: LIGO-L990188-00-W 

070329 

Thomas W. Fems, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box.550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

~,,r,,nmn 
JUN 211999 

DOE-llL/DIS 
Dear Mr. Fems: 

The LIGO Laboratory is pleased to provide these comments to the U.S. Department of Energy in 
response to the revised draft report DOE/EIS-0222D, entitled "Hanford Remedial Action Envi
ronmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan." These comments regard pro
posed land-use designations for the land on which LIGO is located and adjacent lands. These are 
part of a large land area in the category "All Other Areas." The LIGO Laboratory is concerned 
that this plan does not adequately represent the extreme sensitivity of the LIGO facilities to noise 
and vibration created by other activities on the Hanford site, even though such activities may be at 
large distances from the Observatory. The Laboratory is particularly concerned that several of the 
proposed planning alternatives indicate that mining activities would be allowable uses for land 
adjacent to the LIGO site without a discussion of the nature and physical extent of potential 
impacts on LIGO operations. It is proposed that language in the draft be changed to more accu
rately reflect the extreme sensitivity of LIGO to noise and vibration created by activities at great . 
distances and that cJarifying information on the nature and extent of this sensitivity be incJuded in 
appendices to the plan. Good communi~ations between NSF and DOE will be essential in manag
ing land use at Hanford over the lifetime of the proposed land use plan. In furtherance of this goal, 
one effective mechanism is for NSF to become a cooperating agency in completion of the plan 
and. in procedures to advise o~ and approve future special permits affecting land use. 

LIGO Hanford Observatory is a state-of-the-art scientific facility, operated for the U.S. National 
Science Foundation (NSF), that is part of an emerging international network of gravitational-wave 
detectors. LIGO represents the largest investment ever made by the NSF in major research equip
ment. LIGO uses high-precision laser beams to detect the extremely small motions of mirrors 
caused by gravitational waves created in deep space. Seismic noise (i.e., natural vibrations of the 
earth) and noise induced by man-made vibrations can hide or mimic the effect of a gravitational 
wave. Successful detection of the gravitational waves requires that the Hanford Observatory work 
in unison with its sister facility in Livingston, Louisiana. Thus, a significant increase in the levels 
of seismic noise and vibration at either of the LIGO observatories could render all of LIGO inop
erable for gravitational-wave observations for as long as these increased levels of vibration per
sist. For this reason, the observatories were located in places with exceptionally low levels of 

Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory 
California Institute of Technology 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
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Page 2 o/3 070329 
seismic noise and vibration. Following the evaluation of 18 proposed UGO sites throughout the 
continental United States, the Hanford site was chosen for UGO in a national competition, based 
in part on the low levels of seismic noise and vibration known to exist at this site and the likeli
hood that these levels would remain low in the foreseeable future. 

The UGO Laboratory prepared a memo (UGO-L960853) detailing the sensitivity of UGO to 
· seismic effects of various land uses. This memo was made available at the UGO Hanford Obser
vatory office to provide guidance to planning agencies that request such information. It is encour
aging that information concerning the sensitivity of UGO to vibration has been included in the 
current draft plan. The revised draft also addresses impacts of activities such as mining in other 
regards. These are positive developments. The UGO Laboratory remains concerned that a lack of 
detail in presentation of this information may mislead readers in the future to underestimate the 
potential for an activity, like mining, to render UGO inoperable. For example, reasonable propos
ers of an activity might assume that operation of mining equipment at a distance of a mile would 
not seriously impact LIGO when, in fact, such activities at distarices of 10 to 25 miles could sig
nificantly disrupt UGO operations. Significant expenditures of money and schedule might thus be 
spent on planning for a proposed activity with little guidance from the DOE plan that a severe 
conflict may be expe<::ted. 

The UGO Laboratory proposes that the memo (LIGO-L960853) be appended to the final DOE 
report and that references. to this appendix appear wherever there is discussion of locating Conser- . 
vation zones that include mining adjacent to UGO (including in the Tables). It is proposed to 
modify the sentence in Section ES5.5. l "Cumulative Impacts to Land Use," in paragraph 4, 
"Operation of UGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations because of the facility's sen
sitivity to vibrations." A sentence that more accurately describes the extent of conflict is, "Opera
tion of UGO conflicts with Conservation mining designations because of the facility's sensitivity 
to vibrations, even when the source of thos~ vibrations is many miles distant from LIGO facili
ties." 

It is important that the DOE land use plan be written as clearly as possible to minimize depen
dence many years hence on the memories of individuals who participated in the preparation of the 
document. Also the nature of conflicting activities can significantly change over the long time 
span envisioned by this plan. Finally, vibration is only one ofa number of possible mechanisms by 
which adjacent land uses could conflict with UGO operations. NSF's representation on the Site 
Planning Advisory Board would allow NSF to play a positive role in articulating its concerns 
while also providing helpful guidance on potential mitigation measures to those who might pro
pose conflicting activities in future. 

Respectfully, 

Frederick J. Raab, Ph.D. 
Head, UGO Hanford Observatory 
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cc: 
B. Barish 
V. Cook 
E. Jasnow 
O.Mathemy 
R. Poole 
G. Sanders 
Document Control Center 
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CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 070329 
Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (UGO) Project 

To/Mail Code: Otto Matherny, LIGO Hanford 
· From/Mail Code: Fred Raab/51-33 

Phone/FAX: 8 l 8-395-4053/818-304-9834 
Refer to: LIGO-L960853-01-M 

Date: December 2, 1996 

Subject: Information on the seismic effects of various land uses. 

This letter summarizes information about possible impacts on the Laser Interferometer Gravi
tational-wave Observatory (LIGO) caused by activities on the surrounding land. The discussion 
below highlights criteria concerning man-made sources of vibration that were among the criteria 
used to choose the Hanford site over other proposed sites in the continental United States. 

The LIGO Observatory in Hanford, Washington is a state-of-the-art facility, operated for the 
U. S. National Science Foundation, that is part of an emerging international network of gravita
tional-wave detectors. LIGO uses high-precision laser beams to deted the extremely small 
motions of mirrors caused by gravitational waves created in deep space. Seismic noise (i.e., n·atu
ral vibrations of the earth) and noise induced by man-made vibrations can hide or mimic the effect 
of a gravitational wave. Successful detection of the gravitational waves requires that the Hanford 
Observatory work in unison with its sister facility in Livingston, Louisiana. Thus, a significant 
increase in the levels of seismic noise and vibration at either of the LIGO observatories could ren
der all of LIGO inoperable for gravitational-wave observations for as long as these increased lev
els of vibration persist. For this reason, the observatories were located in places with 
exceptionally low levels of seismic noise and vibration. Following the evaluation of 18 proposed 
LIGO sites throughout the continental United States, the Hanford site was chosen for LIGO in a 
national competition, based in part on the low levels of seismic noise and vibration known to exist 
at this site and the likelihood that these levels would remain low in the foreseeable future. 

The site-evaluation committee rated each site according to criteria that reflected LIGO's 
needs. To evaluate sites on the basis of man-made sources of vibration, an international set of 

guidelines 1 developed for seismic observatories was used. The guidelines list recommended mini
mum distances to the nearest source of man-made vibration due to different categories of sources. 
These recommendations were used to obtain "preferred" and "acceptable" minimum distances to 
these sources. The sites were then graded according to these criteria. Sample criteria, useful for 
land-planning purposes are listed below: 

1. Reciprocating power-plant machinery, rock crushers and heavy machinery should be located 
at least 10 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of at least 25 miles. 

I. Manual of SeismoJo~jcaJ Observatory Practice. P. L. Gilmore, ed., World Data Center A for Solid Earth 
Geophysics, U. S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Environmen
tal Data and Information Service, Boulder, CO, 80303; Table 2.1. 

lnterOffice Memorandum 
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070329 
2. Railways that operate frequently should be at least 6 miles from the site, with a preferred dis

tance of at least 12 miles. 

3. Non-reciprocating power-plant machinery and balanced industrial machinery should be 
locate~ at least 4 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of at least IO miles. 

4. Vehicular traffic should be located at least 0.6 miles from the site, with a preferred distance of 
at least 3 miles. 

Us_ing these criteria, the only serious seismic noise disturbance identified at the Hanford site 
was vehicular traffic. The Hanford site was given an acceptable rating because the potential dis
ruption due to traffic :would be confined to morning and evening rush hours. This was considered 
to be the only negative vibration-related impact at the· site. With assurances from the United States 

D_epartment of Energy that no significant development was likely within this zone2, th~ Hanford 
site was given a high rating. In selecting the Hanford site for LIGO, the National Science Founda
tion recognized the anticipated conditions at the site. 

We have recently .received a final report concerning vibration measurements done for the 
LIGO site by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. Part of the mission of these measure
ments was to identify possible impacts on observatory operations caused by man-made vibration. 
The data obtained from this study confirm that the site-evaluation criteria for man-made vibration 
sources are applicable to the Hanford site. 

The effect of traffic was determined with the help of video surveillance equipment and seis
mometers. Traffic on Route 10 past the LIGO site was observed to cause increased noise at the 
coiner station of the observatory complex. We can say with certainty that large increases in traffic 
on this road would be disruptive to operations, especially if the weight of vehicles should increase 
significantly (as would happen if truck traffic increased on this road) or if the quality of the road 
surface were significantly degraded. We were less sensitive to traffic on Route 240 and Route 4 
South, because they were farther from the observatory complex. However, large increases in truck 
traffic or degradation of the surfaces of these roads could also have negative impacts. 

Measurements were also done during a time when there was construction activity near the 
site. By moving the seismometers we were able to identify how vibrations from construction 
equipment would lessen with distance away from the site. We found that vibrations from such 
activities within approximately 8 to 9 miles of the site could cause significant disruptions for as 
long as such activity persisted. 

Similar activities can be expected to be similarly disruptive unless they are situated suffi
ciently far away. Practical examples of extremely disruptive operations, similar to category (1) 
above, would be gravel or basalt mining operations, metal-stamping mills and any kind of con
struction activity that involved backhoes, bulldozers, heavy digging machinery, etc. Continuous 
operations of this type would render LIGO inoperable if they were located too closely. The equip
ment in nuclear reactors at Hanford would likely fall into category (3), as would many modem 
facilities such as biotechnology or semiconductor fabrication plants. Metal or plastics manufactur
ing using low-impact methods (i.e., no stamping operations) should also fit into th.is category. The 

2. Option to Site A- Laser Interferometer GravjtatjnaJ-Wave Observatory JUGO}, U. S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, March I, 1991; Section 3.7 
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operation of facilities like this within the category (3) range would not be deleterious to UGO, but 
construction work on these facilities might cause severe disruption. Mechanized farming opera
tions should be in category (4), with activities that disturb the ground (such as plowing) likely to 
be more disruptive than use of harvesting equipment. With these guidelines, LIGO shotild be able 
to respond to any inquiry and to evaluate proposed uses and to identify adverse impacts on LIGO 
operations. 

fjr:bb 

cc: 
B. Barish 
M. Coles 
A. Lazzarini 
G.Sanders 
R. Vogt 
Chronological File 
Document Control Center 
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Written Comment Sheet ""'",-.r,.nmn 
JUN 2 81999 

Name D:tX.1 Cz l45 Lu. DOE-RL/DIS 

Address 
Company, Agency, or OTflanlzation 

Street Ad.drus 

6Bv.~if Lf lJA-, ..s·-c>?- t;-s-- 2 - '-.f .J.C', 
Clty/Stata/Zlp Code Telephone 

I am expreSS1n9-' suoport for Alternative #3. Although none of 
iOUL alternatives are balanced Alterna~ive #3 is t~e only one which 

>~1~'.':.:c; ':_~Os~. to the needs and future of Grant <;ounty and the Mattawa are~. 

.. I also support _ Representab.ve Doc ~as_tings_ propos~_l for th~ National 

Academy or Scl:~nces to "impartially." stud_y all_ potential uses of the 

. - Mallia_!~ Slope~- The most balanced_ and _ therefore the ~ost "prefferred" 

al eeutativ_E: 1.s still _the Wahluke 2000 pr9posal. In addition, I strongly 

.-£eel that all future p~yment in lieu of ~axes or PILT moneys should be 

basee,: on lost OPE:_?rtun~ ty" costs, not current use assesse.TT\ents. 

S1ncerely,c:J@t¥-- }4h/li 

This is a postage-paid self-mailer. 
Please fold and seal before mailing 

to the address on the back. 

IMPORTANT: Before returning this Comment Sheet, please fold the flyer so that it is addressed to Mr. Tom Ferns, 
and the largest flap on the back matches at the top. Seal with tape at the top only. 
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June 30, 1999 · LETTER # R L=!f!/-8 
070747 

Mr. Thomas Ferns 
U.S. Dept of Energy 
P,O. Box 550 MSIN GI-12 
Richland, WA 99352-0550 

Dear Mr. Fems, 

RECE!\'ED 

JUL O 7 1999 
DOE-RL/DfS · 

Kittittas Audubon Society (K.AS), a chapter of National Audubon with members through 
the Kittitas Valley in central Washington State wish to have placed on the Hearing record 
their support ofDOE's Preferred Alternative with the following changes: · 

1. Designate the Reach a Wild & Scenic River 

2. Include the entire public land area on the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, the Wahluke Slope, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 
Wildlife Refuge. So that resolution of problems associated with cleaning up the 
Hanford nuclear reservation will not delay the rest of the designations, we ask that 
separate Records of Decision be issued for the areas mentioned above. 

3. Oppose grazing on the Hanford reservation 

.4. Oppose mining operations with the exception of those associated with cleaning up the 
nuclear reservation. 

We recognize the lateness of this response; hopefully better late than never. 

Hal Lindstrom 
1831 Hanson Road 
Ellensburg, WA 98926 
Ph 509-925-1807 

£,~g~ 
Hal Lindstrom 

KAS Conservation Chair 

---•-.. ------· ··-- . 
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Written Comment Sheet 

Name 

-- lJ;TTER # .iL- 41f_q 
~77 ~£A.._, . 

Address 
. Company, Agency, o',;!.rganization ~ · lcff 

o/"'4/2(½ C, , & lllt)_v'Alr/1,w ½Q 
Stnl~A_:!11&SS 

~tY7czoLIATY iJA /~?2-0 
· City/State/Zip Code 

070469 

"'"'~ 
JUL 13 1999 

DOE-RL/DIS 

Telephone 

· -L Wol\/<2¢2L 11tJw M-~t)v t7r YoJ !l/1/i/tJ: Ao'42J Ye?v~e-<»'?i , "W/./6«; /IV' 7HC u . ..r. 
t::.-dMr7nJnq,v 4tu!:C /T /h.A--de,../ rfP&: Tf#C fQ;'.)tQ?.A \ < GQJ/FRJYa?r:-iJT 79 C?tJ'f.Uk THt,S 

' c(.faezyzy _?·· O:C!R 6allta2AJ41t::AIT tu: iftt:cANvr.1.- Mv(¼;' AMO mow cdr.,€Av,usQ, · 
· · //\./c42:fs£1Mrt,y /1'1-q~ /J!Jw&<.,~c./L ,tM{) .ftl&t;t11.1c,,U110. Q~ l?{rP&r4wJ[AT1.J~ ,!R..tr 

7)/~INsc Qvl2\,< 7fi1C1A__ /2,,wf2?. Tc/ Tfll!Kt;; 1/V~l./t'.A,d[[~ A7 WI.Jt<,/.1 /Jo1A.h' t,Jlt_ 

'd:<eY?&as<QYT I l/,C 8(yM..- d~ Go.JdvvM~ w,,.A,< co:ia~ To Q-1,ST· we- &&c 
<,;:.A VILAiAJTlf::lX) /I t?-4-/Jc,J(JUCJA,J t1Jll_,.,V\ r!P 66 ✓,chJMQJ[ (t,·Y TIIC t/S C,.6J.ET1T✓-11JJ, 
A./t17 A LJ~s,AAv:t,. YO r.ltC Tm..:'.':) ''-4EPt/QU</' 1J' ,l,,uci..% ue:n 1r ,qr AU-.Wll'Y? 

I 

62/<J You vu1c rd/J..., <flt)._,. /l1u1AtUUotJ ~ (JJO JJC STp/J d't /t11(J Ar'K. 0'1Vt oft k<4 ovL 
•• .. ? M'/\ I 

C)j:J/,#,IIA/ r,1\,/ otl~ tfeµYAILf) , l./. 7"#-<r rf(!?Nr,- TfflC C,AC~: Mvk:Q 'zQ,/ u,.J.r,t?@t 
n-n .s · A er- 111/\/ Qu4,..,. ~ t.,C or A .l?£fJ ue u~ o@oc»cl-,1 , o IJ..J. o r~,ATO &s m ,o ? & 11orJ~ 
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069470 

Willapa Hills Audubon Society 

Joh.Q Flicker, President 
National Audubon Society 
700 Broadway 
New York, NY 10003 

Dear Mr. Flicker: 

P.O. Box 399 - Longview, WA 98632-7255 

LETTER# /<L LJ,5z_ 

3148 Laurel Road 
Longview, WA 98632 
4June 1999 

»~M-?nm.n 
JUN O 7 1999 

DOE-RL/D!S 

The Willapa Hills chapter of NAS is disappointed to learn that NAS is considering 
dropping the Endangered Species Campaign. 

Saving a particular endangered species was, after all, the concern which brought our 
organization into being roughly a century ago. Our main mission is surely still to save 
endangered species; other campaigns (population, wetlands, refuges, living oceans etc.) 
being merely specific areas of action. This would be analogous to removing "to educate 
our children" from our schools' mission statement and merely enumerating the subjects to 
be taught. 

Moreover, think what those who would weaken the ESA would do with the information 
that Audubon had discontinued its Endangered Species Campaign! 

Sincerely, 

~~-'1 
Ruth Deery, Conservation cliair 
Willapa Hills Audubon Society . 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
4201 WILSON BOULEVARD 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22230 

July 29, 1999 

Thomas W. Fems, HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN HO-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

LETTER# 'KL L/~3 
071523 

AUG O 3 1999 

Dear Mr. Ferns: DOE-RL / DIS 
This letter is in reference to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Hanford Site 

that is under consideration by DOE. As you know, the National Science Foundation 
supports the construction and operation of the LIGO Laboratory on the Hanford site 
under the direction of the California Institute of Technology. We have followed closely 
the efforts of the LIGO Hanford Laboratory Director, Dr. Frederick Raab, to raise the 
awareness of your office to the concerns we have for future LIGO operations should any 
of the current six versions of land use be adopted. Our latest information is the Revised 
Draft report DOE/EIS-0222D entitled "Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan." As described in Dr. Raab's letter to you 
of June 15, 1999, the sensitivity of the LIGO detectors to vibration could make them 
inoperable while activities creating vibration are under way on the Hanford site. 

We support the effort to establish criteria for long term land use at Hanford and 
understand the desire to develop the site to the greatest benefit for the people of the area. 
We believe this is not incompatible with providing safeguards for effective operation of 
the LIGO Laboratory. The more we know about planned activities on the Hanford site, 
and the sooner we know about it, the better we will be able to adapt our operations plans 
for LIGO. To this end, we suggest that NSF be added to the list of "cooperating and 
consulting agencies" to develop land use plans for Hanford, and to membership on the 
Site Planning Advisory Board (SP AB). 

We would also appreciate receiving new versions of the Environmental Impact 
Statements and Comprehensive Land Use Plans as they become available. 

cc Fred Raab, LIGO, Hanford Laboratory Director 
Barry Barish, LIGO Project Director 
Gary Sanders, LIGO Project Deputy Director 
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E-MaU Letter ti ---

r
@msitl,pipas~i~~~;k~.¾~ L'.i:;::s~.:!f.:~4;f'.°'~~~~·~~'.·· '.?tI'.~-~1>.§@10·:~~;~~{~ :~~~ t 
From: Jeana Frazzini (frazzini@teleport.com] · 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 1999 2:32 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Subject: Re: Hanford 

Dear Sir, 
Regarding proposals for the Hanford site, I am writing to encourage you to support the DOE 
alternative and Save the Reach Coalition's recommendations. This area is of particular concern 
for me, as r group up nearby and attended college in the area (Whitman College, Walla Walla, 
WA) . . 

Thank You, 
Jeana Frazzini 
18 NE Sacramento 
Portland, OR 97212 
503-493-7 4 78 
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~~!1!1>~~:i.~;::~:2.~(~:/ 2'.J2~,::::·. ~'.·::~~<'.~~-·.: . > <:s· ... , ·_:~~ . •.··· · :;. :~"-~ ~~{tIS;;.~i&~~~~ 
From: Jackie Gardner Usgardne@uswest.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 1999 9:29 PM , 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Protection of Hanford Reach 

Mr. Ferns, this note is in support of the Nature Conservancy's position on preservation of the 
Hanford Reach area of the Columbia. This last bastion of free flowing river and its basin must be 
protected. Thank you. 

Jacqueline Gardner, Ph.D 
5111 NE 201 Place 
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 
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flrE!t[~i~:TbTmas~W~~:~:; '-·.: ' J 

From: -~---Efricw8"@ao1:com ··-·· ·-- -
·:· •• ,•:·.· . .. _,· 

··:=-~:: .. .- : 

Sent: Thursday, May 13, 1999 9:27 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Cc: hhall@tnc.org 
Subject: Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

As a longtime supporter of Nature Conservancy, I would like to give my personal endorsement to 
their HRA EIS specific positions which are stated as follows: 

1. Protect the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford Site is one of the last 
places in eastern Washington supporting large areas of native shrub-steppe vegetation and 
related wildlife. 

2. Support the Preferred Alternative, but with some modifications, including: 

A. The following adjoined DOE lands should be managed as a permanent 
National 

Wildlife Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE's entire 
Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River Islands. This will provide a 
large, continuous "crescenr of protected habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

B. To ensure long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the 
Site (including central Hanford), there should be no agriculture, commercial mining, or 
livestock grazing permitted. 

3. To expedite a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue 
separate decisions for the areas mentioned above in 2A. 

Your attention to this personal request is sincerely appreciated. 

Richard Wallace 
9040 NE 14th 

Bellevue, WA 98004-3311 
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,iW=: -~Siir1tow·~:a\Y~~t):b-~)_fa~-~-.. 
From: Mindmedic@aol.com 
Sent: . Friday, May 14, 1999 10:35 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford lands. 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

. -:. t ~ :.: 
.·:•.· 

(l&OD~ 

E-Mail Letter# __ 

Please register that I support the Nature Conservancy's position on the HRA EIS regarding the 
protection of Hanford Reach and neighboring lands, from commercial or agricultural development. 

Specifically, I beleive the ecologically significant lands on Hanford Reach need to be protected in 
a permanent National Wildlife Refuge, along with adjoining DOE lands known as: the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, DOE's entire Wahkuke Slope, the Hanford Reach and the 
Columbia River Islands. 

THANK YOU, 

Robert C. Hatton 
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From: J K and/or AW Johnston [a-jinc@oakharbor.net] 
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 1999 5:13 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Cc: hhall@tnc.org 
Subject: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

Dear Mr. Fems, 
It is my understudying that the U.S. Dept. of Energy is considering a draft EIS for the future 

management of the uncontaminated lands at its Hanford facility, including the Hanford reach on 
the Columbia River. These lands belong to the American people and should not be opened up 
for private commercial uses. Too many of our original native areas have already been lost to 
grazing, mining and logging with too little return to the owners of those lands. With some salmon 
species already listed on the Endangered Species list it is imperative that spawning habitat be 
saved from further degradation. 

As many as possible of these areas under consideration should be held for the future by 
managing them as a National Wildlife Refuge. Then every effort must be made to avoid further 
contamination from the Hanford nuclear facility. 

Sincerely, 
James K.Johnston, Ed.D. 
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From: Elaine Nonneman [elaine@cnw.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 17, 1999 11 :40 AM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Cc: hhall@tnc.org 
Subject: Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

I am writing on the issue of land management at the Hanford Reach. Please act to preserve its 
uncontaminated shrub-steppe ecosystem and the wildlife it supports as well as a free-flowing 
segment of the Columbia River that supports spawning and rearing of chinook salmon. The DOE 
can do this by adopting the HRA "Preferred Alternative" with these provisions: 

1) Create a zone of protected habitat lands by managing the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 
McGee Ranch, the 90,000 acre Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River 
Islands collectively as a permanent National Wildlife Refuge. Ensure the integrity of the refuge 
by issuing separate decisions to so manage each of these areas. 

2) Prohibit agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing within the above National 
Wildlife Refugee to prevent its contamination as a wildlife habitat. · 

Though I am a resident of Western Washington, I greatly value the existence and preservation of 
the ecosystem, habitat and wildlife unique to the Hanford region. Its importance as a natural trust 
and heritage far outweigh the interests of those who would use these lands for commercial gain. 
Please do not compromise the survival of wildlife. 

Thank you for your adoption of this position in the upcoming HRA EIS process. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Nonneman, 8023 California Ave. SW, Seattle, WA 98136 (206) 937-4338 
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Fems, Thomas W 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

Jarold Morgan Uaroldm@earthHnk.net] 
Monday, May 17, 1999 7:23 PM 
thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Hanford Reach 

I support the DOE Preferred Alternative. However, I recommend you add 
the Save the Reach Coalition's amendments as follows: 

* Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, 
its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National 

Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total acres} 
*Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 
*Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing 
clean-up 
and remediation on the Hanford Reservation; 

Thank you for your consideration! 

Jennifer Kauffman 
8027 Bagley Avenue N 
Seattle, WA 98103 

1 
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From: woodmill@oneworld.owt.com 
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 1999 9:53 PM 
To: Thomas_W_Fems@rl.gov 
Cc: jtimmons@bossig.com; mmlilga@owt.com 

Mr. Tom Fems 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland, WA 

069308 
. . ·-· . .. : . .. . 

COMMENT ON THE REVISED DRAFT HANFORD REMEDIAL ACTION EIS AND 
COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN (HRA-EIS) 

During the course of taking testimony across the state about options for land use at the Hanford 
site, you will hear, presented as a matter of principle, arguments for local control of the Hanford 
Reach and adjacent protected areas. I want to address this briefly. 

In our nation, local control of our affairs is a cherished concept, especially in principally rural 
areas such as eastern Washington. Inserting a proposal for local control will win adherents to 
almost any cause. Yet, clearly local control is not always best. 

For example, if we had never imposed zoning laws in our communities, arguing instead that land 
use decisions should be left to property owners so they could exercise local control, no parks nor 
indeed any geography making our communities desirable places to live would have emerged 
spontaneously from the ensuing free-for-all. 

At a national level, such a philosophy would have resulted in no national parks, wilderness areas, 
forests, seashores, prairies, monuments, or wildlife refuges. These jewels in our national crown 
exist only because our society realizes that self-control is essential for the good of us all. But, 
society is not a thing, it is a myriad of individuals, so self-control means that some of us cannot 
get everything we want. Such denial of individual desires is not an act of malice or insensitivity, it 
is simply doing what is best for all of us, and to do this we need to look at the big picture. 

A space shuttle's view of eastern Washington gives us the big picture, and it is instructive: the 
Hanford site stands out because it is virtually the only non-mountainous or non-scabland terrain 
not already transfonned by agriculture. This transformation has been incessant, driven by the 
search for farmland so we can feed ourselves. But feeding our exponentially growing population 
is a vast, complex, and politically-charged cultural problem that could only be delayed, and 
fundamentally could not be solved, by converting our scarce remaining wild lands to farmland. All 
this would accomplish is to deny all future generations any access to or any understanding of wild 
lands. They would be forever aesthetically and scientifically impoverished, with nothing 
permanent to show for it. 

lf the lands currently protected by DOE are released to local control, it will be like holding a 
precious, fragile antique vase in front of us and releasing it to the local control of gravity: the 
outcome is inevitable, thus it is the release itself that destroys the antique. If the lands DOE 
protects are released to local control, we may not know the exact course or timing of events that 

· will ensue, buf we do know the ultimate result: the land will be farmed. 

I do not begrudge our farmers their land. After all, they use that land to feed me. I thank our 
farmers for taking care of me, often settling for a modest life to do it. But, we have already 
converted most of ·our wild lands to farmland and little wild land remains. For the sake of future 
generations and all life depending on the land you protect, please-do not release to local control 
this refuge for our native plants and animals. · 

William L. Kuhn 
624 Millwood Court 
Richland, WA 

Respectfully submitted, 
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From: Nancy Murphy [rutherfordmurphy@email.msn.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 21, 1999 3:28 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@r1.gov 
Subject: Hanford Reach 

I would like to commend DOE for taking action to protect the Hanford Reach ecosystem but urge 
you to go further: 

• Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the McGee 
Ranch, the River1and area, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
(176,000 total acres) 

*Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. *Restrict all mining operations to those 
essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 

• Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These areas 
are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not 
have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford area are made. 

Sincerely, Nancy Murphy 
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From: Fred Runkel [frunkel@igc.org] 
Sent: Sunday, May 23, 1999 6:50 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Cc: lupito@owt.com 
Subject: The Hanford Reach 

We strongly support the preservation of the Hanford Reach. The only good thing that has come 
out of that place is that the land remains µntouched. We commend DOE for taking action to 
protect the Hanford Reach ecosystem, but we want them to take stronger measures to protect it: 

• Designate the 176,000 acres of public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the 
Hanford Reach, its 
islands, the McGee Ranch, the Riverland area, and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge 
*Oppose grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. 

*Restrict all mining operations to those essential to completing clean-up and remediation on the 
Hanford Reservation. 

• Issue a separate Record of Decision (ROD) for all the areas mentioned above. These areas 
are prime fish and wildlife habitat, uncontaminated by Hanford operations, and should not 
have to wait for protection until the complex decisions involving clean-up in the central 
Hanford. area are made. 

Sincerely Yours, Marilyn D. Ream M.D. and Fred J . Runkel D.V.M. 
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From: . Paul Lindholdt [plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 1999 2:21 PM 
To: Thomas_W_Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Wahluke Slope Comments 

I am speaking on behalf of two different organizatfons in Eastern Washington to offer comments 
on the future of the Wahluke Slope. The two organizations are the Upper Columbia River Group 
of the Sierra Club, which I lead as Chair of its Executive Committee, and Eastern Environmental, 
a student group at Eastern Washington University which I serve as faculty advisor. Also I am a 
professor whose teaching and research specialties concern American culture and the 
environment. 

Both groups, which collectively represent some 1,200 people in this region, agree that the 
Wahluke Slope should be protected to the fullest extent possible under the law. The worst 
management plan would involve returning those lands to county oversight and farming, in our 
opinion. Privatization would heighten the risk of eroding the White Bluffs and endangering the 
chinook salmon and other fish that spawn there. 

The groups I represent, like my family and myself, use the Hanford Reach for recreation and 
value it for wildlife habitat. Nowhere else on the main stem Columbia is the ecological fabric so 
intact, in our experience. For its endangered plants and white pelicans, its Native American 
artifacts and sport fishing, its grandeur as a paddle route and its value for protecting endangered 
salmon, the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River needs the Wahluke Slope to be protected 
against. development. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this very important matter, at this pivotal moment in the 
future of American wildlands and rivers. 

Professor Paul Lindholdt 

Card for Paul Lindholdt 
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Thursday, June 03, 1999 5:17 PM 
'Thomas Ferns' 
Hanford Reach 

Dear Mr. Ferns: 

... ' -~ -_ ~: . . ···-
.;_ -.. :-_· " .. · -· . . . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue. Although I currently live in California, I 
lived in Washington the first 23 years of my life, have an uncle who worked at Hanford for many 
years, and visit my relatives in the area occasionally. When I was a teenager I did some hunting 
in territory contiguous to Hanford. I am familiar with the Hanford Reach issues since I am in 
regular contact with others who work in the area and am on the board of the Sacramento River 
Preservation Trust which networks with Northwestern river groups. I am writing today, though, 
only as an individual and not on behalf of the SRPT since we have not discussed the HRA EIS at 
board meetings. 

First, I would like to thank the DOE for the good work on the revised HRA EIS which preserves 
much of the Wahluke Slope as a wildlife refuge. I urge you to extend those protections by 
expanding the refuge to include all public lands in Hanford Reach, Wahluke Slope, McGee 
Ranch, Riverlands, and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. I also support Alternative 2 in the EIS. 
Since I suspect you are receiving lots of mail on this topic and know you are very familiar with the 
issues, I will spare you from any further detail and wish you well in further deliberations and the 
implementation of the plan. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Dwyer 
Chico, CA 
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rom: DALSTAY@aol.com 

IB

--,;,.•r.r,:-........,_,~~-- --- - - - .. , -

ent: Thursday, June 03, 1999 7:24 PM 
o: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
ubject: DOE Lands 

Dear Sir: 
Having been citizens of the state of Washington for the past 40 years, we take a vital interest in 
her future. It is our hope that the following DOE lands be managed as a permanent National Wild 
life Refuge: the Arid land Ecology Reserve, the Mcgee Ranch , DOE's entire Wahluke slope, 
Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River Islands. -

To protect our native species there should be no agriculture, commercial mining or livestock 
grazing. Please help conserve this wonderful area for our children and future generations. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dale B. Stayner 
Billie J Stayner 

columbia River Islands. 
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From: Beth Miller [bmiller295@worldnet.att.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 1999 9:09 PM · 
To: Thomas_W_Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford Reach 

From:Brian Miller 
1307 S. Greenridge 
Liberty Lake,WA 99019 

June 3, 1999 

To: US Dept. of Energy 
Tom Ferns 
Document Manager HRA-EIS 

CC: Senator Patty Murray 

I am writing to express my qualified support for the 
DoE's preferred alternative for the Hanford Reach. I 
support the preferred alternative but ask that 
protection be provided for ALL natural and sensitive 
lands within the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. This 
should include all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach and all associated islands, the 
McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. 
Providing Federal protection for these lands involves 
no "takings" of private property or rights. 
Protection will help preserve the last free-flowing 
stretch of the Columbia river and remnant populations 
of shrub-steppe flora and fauna, as well protect the 
most productive Salmon spawning area on the Columbia. 

Sincerely, 
Brian Miller 
bmiller295@worldnet.att.net 
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From: Donna Caulton [donnac@ewa.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 03, 1999 9:42 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Subject: hanford 

Thomas: I say an ad about Hanford land use hearings in Spokane and Mattawa. Am wondering if 
any are scheduled for Yakima or close by. Please inform. 

thanks so much. donna caulton 
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E-Mail Letter# RE -011 

.n ..,.mW~ma..§!YIE;t ·.'· .. : :_. ,~ ~-~: .. __ ,._~ _ . . _ .: .... _ ., _. _ 
From: Elizabeth Watson [emwatson@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Friday, June 04, 1999 11 :39 AM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: HRA EIS 

Mr. Thomas W. Ferns 
Dear Sir: 

I would like to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement 
(HRA EIS). The Department of Energy has the opportunity to effect the future of the Hanford 
Reach and surrounding area for decades to come. This can be of a positive nature for ALL the 
citizens of this state as well as for those of the U.S. in general. A national treasure if you will . 

This goal can be achieved by adapting the following key points. 

1. The area in question is the best of what remains of the shrub-steppe ecosystem that once 
covered most of Eastern Washington. There are many groups of diverse native plants and 
animals in this area. It needs full protection. . 

2. This area also includes critical spawning and rearing habitat for fall chinook salmon. For that 
reason alone, this area needs the most stringent controls possible. These controls can 
always be relaxed at some future date if they are found to be unnecessary. However, 
reversing ecological damage to such an area is virtually impossible. 

Therefore, based on the evidence I have seen, I urge the adoption of the Preferred Alternative for 
this area. This Alternative does requ ire some modification to meet the above-mentioned goals. 

A National Wildlife Refuge needs to be established. This refuge would include the Arid Lands 
Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch DOE's entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, and the 
Columbia River islands. This will provide a large and continuous crescent-shaped area of 
protected lands. In addition, to provide long-term protection for the ecosystems located right 
across the Site, agriculture mining, or livestock grazing must not be permitted. 

Finally, this Site is at a critical juncture. It is incumbent upon DOE to preserve the lands in and 
around this Site for the present generations and those generations to come. This goal is far more 
important than any short-term economic gains that might be derived from alternative uses of the 
area. 

Elizabeth Watson 
emwatson@earthlink.net 

Sincerely, 

John A. Watson 
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E-M~ir' f .Atter li'RE-OI g 

1;a;::.:;:.:::.Dt.:.:.:..::::.O::.:.::a:;:::Si:i:.:~ Ml:.:- ·l!::· .~~. ~~;~~~~l/?;;~-~;_:·)~:~?:~_:::~ · .. ~~ :~~~: ~ . .-=:;.~~-\~~~:_·.,t~J~::.:~. ~ · .... -~~ -~~~;.-~~ -~:_:t_;:.0;:Z?-}.\_·:-;~~s::.~~--~:?.~'.:~ ~;·,~:--~:-. 
Doris Mussil [dmussil@sprintmail.com] 
Friday, June.04, 1999 5:36 AM 
thomas _ w _ferns@rl.gov 
Hanford Reach 

Please make the Hanford Reach public property. Once it goes private, it will never go back to the 
public. Its the only free-flowing section of the Columbia River in its 1200 miles, and deserves 
permanent protection for recreation and wildlife. Thank you. 

Doris Mussil 12108 E 21 st Spokane WA 99206 509 924-3017 

dmussil@sprintmail. com 
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E-Mail Letter # REo 11 

]'lirnsfi,Tfioma·~w~L ::: _: __ ~.:.':,-;~_ .. 
From: ACahn59418@aol.com 
Sent: Saturday, June 05, 199911 :46 AM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Subject: My response to the HRA EIS 

. . ~ -- ·_ .. ..:-; ~- . 

I have studied the various alternatives, and submit my response as a resident of Richland for the 
past 48 years, one who has benefitted from development in the area as well as from the unique 
and bountiful resources of this site. 

I commend DOE for the work done and support the Preferred Alternative Plan with a few 
important modifications. 

1, Designate all public lands on the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, MeGee 
Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as National Wildlife Refuge (176,000 total 
acres). This offers the best hope for sustained restoration of the area. 

2. Oppose ALL grazing on the Hanford Nuclear reservation. Contrary to some claims, 
grazing increases risk of fire and promotes growth of weeds. 

3. I understand and accept the fact that some mining operations are necessary in order to 
complete clean-up on the Hanford Reservation . However, I wonder why the mining sites 
in the proposal are so scattered over the area. Could they be more confined to fewer 
sites? 

4. I urge you to issue a separate Record of Decision for all the areas mentioned above, so 
that there is no unnecessary delay in protecting these areas. 

Again, thank you for your work, 

Alma Cahn Richland WA. 
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E-Mail Letter# RE-0,2{) 

-a=erns.-ffhomas~Wb m ,,,.• .. ~.~- . . . -~··•-~.,-.... 
From: Edndaisy@aol.com 
Sent: Sunday, June 06, 1999 7:31 PM 
To: Thomas_W_Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: (no subject) 

Edward A. and Janet D. Reynolds 
6323 E. Jamieson Rd. 
Spokane, WA 99223 

We favor the strongest possible protection of public land in the Wahluke Slope and the former 
Hanford Reservation. We have seen the Columbia Basin, particularly the area around the Tri
Cities change from arid sagebrush desert to intensively farmed, irrigated land, and we have 
witnessed the concomitant destruction of much of the indigenous plant and wildlife. Those areas 
preserved for wildlife along the Wahluke slope and the area that surrounded the nuclear facilities 
at Hanford stood and stand as an island in time, a sanctuary for much of what remains of the 
original ecosystem. 

We recently had the pleasure of a day-long tour of the area including Rattlesnake Ridge and 
much of the Wahluke slope and were greatly impressed. The more than fifty-year closure of the 
Hanford Reservation resulted in preserving what is now a unique laboratory for studying the 
ecosystem that pre-dated the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project, and it is a laboratory and 
showcase that should not be sacrificed to the kind of c.ievelopment precipitated by that project. 

To preserve the area in anything like a natural state, provision must be made for wildlife to roam · 
freely. That means preserving the crescent upstream from the Vernita Bridge that connects the 
two halves of the river. We understand that the Department of Energy opposes keeping the 
ranch as part of this crescent because they want to mine clay deposits there, but that seems a 
ridiculous reason not to unify Saddle Mountain, the Wahluke slope and the Arid Lands Ecology 
Reserve by making that crescent an integral part of the unit. Here in the Spokane region, we are 
about to witness trains hauling mildly radioactive waste across the continent to fill in an 
abandoned uranium mine north of us, and if we can go to that extreme, we can surely justify 
hauling clay from an area only slightly less convenient in order to preserve habitat. But even that 
probably would not be necessary; we understand that suitable and adequate clay deposits exist 
on parts of the reservation that would not become part of the proposed reserve. 

Those who want to exploit the land for agriculture, mining and other interests have had their 
opportunity, and the results speak for themselves. The vast majority of the land in the Basin has 
been altered beyond recognition. Even the air has been altered. In the 1950s, a "swamp cooler" 
air conditioning system was adequate for comfort; now the humidity generated by irrigation is 
such that only a refrigerated air conditioning system will do. What little remainsmore or less intact 
of a fascinating ecosystem should be preserved to the extent that it is possible to preserve it and 
even restored where that is necessary. Irrigation and other water uses above the White Bluffs 
appear to be eroding the cliffs, destroying them as a landmark and damaging spawning habitat in 
the river, and it would be nice to see that erosion stopped. 

But restoration is a secondary consideration. Preservation comes first, and we should seize this 
opportunity to preserve and protect what we have, however unwittingly, saved. 
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~-Mail·Letter # RED~/ 

]:erris;iTff"omas:,W.a. . 
. From:·~. ~-fullbloom [fullbloom@olywa.net] 
Sent: Sunday, June 06, 1999 4:29 PM 
To: thomas_w_fems@rl.gov 
Subject: HRA EIS 

THIS LETTER SENT VIA FAX, WITH A SIGNED COPY TO FOLLOW IN THE MAIL. 

June 6, 1999 

Thomas Ferns 

US DOE 

Richland Operations Office 

PO Box 550, MSIN HO-12 

Richland, WA 99352-0550 

RE: Hanford Remedial Action EIS 

This nation has a rare opportunity to protect the best of what's left of Washington State's native 
shrub-steppe ecosystem. Only a small fraction (I believe less than 10%) of this ecosystem 
remains intact. It is critical that we act now to protect the Hanford site for future generations. 

I support 0OE's preferred alternative WITH MODIFICATIONS. 

The following should be designated and managed as a permanent National Wildlife 
Refuge: the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the McGee Ranch, 0OE's entire Wahluke Slope, 
the Hanford Reach, and the Columbia River islands. To expedite a final decision on 
management of uncontaminated land, DOE should issue separate decisions for these areas. 

I said before we should protect the site for future generations. But it is also essential for the 
present. Salmon and bullhead trout within the Columbia River system are at risk, not to mention 
other water dependent species. We have an impending war over water allocations on our hands. 
Commercial activities such as grazing, mining and agriculture threaten to overwhelm the needs of 
native species. It would be a grave mistake to open any of the Hanford site to these kinds of 
activities, which would most likely lead to economic hardship on taxpayers in the long-run 
(environmental remediation costs). Consequently, the final EIS.should be modified to prohibit 
agriculture, commercial mining and livestock grazing on the entire site, including central 
Hanford. 

Sincerely, 

Kammie L. Bunes 

7615 Manzanita Drive, NW 

Olympia, WA 98502 
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E-Mail Letter# RE-DJ;;_ 

June 7, 1999 

Thomas W. Fems 
HRA-EIS Document Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550, MSIN H0-12 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

Please find attached several comments regarding DOE/EIS-0222D. The comments primarily 
address apparent inaccuracies in some of the biological resource data. The inaccurate information, if 
used for p1aooiog pwposes, has the potential to result in harmful impacts to some of Hanford' s 
biological resources. 

I hope that you are able to use these comments in the revision of the document to support decisions 
ori future Hanford land uses. If you have questions regarding these comments or any other issues · 
regarding the current status of Hanford' s biological resources, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Cadwell 
Manager, Ecosystems Monitoring Project 
Ecology Group 

:tlb 

attachment 

cc: File/LB 

Telephone {509) 376-5659 • e-mail lany.cadwell@pnl.gov • Fax (509) 373-1153 
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Page 3-6. The Preservation description includes the potential for two 
management options that are counter to the intent of biological resource 
preservation. Neither grazing nor fire (presumed to mean controlled burning) 
have been demonstrated to be effective as a benefit or aid in preserving the 
native biological resources (plants, animals, microbiotic crusts) of the eastern 
Washington shrub-steppe. In fact, the opposite is true. Overgrazing and 
wildfires ttiat remove native plant cover have resulted in degradation of biotic 
integrity, loss of biodiversity, and an increase in both alien and noxious weeds in 
the.shrub-steppe. Reference to the use of fire and grazing should be removed 
from the Preservation definition. 

Figure 3-3 (and the premise of DOE's preferred alternative) fails to recognize the 
sensitive nature of much of the area proposed as "Conservation (Mining & 
Grazing). The majority of the land area having this designation within the area 
commonly referred to as "Central Hanford" and bounded by the Columbia River, 
Highway 240, and Hom Road contain numerous high quality haoitats (level Ill 
and level IV habitats - see Figure 4-27), rare plants, and element occurrences. 
As such the area is very clearly NOT suited for grazing (See BRMaP, 1996, 
section 7.5) without being subject to significant environmental damage. 

Figure 4-17 lacks metadata and thus can not be interpreted in a manor that leads 
to "correct" or reasonable conclusions regarding the amounts, numbers, locations 
or relevant reference time frame. Specific examples include: 

• the mapped bald eagle nest sites show some historic nest site, but do 
not represent either current or even recent bald eagle nest locations (if one uses 
the BHI reference date at the bottom, the conclusions might be that the 
information on the map was current as of 07/06/98. That assumption would be . 
incorrect. 

• the "ferruginous hawk nest sites" shown on the map are actually historic 
nest locations, not current or even representative of any recent year. The logical 
conclusion is that there are about 20 plus active nest sites on Hanford, when in 
fact the number of active nests is less than half that number. If the intent is to 
show historic nest sites, they should be identified as such. 

• the above comment for ferruginous hawk nest sites also applies to sage 
sparrow, burrowing owls, and loggerhead shrike, but an important additional 
interpretation problem also exists for these species. The siting data for these 
three species were from incidental sightings, not from thorough surveys. 
Therefore the map user should be cautioned to not infer that areas with no record 
sighting are devoid of the species in question. Many of these data were obtained 
from driving (road) surveys as is evident from the pattern on the maps. Thus, if 
the map were to be used to locate areas devoid of these species, erroneous 
conclusions would likely result. For example, the block of habitat directly south of 
the 200 east and west areas·contains high quality (Level 111, see Figure 4-27) 
habitats and is some of the Hanford Site's best sage sparrow and loggerhead 

617 



shrike habitat. Since the Site has never been surveyed for these species, they 
frequently do not show up on the map and many locations where they are most 
likely to occur. Thus, a casual map user might very well conclude that these 
areas are devoid of these species, when the opposite is most likely to be true. 

Figure 4-18 contains several biological resource map areas that can not be 
substantiated by data and therefore appear to be technically indefensible. Most if 
not all of the great blue heron occurrence locations are in error. Technical data 
do not exist to support the "map" locations for several of the species depicted on 
the map. There are (in existence) data that could be used to create "improved" 
versions of these maps, but they appear to not have been used. 
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E-Mail Letter # RE-0~3 

~~tnomasS.Wf.~~:0
• • • · 

~'"'•'..:.,,~w,,.;~~t - ~~.; ; _,. • . . . 

From: paul2s@3-cities.com 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 1999 8:58 PM 
To: Thomas_W_Ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Comments on HRAEIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

My comments are as follows: 

I am a nearby resident, living in Franklin County. I have deep spiritual feelings 
about the area being affected by the HRAEIS. 

My comments are as follows: 

1. Everything reasonably possible should be done to protect the undisturbed 
sagebrush step habitat (USSH)on the Hanford Site south of the Columbia River 
and on the Waluke Slope. This area is a unique national treasure and should be 
preserved as such. 

2. No grazing or agricultural development should be allowed on any of the 
Hanford Site addressed in the HRAEIS. 

3. There are areas of the Hanford Site that have previously been drastically 
altered by fire. Limited industrial development of these areas should be allowed 
only if all of the following are met: 

a. The development does nearly nothing to affect the USSH by increasing 
the chance· for fire or by emissions of any kind. including noise. 

b. The developer makes a significant contribution on a periodic basis (say 
3% of investment plus 3% of annual profits) into a fund which would support 
vigorous anti-fire activities and activities to minimize the damage prospectively 
and retrospectively of "ecological trespassers." 

c. The development minimizes the visual impact ori the environment, 

4. Clean up activities for former production reactors, waste in underground 
tanks, and other wastes given enhanced attention to clean up and stabilization 
alternatives which affect the USSH without providing a clear an unequivocal 
reduction in human health effects or effects on the environment. (Calculated 
cancer deaths, paltry compared to those that may me caused by natural 
background and are ignored by members of the public when they consider 
where to live, are not to be considered.) Detrimental environmental effects of a 
clean up activity should be clearly balanced by the environmental improvements. 
In making this assessment consideration should be given only to the effects on 
"bugs and bunnies." Absolutely no weight should be given to exceeding levels 
set by regulatory authorities. 
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5. There is one option I wish had been considered. Deeding stewardship of the 
· USSH back to the native Americans, with one proviso. No metallic objects 
longer than a traditional hunting knife are to be brought into the USSH, in 
perpetuity. An in perpetuity should be set up to fund the "ranger and border 
guard" assisting DOE in the proper deposition of the USSH parts of the Hanford 
Site. 

sincerely yours, 

Paul Stansbury 
7313 N. Rd. 68 
Pasco WA 99301 
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E-Mail Letter # 8J5-D ~ Lf 

rngi[nofij~W.i~\~fc• ~ . ~:~. ,.... . ~. . .. . ... . . . ~.. . .. 
From: Fred Raab [raab_f@ligo-wa.caltech.edu] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 1999 3:42 PM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Cc: barish@ligo.caltech.edu; sanders@ligo.caltech.edu; vcook@nsf.gov; 

robert.c.poole@jpl.nasa.gov 
Subject: Hanford land use plan 

.- ;~-~--. 

My name is Fred Raab and I am the head of the UGO Hanford Observatory. I have discovered 
that the comment period on the revised draft of report DOE/EIS-0222D, entitled MHanford 
Remedial Action Environmental Impact Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan," ends 
today. I had not been officially notified of the revised draft or the comment period. Because I have 
not had adequate time to prepare a reasoned report or to coordinate this response with my 
funding agency, the National Science Foundation, I request an extension of time in which to 
prepare a careful, coordinated response. 

I reviewed the information about this draft available over the internet this weekend at my home 
and I find serious cause for concern. It appears that proposed land uses adjacent to the UGO site 
include mining operations that could significantly disrupt future UGO operations. UGO is the 
largest investment in major research facilities ever made by the National Science Foundation and 
adequate means must be made to assure that this investment is preserved. This site was chosen 
in a national site-selection process, based on the fact that the area was seismically quiet and 
there were assurances in the DOE-prepared site proposal of Marhch 1, 1991, that future 
development would not d_egrade seismic conditions at the site. I have attempted in prior 
conversations with members of the planning effort l;>y DOE to make the point that UGO has this 
severe seismic sensitivity and I have received assurances that I would be contacted before any 
action that would threaten conditions at the site is taken. I do not see any reflection of this in the 
revised draft of the land use plan and I am concerned by its omission. I feel that a carefully written 

, esponse, coordinated with NSF is required and I request adequate time to produce such a 
response. 

Frederick J. Raab, Head 
UGO Hanford Observatory 

Fred Raab 
UGO Hanford Observatory 
P. 0. Box 1970; MS S9-02 
Richland, WA 99352 

phone: 509-372-8125 
FAX: 509-312-8137 
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- E-Mail Letter# /?E-O_ J ~ 

il""' .. '.i°f\<fmastW,~;:: . . .... . , ...... ~ ..• : .. : . . .. . .. "'·' ,x 
From: REX CRAWFORD [RCMM490@wadnr.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 1999 3:12 PM 
To: hraeis@rl.gov; thomas_w_ferns@r1.gov 
Subject: comments to April 1999 EIS 

Mr. Thomas W. Fems 

US Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Attached is a wordperfect file with comments to the HRA EIS. A signed hard copy will follow. 

Rex c;. Crawford, Ph.D. 
Natural Heritage Vegetation Ecologist 
Forest Resources Division 
1111 Washington St SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-7016 

WordPerfect 6.1 
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Page 3-6. The Preservation description includes the potential for two 
management options that are counter to the intent of biological resource 
preservation. Neither grazing nor fire (presumed to mean controlled burning) 
have been demonstrated to be effective as a benefit or aid in preserving the 
native biological resources (plants, 'animals, microbiotic crusts) of the eastern 
Washington shrub-steppe. In fact, the opposite is true. Overgrazing and 
wildfires that remove native plant cover have resulted in degradation of biotic 
integrity, loss of biodiversity, and an increase in both alien and noxious weeds in 
the shrub-steppe. Reference to the use of fire and grazing should be removed 
from the Preservation definition. 

Figure 3-3 (and the premise of DOE's preferred alternative) fails to recognize the 
sensitive nature of much of the area proposed as "Conservation (Mining & 
Grazing). The majority of the land area having this designation within the area 
commonly referred to as "Central Hanford" and bounded by the Columbia River, 
Highway 240, and Hom Road contain numerous high quality habitats (level Ill 
and level IV habitats - see Figure 4-27), rare plants, and element occurrences. 
As such the area is very clearly NOT suited for grazing (See BRMaP, 1996, 
section 7.5) without being subject to significant environmental damage. 

Figure 4-17 lacks metadata and thus can not be interpreted in a manor that leads 
to "correct" or reasonable conclusions regarding the amounts, numbers, locations 
or relevant reference time frame. Specific examples include: 

• the mapped bald eagle nest sites show some historic nest site, but do 
not represent either current or even recent bald eagle nest locations (if one uses 
the BHI reference date at the bottom, the conclusions might be that the 
information on the map was current as of 07/06/98. That assumption would be . 
incorrect. 

• the "ferruginous hawk nest sites'.' shown on the map are actually historic 
nest locations, not current or even representative of any recent year. The logical 
conclusion is that there are about 20 plus active nest sites on Hanford, when in 
fact the number of active nests is less than half that number. If the intent is to 
show historic nest sites, they should be identified as such. 

• the above comment for ferruginous hawk nest sites also applies to sage 
sparrow, burrowing owls, and loggerhead shrike, but an important additional 
interpretation problem also exists for these species. The siting data for these 
three species were from incidental sightings, not from thorough surveys. 
Therefore the map user should be cautioned to not infer that areas with no record 
sighting are devoid of the species in question. Many of these data were obtained 
from driving (road) surveys as is evident from the pattern on the maps. Thus, if 
the map were to be used to locate areas devoid of these species, erroneous 
conclusions would likely result. For example, the block of habitat directly south of 
the 200 east and west areas contains high quality (Level 111, see Figure 4-27) 
habitats and is some of the Hanford Site's best sage sparrow and loggerhead 
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shrike habitat. Since the Site has never been surveyed for these species, they 
frequently do not show up on the map and many locations where they are most 
likely to occur. Thus, a casual map user might very well conclude that these 
areas are devoid of these species, when the opposite is most likely to be true. 

Figure 4-18 contains several biological resource map areas that can not be 
substantiated by data and therefore appear to be technically indefensible. Most if 
not all of the great blue heron occurrence locations are in error. Technical data 
do not exist to support the "map" locations for several of the species depicted on 
the map. There are (in existence) data that could be used to create "improved" 
ver~ions of these maps, but they appear to not have been used. 
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E-Mail Letter# RE-D~tp 

,F.'ernsr.:'fhomasiW<"~:- : ~---=-... ":.W ___ ..,. _ _ ....,.:.., •• - • - • • .•• 
. ·,·· 

From: Sharon K Cody [sharoncody@juno.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 1999 12:54 PM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford 

Dear Mr Ferns--

Please PROTECT the ecologically significant lands at Hanford. The Hanford site is one of the 
last places in eastern Washington that supports large areas native shrub-steppe vegitation and 
related wildlife. 

Also, SUPPORT the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, but with the following modifications: 

1. Manage the adjoining DOE lands as a permanent NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE: 
a. the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 
b. the McGee Ranch 
c. DOE's entire Wahluke Slope 

d. the Hanford Reach This will provide a 
large, continuous crescent of protected 
e. the Columbia River Islands habitat lands surrounding central Hanford. 

2. To ensure the long-term protection for key native species and systems located across the 
Site, including Central Hanford, the should be NO agriculture, commercial mining, or livestock 
grazing permitted. 

To expeditie a final decision on management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should issue 
separate decisions for the areas mentioned above(!. a.-e.). 

Thank you for your support of the above matters. 

Sincerely-Jack and Sharon Cody 

4107 35th Avenue Court N.W. 

Gig Harbor, WA. 98335-8261 
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E-Mail Letter II RE-b :2. 7 

Eer,r(~lilit?:i:if~~W.{;' ,~ _ _ __ . .. .. ___ _ . 
From: Larry Hampson [lhampson@ieway.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 1999 12:25 PM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov 
Subject: Hanford 

I just want to add my support for preseivation of the Hanford area. The Reach, 
the Slope, the Mcgee ranch, ALES, riverlands area all ned to be in the National 

Wildlife Refuge system. 

Larry Hampson & Laura Ackerman 
This ·message uses 100% recycled 
electrons 
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June 7, 1999 

Keith Klein, Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office · 
MSIN A7-50 
Richland, WA 99352 

E-Mail Letter ti BE,-Q"J. ( 

Re: Comments on Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS and Land Use Plan 

Dear Mr. Klein: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS 
and Land Use Plan. The Benton County Public Utility District strongly supports the local 
governments' option described as Alternative 3 in DOE/EIS-0222D. The District also 
supports the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Of particular interest to the District is maintaining the availability of the area east of · 
Route 240 to the Colwnbia River and north of the Energy Northwest (formally Supply 
System) site to the City of Richland's northern boundary for Research and Development 
and Industrial use. We agree that a reasonable buffer zone along the shoreline of the 
Columbia River for the protection of fish and wildlife critical habitat is appropriate. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

James W. Sanders 
General Manager 

CC: Mr. Thomas W. Ferns/DOE-RL-MSINHO-12 
C. E. Revell/BPUD 
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E-Mail Letter # RE.- Q.;(f 

l.ffiLsit.!~j>Jnas~W~t~---·----- · -- -~:,-:;_:-., ·--------- _. _ . . . . , '- • , . 
• .• - -J 

From: Bevis, Carl P [Carl.Bevis@PSS.Boeing.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 08, 1999 9:04 AM 
To: 'thomas_w_ferns@rl.gov' 
Subject: Hanford - Please Preserve 

Importance: High 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

I am writing a quick note to show support for placing the Wahluke Slope in a designation as 
National Wildlife Refuge. 

As an international business person and sportsman, I believe as a nation and state we should 
take this opportunity to preserve this unique region. Many other parts of this nation and the world 
have been unnecessarily opened to "developmenr with truly irreversible consequences. 
Arguments range from fish spawning habitat to native plant preservation. Let alone areas for 
sporting activities. . 

In this region of thE! state agriculture is the dominate feature and as practiced, is not supportive of 
wildlife and the associated plant communities. 

Therefore, I would like to urge you and your colleagues to protect and preserve the Hanford 
region by supporting the DOE Preferred Alternative. 

Best Regards, 

Carl P. Bevis, PE 
Customer Engineering - Account Manager 
MIC 69-92 - NEW . 
Phone: 425-234-7626 - NEW 
Fax: 425-237-1985 - NEW 
pager: 206-645-2689 
eMail: carl.p.bevis@boeinq.com 
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c-Mail Letter# f?E-030 

i!rr:f'~~ t}19mas':.;W;;< · 
From':• . · = FrecH~aab [raab_f@ligo-wa.caltech.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 15, 1999 10:35 PM 
To: thomas_w_ferns@RL.gov 
Cc: barish@ligo.caltech.edu; vcook@nsf.gov; sanders@ligo.caltech .edu; 

jasnow@ligo.caltech.edu; otto@ligo.caltech.edu; Robert.C.Pool@JPL.NASA.Gov 
Subject: comment on DOE/EIS-0222D 

Dear Mr. Ferns, 

Attached are electronic copies of my comments on the revised draft of DOE/EIS-0222D 
(eis_comments.pdf) along with the memo on land uses and potential impacts on UGO 
(landmemo.pdf), which is mentioned in my comments. 

I have sent you e-mail and voice-mail on 6/7/99 requesting an extension of the period for 
comment. After repeated attempts to make comment, I was able to speak with Paul Dunnegan 
and Liz Williams, who informed me of your absence and the importance of getting this to you in a 
timely manner. This electronic version should be available to you upon your return. I will also post 
a hardcopy of these comments. Although Ms. Williams assures me that she is prepared to 
convert the electronic documents, please let me know if any difficulties arise or if I can help clarify 
any matter pertaining to them. 

,Respectfully, 
Fred Raab 

Fred Raab 
UGO Hanford Observatory 
P. 0. Box 1970; MS S9-04 
Richland, WA 99352 

phone:509-372-8125 

FAX: 509-372-

Tl ii . 

eis_comments.PDF land memo.PDF 
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1~1 LIGO HANFORD OBSERVATORY 
P. 0. Box 1970; Mail Stop S9-02, Richland, Washington 99352 

Telephone: 509-372-8106 
Fax 509-372-8137 

Date: Jure 15, 1999 

Refer to : lICD-I.95X)188-00-W 

'Ih:xm.s W furn. HRA-EIS D:x:urrent l\1inlager 
U.S. D:p:ntu1:ut of Energy, Richland QJerat:i.cos Ofice 
P.O. Box 550, J\tSINJD.12 
RichJ.an:1, WA 99352 

I:bn-M.funs: 

The um Lalxratay is pleased to puvide too;e roun:ents to the us. D:p:ntn:c:ut of~ in 
Iesp:n5e to the revised draft rep:rt IXFJE1S-0222D, entitled ''Hmfcrd Ren:roial .ActimE.nvi
IUllre:tJtal I:n:p:d: Statel1Ent: and Cccqxehensi.ve larrl-U;e Han" Jbese COIIIl:ti.Jts regard po
in,eci larrl-me designat:i.cos fcr the land m v.bichUmis located and aqjacent lams. ~ are 
pnt of a large land area in the categay "Ail Oll:r ~-" Toeum La1xratay is c:on:emed 
that this plan d::es net adequately rqxesent the extren:e semitivity of the um facilities to naise 
and vil.rat:im a:eated by cther a:tivities m the Hmfcrd si~ even th:xigh soch activities may re at 
large c:tistan:es :from the Chavatay. The La1xratay is pnti.a.tlarly coocemed that sevmi1 of the 
pq:nsed planning alternatives indicate that rrini.ng activities v.wld re allow.mle uses fcr land 
aqjacent to~ um site withcxn: a discussim of the nature am J;hysical extem of pc:t.enti.al 
m.picts mLimqx:rancos. It is p:opa;ed that language in the draft re changed to m:re a::cu
ratel.y reflect the extren:e sensitivity of Umto Irise am vilratien created by activities at great 
distan:es am that clarifying infcomtim en the nature an:I extent of this semitivity re ilrluded in 
appendices to the plan. Gocd corrnnni.caticos berneerl.:NSF am J:XE will re essential in mmag
ing lam me at Hmfcrd overthelifetirre of the p:opa;edlam me plan In~ of this gooL 
~ effective irechani.smis fer :NSF to becarr.e a a:x:p:tating ~ in cm:pletien of the plan 
and in p"OCedures to w .ise en am appuve futl.n:e special ~ts affecting land use. 

umHmfcrd ~ is a stare-Of-the-art scientific facility, ~fcr the US. :Nlti.ooal 
Sci~fum:Jat:ien (NSF), that is put of ane.rrergingintematiooal nernakof gravitatiooal-'\.Vave 
detectcrs. Limrepe;enrs the largest mvestrrent evt:r ~ by the :NSF in majcr research equip
II:ti.11:.. um uses high-µ-ecisien laser ream; to detect the extrenrly smill IIDticns of Irirnxs 
caused by gravitaticoal '\.Vaves created in deep sra:e- Seisnic noise (i.e., natural vil:xaticos of the 
earth) and noise :imuced by IIBll-rmde vil:xaticn; can hide cr ninic the effect of a gravitational 
wave. Soccemul chectim of the gravitational waves req.rires that theHmfcrd ~\\Uk 
in uniscn with its sister facility in Iiving&co, l.ooisiana. Thus, a significant in:rease in the levels 
of seisrric Irise an:l vilxatim at eithec of the·llmob;eivatcries a::rldram:- all ofllmincp
erable fcr gravitatiooal-\\lave observaticn; fer as lrng as these incn::ased levels of vil:xatien :re,r
sist. Rr this reasco. the ob;eivatcries \\o:e located in ploces with excq:tiooally low levels of 

LllSeC Jnter.facw:reteJ:- G:-avitatiooal-\¼ve Chervatay 
California Institute of Technology 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
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seisrric noise and vibraticn fullomng tre evaluaticn of 18 rcqn;ed LICD sites throoghout tre 
cootiirntal United States, tre Hanfcro site was chcren fer LICO in a naticnal carlfiiticn, 1:med 
in p:nt on tre low le\lels of seisrric noise arrl vil:raticn knov..n to exist at this site and the likeli
hxrl that trese levels \\Ol.Jld relIBin low in tre fcreseeable future. 

'Ire LICD I.abcratay µcµued a m::rm (LIC0-I..9(ffi.53) detailing the sensitivity of LICD to 
seisrric effects of various land uses. 'Ibis rre.rro was i:nrle available at tre LICO Hmfcro Chser
vatay office to puvide guidan:e to planning agerries that request such infcr.rmticn It is enxx.n-
agi.ng that infcnmtion oonceming tre sensitivity of UCO to vibration has been ~luded in tre 
current draft pian. The revised draft also addresses ~ of activities st:cll as rrini.ng in ot:rer 
regards. TI¥:-.se are pooitive develcµreuts. 'Ire LICO I.abcratay remrins ca:icenm that a lock of 
detail in p-esentation of this infcnmticn rmy nislead readers in tre future to urrlerestirmte tre 
pctential fer an activity, like Irining, to render UCO inqJe:rable. Rr exarr:ple, reasonable µqns
crs of an activity night a5.5Uire that c:p:nuicn of nining equiprent at a di.stao::e of a nile \\Ol.Jld 
ncx seriornly inpK::t LICD ~ in~ such activities at distaires of 10 to 25 niles could sig
nificantly disnp: LICO qJeratioos. Significant exp:n:litures of IIX.Iey and schrllle night thus be 
spent on planning fer a µqn;ed activity mth little guidan:e frantre IXE plan that a severe 
cooflict n:ay be expected 

'IreLICD I.abcratay µqnses that tre rre.rro (LICO-I..9frn53) be~ to tre final IXE 
. rqxrt and that refexen:.es to this awerxfix ~ ~ thre is discussion oflcx:ating Ccriser

vaticn ~ that irrl~ rrini.ng aqjacent to UCO (im.uding in tre Tables). It is irq:xarl to 
rnxtify tre semen:e inSecticnESS.5.1 ''C1Irmlative I:rrpK::ts toLJIIrl Use,'' in pnagrapl 4, · 
''qxraticn ofLICD crnflicts mth Cm5ervaticnnining designatioos beauJSe of tre facility's sen
sitivity to VJ.b:ati.ons." A senten:e that :mxe a.::am:it.eJ.y describes tre extern: of conflict is, "Qxra
ticn of LI CD conflicts with Ccmervaticn ri:ining designatioos 1:xxaJJSe of the facility's sernitivity 
to vibratioos, even v.hen the SUJtCe of those vil:ratioos is mmy niles distant fromLICD facili
ties." 

It is irr:pcrtant that tre IXE land use plan be mitten as clearly m poosible to Irininize depen
dn::e mmy years~ en tl:tn:ennies of imividJals W10 pnticiµlted in th:; µcµuation of the 
dcx::unrnt. Also the nature of conflicting activities can significantly change over the Ieng tin:e 
spm envisicrro by this µan Hnally, vil:raticnis coly ~ of anun:ber of poosible rrechanisnE by 
~ch aqjacent land uses ca.tld cooflict with LICO c:p:nuioos. 1'SPs rqxesentation on the Site· 
Hanning Advisccy Bcmd \\Ol.Jld allow 1'SF'to play a pEtive role in arti.atlating its a:n::ems 
~e also µ-oviding relpful guidan:e en pctential nitigaticn rrea5l.D.'eS to th:re v.ho night µo
pcre conflicting activities in future. 

Respectfully, 

FrederickJ. Raab, FhD. 
1-btd,LICOHmfadCh;ervatccy 



fjr:fjr 

cc: 
RBarish 
V.Cock 
EJ~ 
OMthemy 
RR:rle 
G Saixm 
DJamHJt Crot:rd c.ema-
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CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
Laser Inteife1on:eter Gavitaticml \Vave Ch;ervatccy (Um) Rtject: 

To/Mail Code: 0:toJ\1:ithniy, UcbHanfc:rd 

From/Mail Code: FredRaab'Sl-33 

Phone/FAX : 818-395-4053/818-304-9834 
Refer to : U<X>-I..OO:R53-01-M 

Date : ~ 2, 1996 

Suqject:: Infccmatien en the sei.snic effects of various land uses. 

'Ibis letter SUIIIIBiiz.es infmmtien a1xut pa;.sible irr:p:)cts en the Laser Intafe1011.f:tt2" G:avi
taticoal-wave Ch;ervatcry (Um) caused by activities en the suo:unrlng lan:i 'Ile disa.ls&en 
below highlights criteria c:cnxrning rmn-rmde scurces of vilratien that~ am::ng the criteria 
used to chcn;e the Hanfc:rd site over other µqn;ed sites in the cont:nrntal Uiiited States. 

neumCh;avatayinHmfcrd, \\-asbingtcnis astate-of-~art fu:::ility, q:,eratedferthe 
U S. :N:tticoal Scieoce fu.nrlaticn. that is pnt of an enrrging int:e.maticoal nernak of gravita
ticoal-wave detectrrs. um mes high-p-ecisien laser beam; to detect the extrently small 
rnxions of :n:i.rra:s caused by gravitatirnal waves created in deep si:a:e. Seiso:ir. noise (i.e., natu
ral VJ.lrations of the earth) and noise :i.trlJced by rmn-mrle vilrations can hide er Irirri.c the effect: 
of a gravitaticoal wave. Successful detecti.en of the gravitaticml waves requires that the Hmfc:rd 
Ch;a:vatcry \\Uk in uniscn mth its sister facility inl.i~ Lru:isiana. 'Iln.E, a significant 
:in:rease in the levels of seisrric noise arrl vil:raticn at eit:lrc of the um ob;avatcxies ca.Jld ren
der all ofUminqJerablefer gravitaticnal-waveooservations fer as loog as trese:in:reasedlev
els of VIlratien pt:1"Sist Rr this rea5CI1, the ob;avatcxies ~ lcx:ated in places mth 
excqncmlly low levels of seisrric noise arrl vilraticn. full~ the evaluatien of 18 µqn;:ed 
UCO sites throughout the~ United States, the Hmfcrd site '\VaS cin,en fer llCDin a 
natiooal cet1:µtiticn, "oo.sed in pnt en the low levels of se.isrric noise and vil:ratienknov.n to exist 
at this site arrl the likelih::xxi that trese levels \\Ulld rermin low in the fcreseeable future. 

'Ile site--evaluatien connittee rated ea::h site axxnting to criteria that reflectedliOYs 
needs. To evaluate sites en the basis of rmn-rmde sa.m:es of vilratioo, an intematicnal set of 

guidelires1 develcp:xl fer seisrric ob;avatcxies '-'ia5 used 'Ile guidelines list recon:ni:n:1ed nini
mnndi.stan:es to the Irarest sa.nre of rmn-rmde vil:ratien due to diff~ categcries of sa.irces. 

These rec:omrendations ~ used to o1:xain ''µ-eferred'' arrl "accqxable" ninirrnmctistances to 
these scuoces. 'Ile sites ~ th:n graded aca:rding to these criteria Sanple criteria, useful fer 
lan:l-planning p:iqx:ses are listed below: 

1. Reci.p-ocat.ing ~ -plant michiiny, rock crushers and heavy nm:ri.n:ry should be lcx:ated 
at least 10 rriles from the sin; mth a p:-eferred distao::e Qf at least 25 rriles. 

I. Manual of Sejsmo)o~jcaJ Observatory Practice. P. L. Gilmore, ed., World Data Center A for Solid Earth · 
Geophysics, U. S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospherk Administration , Environmen• 
ta! Data and Information Service, Boulder, CO , 80303 ; Table 2.1. 
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2 Railways that c:p:731e ~y shcx.lld be at least 6 rriles frcm the site, with a p-eferred dis-
' tance of at least 12 rriles. 

3. N:n-reciµ-ocating :p:,v.a--plant IrnChincry and oo1an:ed :in:h.Etrial Irad1iiny shculd be 
lcx:ated at least 4 rriles from the site, with a peferred distan:e of at least 10 rriles. 

4. \ehia.tlar traffic shcx.lld be lcx:ated at least 0.6 rriles from the site, with a p-eferred distance of 
at least 3 rriles. 

Thing trese criteria, the only serirus sei.snic noise di.sn.n:hnre identified at the Hmfcrd site 
vvas vehi~ traffic. 'Ile HI¢"crd site vvas given an ax:er,table rating recause the :(X)tel1l:ial dis
rup:icn due to traffic v.aild be crn:finrl to rn::ming and evening rush hcurs. 'Ibis vvas a:nsicb:ed 

· to be the only rrgative vil:raticn-related nq:a:x at the site. \\ith assurao::es from the United States 

D:µnt111::ut of:J?n!rgy that no significant develq::x:n::nt vvas likely within this ZJ:.D.!
2• the Hmfcrd 

site vvas given a high rating. In selecting the Hmfcrd site fer um. thel\latiooal Sci.are funm
ticn recognized the anticipu:ed ccn:litiC11S at the site. 

V\e have recently received a final rep:rt an:eming vil:raticn ~ ~ fer the 
um site by the Pacific~ :Ntt:i.coal I...a1xxatcxy. Part of the rrissicn of trese nra.5tlre

IIHJts vvas to identify ra;sible irqa::ts m ooservatay cp,:aticos caiised by mm-mrle vil:raticn 
~ data ol:tairm from this study ccnfirmthat the site-evaluaticn criteria fer mm-mrle VIlraticn 
sa.in:es are agili.cable to tbe Hmfcrd site. 

~ effect of traffic vvas det.e:mired with tbe ldp of video surveillan:e equii:xn:m and seis-
Illlil:ter'S. Tiaffic m Root.e 10 p:l5l: tbe um site vvas d:lse:rved to cause in:reased nci.se at the 
a:xrer staticn of the ob:;en,atccy oonplex. \\e can say with certainty that largein::reases in traffic 
m this rood \\Ul1.d be disrupive to cperatiCIJS. esp:x::ially if the v.eight of vehicles slnlld in:rease 
significantly (as v.aild lJaf.P=ll if trock traffic in:rea5eCl m this rrnd) er if the quality of the rood 
Slll.fa:e v.ere significantly degraded V\e v.ere less semitive to traffic m Ra.Jte 2AO and Ra.Jte 4 
Sooth, bxa,ise ttey v.erefin-tlH'fromthe ooservatay cmpex. li:)\.\ever, largein::reases in trock 
traffic er degradatim of the surfa:es of trese roods a:uld also have ~ve i.rr{:Ects. 

~ v.ere also~ ch.ning a tine \ID:'.ll there vvas a:mtnx:ticn oc:tivity :rear the 
site. By nnving tbe ~ \\e v.ere able to identify hovvvil:raticos fromcx:n5trocti.cn 
equq:nrnt \.\Wld lessen with distance away from the site. \\e fa.m::l that V11:xati.C11S frcmsoch 
a::ti.vities within arpoxilmtcly 8 to 9 rriles of the site a:uld cause significant disru[Xioos fer as 
Ieng as soch octivity ~ . 

Sirrilar octivities can be expxted to be sinilady disrupive unless ttey are siwated suffi
ciently far away. Ihdical exan:ples of extrenrly di.srufb.ve cperati.CIJS, sim1ar to categcry (1) 
a1x>ve, \\Ul1.d be gravel er oosalt nining cp,:ati.CIJS. nnal-starrping rr.i11s and any.kin:l of cxn
stnx:ticn octivity that invd.ved backmes, oollcbzers, heavy digging mdmny. etc. Cootim.D.Js 

· cperaticns of this ~ \\Ulld rei:xb-um incJµTclble if ttey v.ere located tcx) clady. 'Ile equip
nHJt in rnclear reactcrs at Hmfccd \\Ulld likely fall into categay (3). as \\Ulld 1lBlW m:xb:n 
· facilities soch as bictedmology er seniccmoctcr falricaticn plants. 1vh.al er pla5tics rmrrufactur
ing using low-inptct n:rthcxls (i.e.. no starrping cp,:ati.C11S) shculd also fit into this categay. ~ 

2. Option to Site A· Laser Interferometer GravjtatioaJ-Wave Observatory <LIGQ), U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, March I, 1991; Section 3.7 
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qH'cllico of firiliti.es like this within tre categay (3) range \\001.d hex qe deletericm to UCO. h.Jt 
a:nstnx::tico \\ale en these facilities night cause severe disnJrricn l\.h::hanizedfanring opera
ticos slntld re in categay ( 4), with cdivities that disturb tre grrurrl (Slrll as plowing) ~Y to 
re m:re disrupive than use of harvesting equipmnt. "1.th these guidelires, UCDshcrld re able 
toresp:nl.to any miuirY arrl to evaluate~ uses arrl to identify acherseirrp:ds cnUCD 
qH'cllioos. 

fjr:bb 

cc: 
B.Barish 
MC.oles 
AT azzarini 
GSarm'S 
R'\.bgt 
Cbrcnological File 
Dx:urull: O:ntrol Center 
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May 18, 1999 

Hanford Public Meeting 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97801-0223 

1 

STEVE SAUTER: We'd like to get started, if we 
could. Give a minute for the folks who are in the 

lobby to come in. 

My name is Steve Sauter. I'm a Hanford project 

specialist for the Oregon Office of Energy, and on 

behalf of Governor Kitzhaber, our office ✓ and the 

Oregon Hanford Waste Board, I'd like to extend a 

welcome to you at this meeting we are having here 

tonight. 

A lot of the people ask us Oregonians why we 

are involved with things such as Hanford, which is 

north of the Columbia River away from our state; 

and we are always quick to respond that that river, 

which is the lifeline of the Pacific Northwest, 

runs through the Hanford site, and then is the 

northern border for our state for nearly 300 miles. 

We are deeply interested in maintaining the 

river and maintaining the life style, the 

environment, and the health of Oregonians and their 

economy; and thereby, we are extremely interested 

in what goes on at the Hanford site. 

Tonight they will be talking about the revised 
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draft, Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 

Statement and Comprehensive Land· Use Plan, which is 

another piece of the puzzle of putting Hanford back 

to nearly the way it was 50 years ago, not quite 

It never will be that way -- but getting it to a 

point where we can use it for the things that we 

want to here in the Pacific Northwest. 

So again, we welcome you here and hope you have 

an opportunity to provide good input to the U.S. 

Department of Energy; and, as I always do, I would 

ask that our presenters really limit the use of 

acronyms tonight. A lot of us are not familiar 

with what they stand for, so we would encourage you 

not to use those. 

to Tom. 

So with that, I'll turn it over 

TOM FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns. I'm with 

the Department of Energy, and I am the National 

Environmental Policy Act document manager for this 

Environmental Impact Statement. We have revised 

this draft in response to public comment on the 

original draft that came out in 1996. 

The revised draft that we are going to look at 

tonight and the one we'd really like to get public 

comment on contains new alternatives for the land 

use of the Hanford site. It drops most of the 
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Environmental Restoration Program that was a part 

of the original AIS, and it contains a whole bunch 

of new players that we picked up in corporate 

agencies. 

Corporate agencies that we did pick up were: 

The Department of the Interior, represented by the 

US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of 

Reclamation, the Bureau of Land Management, the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 

Reservation, the Nez Perce Tribal Nation, and the 

City of Richlan~. 

Grant County, Franklin County, Benton County, 

and Adams County is also represented in part of 

that. I think that's all, but what we did was we 

got together for about a year and a half after the 

original draft and heard from the public who said, 

"No, this isn't good enough . " We came up with 

these alternatives that you see here tonight, and 

we'd really like to have your comment on them. 

What we will end up doing is we will take 

either one of these alternatives over here 

(indicating), eithe~ the DOE's Preferred 

Alternative or we will have Alternative No. 1, 

which is a Natural Resource Trustee type of an 

alternative that is also really a DOE and US Fish 
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and Wildlife Service. There's a big wildlife 

refuge on that that only the Fish and Wildlife 

service can actually implement. 

Alternative No. 2, which is the Nez Perce; 

Alternative No. 3, which is local government, which 

was County. 

Phil Niece is here, and I really apologize Phil 

for making your map so small tonight. 

that. 

We'll fix 

And then, Alternative No. 4 is the Confederated 

Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. The 

No-Act Alternative is required by National 

Environmental Policy Act for any Environmental 

Impact Statement that we want to do. That's also 

DOE'S. 

Barbara Wiliiamson is here from the Department 

and she will be the moderator, and she will 

essentially say what the time is. 

Any remarks, Barbara? 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Yes. As the moderator, we 

have a list of folks who want to say some comments, 

and we're going to ask that you keep your comments 

to about ten minutes. If you do that, we ought to 

be able to get through everybody. 

Earlier this evening we had a question/answer 
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period around the maps around the Alternatives, and 

we hope that you have had your questions 

answered -- You've formulated some thoughts, and 

you'd like to give them to us. If you don't want 

to do an oral comment, it is possible to do a 

written comment on a form that's back at the 

registration desk. You can write it and mail it 

in. It just folds over with a piece of tape or you 

can leave it here. If you want to write and leave 

it right in your lap or something, 

the end of the meeting and hand it 

leave it until 

in. Other than 

that, you know the registration table is Liz 

Williams workini; she can help you out. 

We have Dave Geck here from Fish and Wildlife 

here; we have Phil Nie~e -- I remembered the Niece 

part of it -- Phil is here to have some comments, 

as well. I've noticed that quite a few other 

folks -- the Sierra Club, Audubon Society -- We 

have the Physicians for Social Responsibility, the 

Planning League; and with that I think we'll get 

started. I will. try, if you look like you are 

running on, to give you a high sign to say, "Let's 

stop it" and move on. 

Frazier. 

Let's start with Bruce 

BRUCE FRAZIER: Thank you. My name is Bruce 
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Frazier and I'm~ resident of Portland. I want to 

express my appreciation to the State of Oregon 

Office of Energy and the Federal Department of 

Energy for having this meeting here in Portland and 

allowing us Oregonians a chance to comment on these 

land use proposals. 

I must also say it's -- I feel like I've been 

here before, because one the first meetings I 

attended, coming to Portland about three years ago, 

was held at the Red Lion Inn; and it was a 

discussion of land use planning, and I think that 

may have led to some of these Alternatives here. 

I personally feel that the Alternative One, as 

proposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, is 

the best proposal that I have seen. I believe that 

there's a tremendous amount of evidence that the 

natural resource values of the Hanford Reservation. 

are really paramount, and I think that's been 

expressed by everybody from Mr. Richardson, the 

Secretary of the Department, on down. 

In the face of the listings of the number of 

species that us~ the Hanford Reach, the Columbia 

River, I feel that the natural resource values 

there are especially important, and I feel that 

Hanford does need time to remediate the effects of 
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the 'cold war' use, and the disturbance of that 

area would need generations to restore it to 

anything resembling the pre-World War II landscape. 

I also feel that there are problems when we are 

talking about locating industrial and economic uses 

within the reservation, because I feel that is in 

conflict with the cleanup. I think many of us who 

have been concerned with cleanup issues at Hanford 

would like to see that accomplished first; and we 

want to be sure ~hat all of the technical proble~s, 

all the political problems, and all the economic 

problems associated with clean-up have been solved 

before we begin making decisions on future land 

uses; and locat ~ng economic and industrial uses in 

the heart of the Hanford Reservation really puts 

that at risk. 

I noticed that in some of the Alternatives, 

commercial and other uses were cited along or near 

the river and I think it's well-known and 

documented that there are ground water and basaltic 

(phonetic) problems in those areas. Again, that 

impacts the cleanup, and I _ think that the whole 

area presents an opportunity -- a unique 

opportunity to preserve open space, to preserve 

water quality, and to maximize on the investment 
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that the United States Government and the People of 

the United States are making at the present time in 

cleaning this area up. 

I don't think we'll have another area that 

presents quite the same natural resource values, 

same open space values, or the same heritage values 

as this area does; and it's already in Federal 

ownership. So I'm very, very much in favor of 

Alternative No. 1, the Natural Resource Trustee, 

but I would also like to add that I feel -- I know 

it's necessary tbat consultation be had with the 

Tribes with regard to the use of this area; and I 

would hope that the Department of Energy can 

accommodate them in spirit, as well as, in letter. 

These lands ~ere primordially associated ~ith 

the native peoples of this country, and they were 

shunted aside by direct actions of our Federal 

Government, and I think reconciliation has to take 

place . there, and I think that, to the greatest 

extent possible, the Tribal hunting, gathering, 

ceremonial, and heritage uses of these areas have 

to be expanded and they have to be maintained. I 

believe that's only justice, and if that's what 

most of us who are citizens of the United States 

feel that this country is about, then I think that 
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that has to be recognized in the planning process 

here. 

I also feel that the people of the United 

States have made a huge investment -- an enormous 

investment in this area and are, at present, making 

a huge and enormous investment; and I think that 

national values, national concerns, and regional 

concerns are paramount here, not local concerns. 

I, as a taxpayer and citizen of the United 

States, would be very concerned if the billions and 

billions and billions of dollars that have been and 

will be spent in cleaning up Hanford adhere only to 

the benefit or to even a significant benefit to a 

small group of local and county-wide agencies and 

groups. 

I think this is and national site. I think it 

has national value . I think it has a national 

aspect, and, as Mr. Sauter pointed out, it really 

is of importance to the entire region; and I think 

that it can be best preserved by keeping it as a 

national/regional site for the pleasure and use of 

all of it's citizens, including the special rights 

of the Native Americans; and for that reason again, 

I reiterate tha~ I support Alternative One. 

you. 
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BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Thank you. Next we'll 

have Dick Belsey, Physicians for Social 

Responsibility. 

I'm Dick Belsey, member of Rf P ooi DICK BELSEY: 

Physicians for Social Responsibility and have been 

on -- working on Hanford issues from an activist 

point of view for about 15 years when they were 

still going over the fences and doing civil 

disobedience there. 

A lot of things have changed along the way; a 

lot of things remain the same. Ted, Tom, your work 

is cut out ahead of you. You've got six mutually 

exclusive things that go in different directions, 

and trying to get that to work with the principals 

to come to agreement on that, you should live 

another millennium, and it might give you the 

chance to do that. 

I want to also thank of the Department of Energy 

for coming and pre~enting this opportunity for 

Oregonians to participate in the decision making 

process. The lindmark work that this developed 

from was looking at the site, now nearly a decade 

ago, and saying, "This is a valuable resource, 

too," and we have to, not only dirty it up in order 

to make heavy industrial products, like plutonium, 
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but we also have to look to the future; and the 

future of the Northwest will depend on the river 

and the cleanliness of that river, and the pristine 

quality that people expect in things going into the 

food chain and into the food line and in the 

environment. 

So I don't know how you're going to come to 

that -- that kind of juncture. First, I think that 

you should be o~en to taking, as the draft says, 

take bits and pieces to barter back and forth in 

order to allow the real people to reach an 

ag~eement; and our surrogates are here tonight, and 

Bruce does a really well thought out statement that 

I wish that I could conjure something so eloquent 

from myself. 

But the thing that the people of the northwest 

and Oregon are lpoking for is something that will 

be a positive value for the health, but at the same 

time, taking care of the health and safety issues; 

that from my perspective, the greener it gets, the 

better it gets, and the one in the middle on the 

bottom row looks more like anything that I would 

prefer. I think the Tribes have done a good thing 

for the process by bringing the other Alternatives 

in and making very clear that they have a long hold 
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attachment to the land and that they intend to try 

to access it -- to access land. 

The Hanfor~ Advisory Board has said, "protect the 

river, protect the river banks." I don't see 

anything here which distinguishes between the 

banks, the mile and a quarter in from the river, 

and, as such, there are in the Preferred 

Alternative. 

In fact, there are intrusions on the river bank 

as it comes into the current Hanford site. Those 

should be mitigated and that Perhaps the vision 

of having a full protected area all the way from 

just north of Richland back to Bernita Bridge 

should be protected if at all possible. So I hope 

you have a long, healthy life, and that we come to 

closure on some of these issues. I expect that 

you'll be back again sometime in the future. 

Thanks. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: · Thank you, Dick. 

Paige Knight. 

RTP00.3 PAIGE KNIGHT: Okay. I'm Paige Knight. I'm 

the president of Hanford Watch, here in town, and 

actually the comments I'm making tonight are on 

behalf of myself, and also on behalf of Robin Kline 

of Hanford Action of Oregon. She and I spent quite 
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a bit of time in 1996 forging some comments 

together that we took to the Hanford Advisory Board 

that were very much appreciated, and I remember at 

that time going to some of the hearings on this 

land use planning, the previous document, the 

precursor to the one we are seeing here tonight and 

l~ft there with a great deal of fear in my heart; 

because it looked like all out land wars to me the 

way people were feeling. 

There is not that kind of fervor right now. I 

think that cleanup has consumed the minds of the 

people in a lot of ways, and we have another issue 

that I think is a little more hot than the land use 

planning right now, but it's certainly going to 

come back to this and that's the FFTF issue, and 

I'm going to address those things in my brief 

comments tonight. 

I also want to compliment you, Tom, for this 

much better document than the one we saw last time 

and the maps are qwful pretty. 

The things that are the framework for our 

comments tonight have to do, really, with cleanup. 

we' re in a proce·ss right now in the history of 

Hanford of fighting and struggling for clean-up 

dollars to clean up a site that if not cleaned up 
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will poison the Columbia River beyond belief. 

We all know here that the Columbia River is the 

lifeblood of our region. If we lose the river, we 

lose everything. We lose our economy. We lose our 

health. We lose our children, and we leave one 

terrible, terrible mess for our future generations; 

and that is first and foremost in our minds at 

Hanford Watch. 

Clean-up at the site, including the stopping of 

migration of all contaminants, must be prevented ·to 

the fullest exte_nt possible. That is one of our 

over-arching boundari~s or frameworks for advice. 

Sufficient funding must be designated for clean-up 

and for development of advanced waste retrieval, 

storage, and treatment technologies. 

Hanford has been hurting for technologies. We 

are the only site in the country that has waste in 

tanks and has absolutely no way of retrieving thoie 

wastes, no way of treating them; and we have 177 

tanks with 54 million gallons of probably the worst 

radioactive waste in the world, and we don't know 

what to do with them. 

Right now there is a -- We're in the process of 

getting the British Nuclear Fuel Company to set up 

a putrefaction process, and that's going to be a 
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long time out, and the Congress is not funding this 

to the level needed. One of the things I hope some 

of you take back with you tonight is, get on 

Congress. Every phone call to your Congress or 

congressional representatives makes a huge 

difference. 

A pristine site must be strived for as the 

ultimate goal in order to protect futu~e 

generations. Now, I differ with the Tribes here a 

little bit, or at least how I interpret the Tribes, 

sometimes. Sometimes, I think that they feel this 

site can go .back to pristine; that it will not be a 

sacrifice zone, and I have my days of doubts, and I 

have my ,days of hope; but we have to strive for 

pristine. 

We are neve~ going to go back to real pristine, 

because we have so much fall-out around the world 

from the whole nuclear debacle. The land use 

planning must not be used as a justification for 

lowering cleanup standards and risk standards. The 

end use of the land must not drive cleanup. 

In, I think it's this Alternative No. 3, let's 

see; they don't have the titles up there. Anyhow, 

in some of them, Hanford is being looked at for a 

lot of industrial development; and that is 
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something that the counties really want. They are 

struggling themselves . The counties and all of the 

local governments are struggling to continue to 

have the livelihood that they've always had; 

hopefully without being on the government role 

someday. I know that that's what they have been 

wanting for years from the different comments that 

they have made on the Hanford Advisory Board. 

But just because we might use some of Hanford for 

industrial cleanup or industrial sites, we can't 

say, "Oh, I'm done. The risk is a little lower." 

You know, we cannot afford to do that, because 

anytime we lower the risk up at Hanford my feeling 

is we just have that much more going to the river; 

that many more contaminants going to the river over 

time, and that's the heritage you will leave your 

grandchildren arrd your future generations. 

In the Preferred Alternative No. 1, multiple uses 

of Hanford should not include future missions that 

create more waste streams that add to the impact of 

contaminants already seeping into the ground water 

in the Columbia River; and that divert cleanup 

dollars from cleanup missions. That is an 

over-arching value that we hold down here in 

Portland: That you must not let any lesser cleanup 
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in any of these alternatives say that we don't have 

to clean up all the way. We don't have to give the 

dollars to cleanup. We can't let Congress continue 

to defer the costs that they owe us from their days 

of plutonium making . 

All land use plans must support and preserve 

natural and cultural resources, as well as, 

traditional and sacred Tribal uses of the land, and 

that's Alternative -- referring to Alternatives 

Nos. 2 and 4. Respecting the Tribes rights, as 

Bruce eloquently put it earlier, that they were the 

original people here and they have those rights. 

I heard it said once at a Hanford Advisory 

Board meeting, and I'll never forget this comment, 

it really went to the quick for me, and it was said 

in front of everybody, including the Tribes. As my 

kids at school would say, "Boy, that was a major 

dis", a real disrespect, and that was that the 

Indians and the cowboys fought and the cowboys won. 

That doesn't mean anything in this day and age, 

and it cannot mean anything if we are going to 

leave this region in a good place for our future 

generations, and it can't mean anything if we are 

going to create a peaceful world, and all this has 

to do with peace in a world community. 
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Greater emphasis should be placed on cleanup 

rather than on barriers, that's caps and covers, 

and that's one of the myriad of plans to clean up 

some of the multitude of sites at Hanford; to put 

caps and covers on; and we should be emphasizing 

cleanup, not capping and covering and walking 

around. In some instances, people are looking at 

fencing the place and walking off. We can't do 

that. We cannot let that happen here in the 

Pacific Northwest. 

Institutional controls for the most contaminated 

areas, and that really is the central plateau, 

which is this gray area where the tanks reside, 

where the pluto~ium finishing plant is Where 

some of the most contaminated sites are. 

Institutional controls for most contaminated areas 

must be planned for thousands of years. What 

thousands of years - - and most of these plans 

looking ahead to 50 and a hundred. 

are 

Now, that's pretty long-term for politicians 

these days. Most politicians, in my book, look 

ahead to a year, maybe five years, max. We have to 

look ahead to at least a 1,000, and that doesn't 

even begin to cover the half-lives of some of the 

contaminants of this site, which will multiply 
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19 

In the 1992 Future Site Uses Report, the result 

of broad citizen support and consensus building, 

does not support a scenario that would limit 

cleanup levei suitable for industrial and 

recreational use, and I think there that's high, 

what do they call it in the document? 

recreational use? 

Intense 

You know Hanford is beautiful. Every time I go 

it 

or 

up on a tour thire I am just overwhelmed more and 

more by the beauty of that land, and, also, by the 

starkness of the big buildings that made such 

lethal materials . We have to We have to clean 

that up, and we cannot afford to have high impact 

until it's cleaned up, and even possibly after it•s 

cleaned up; with heavy-duty recreational use. 

Both Dick and Bruce have pointed out that too 

many incredible ~pecies, both of plants and 

animals, reside up there, oddly enough, due to the 

SO years of plutonium making. The public is 

demanding cleanup of Hanford. Goals and priorities 

must be those that safeguard the health and safety 

of the environment, the citizens, and the economy 

of the Pacific Northwest . 
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So this Land Use Plan must protect us, and that's 

every aspect of our lives from now until eternity 

in my book. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Katherine Ransel, American 

Rivers. 

RTPOOL/-KATHERINE RANSEL: I want to thank the 

Department of Energy for having this series of 

hearings to discuss this very important issue and 

State of Oregon for letting us use their facilities 

tonight. 

American Rivers is a National Conservation 

Organization, and w~ have a Northwest Office in 

Seattle, and in 1998, pursuant to an announcement 

that we make every year, we named the Hanford Reach 

the most endangered river in the United States; 

that was due to ~he fact that certain folks, a 

minority albeit, are interested in turning much of 

the north slope lines into irrigated agriculture. 

Anybody that's ever been out there knows what a 

folly that is; and even the Bureau of Reclamation 

has said in no uncertain terms that most of these 

lands should never be farmed. 

It's for that reason that we are here tonight, 

to make sure th~t that doesn't happen, if we have 

anything to say about it. I'm very moved by the 
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statements that proceeded mine, by the knowledge 

and the passion of these folks, and I don't pretend 

to have that sort of in-depth knowledge; but 

American Rivers and it's thousands of members 

across the country recognize this place as one of 

national significance. 

We've been in the fight for many years now to 

reverse the decline of salmon in the Northwest, and 

anybody that knows anything about this area knows 

that it is the absolute core of recovery for salmon 

_in this region; and that to allow these fragile 

lands on the no~th slope to be developed in any 

way, again, would be purest folly. 

So we would ~upport the greatest amount -of 

protection possible. 

In looking at your alternatives, that looks 

like the Nez Perce Alternative, without the high 

intensity recreation, that we see there right near 

the river; but at the very, very, very least, our 

membership across the nation supports the Preferred 

Alternative put forth by the Department, with 

certain additions and amendments. 

First of all, we would urge you to designate 

all the public land from Waluke slope, the Hanford 

Reach, its islands, the Mcgee ranch, and the Arid 
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Wildlife Refuge. That sum: 176,000 total acres . 

We would also encourage you to amend your 

Preferred Alternatives to elimin~te any grazing on 

the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, and we would also 

ask you to amend your alternative to restrict all 

mining operations to tnose essential to completing 

cleanup and remediation on the Hanford Reservation, 

and probably the most important thing for us in 

terms of process amendment to the current proposal 

put forth by the Department is that you issue a 

separate Record of Decision for all the areas that 

I mentioned abo~e, because these areas are prime 

fish and wildlife habitat, and they are admittedly 

uncontaminated by any Hanford operations, and they 

should not have to wait for protection, which is so 

critical now until the complex decisions involving 

cleanup in the central Hanford area are made. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: We have Jeff Fryer, Sierra 

Club. 

22 RTP005 JEFF FRYER: Thank you for the opportunity to 

23 

24 

25 

testify here. I kind of wear several hats here. 

I'm the Chair of the local group of the Sierra 

Club. I've also worked for the Columbia River 
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Inner-Tribal Fish Commission, and of the four 

Tribes I represent, two of them have plans here; 

but I think I want to speak as a fishery biologist 

who has the honor and the privilege, I guess it is, 

of spending two weeks on the Hanford Reach every 

year as part of one of our Research Projects, and 

in an ~rea that I most enjoy going to. 

I guess I come and look at these plans as if I 

wanted to save the Hanford Reach and protect the 

area. The first thing I'd do is make sure the 

Waluke slope was protected the White Bluffs. 

There's been tremendous damage downstream from 

irrigation. They seem to be pretty well protected 

by Alternatives One, Two, and Four, and protect the 

right, as well as, the Preferred Alternative; also 

protect the clearing area. 

I have some questions about some of the 

proposals . The high intensity recreation worries 

me. I don't necessarily mind seeing perhaps a 

campground somewhere on this site, but golf 

courses? Resorts? Do we really need another golf 

course out in the dese~t? Where's the water going 

to come from? We are trying to save the Columbia 

River salmon and we keep pulling more and more 

water out of the river. 
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Also, I think there is too much industrial land 

in the Preferred Plan. I would prefer to see less; 

more along the lines of One, Two, and Four. And . 

the grazing, I don ' t see the need for that. One of 

the things I love about the Hanford Reach is the 

amount of wildlife you see, especially around dark; 

and I'd much rather see the wildlife than the cows 

in the area, not to mention some of the problems of 

contamination. I think you'd rule out cows to 

begin with, and limit mining to what is necessary 

for clean up. 

I'd like to see more land protected in 

protected areas, particularly the wildlife refuge 

as proposed in Alternative One. Anyway, just 

looking at the irea, I would like to see something 

that would protect it. Last week I drove from 

Portland up to Wenatchee, and the whole area except 

for the drive through the Hanford Reach -- I was 

actually out in the Hanford Reach last year -- the 

whole area was all dammed. 

We left 50 miles of river, less than 50 miles 

for fish, and the orchards and farms follow 

straight from practically the time you leave 

Bernita Bridge, now, all the way up to the 

Okunawkin. If you can, I think we can afford to 
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leave 45 or SO miles for the fish and for the 

salmon. 

I find Hanford a fascinating place, but I also 

would . like to see some of the historical aspects of 

it leave, to some extent anyway. We spoke earlier 

about the starkness. Just driving along Hanford or 

running out on the river and seeing all those 

each of those old nuclear reactors and trying to 

imagine what the place must once have been. You 

see four-lane highways and not a car around it. 

would like to see a little bit of that preserved, 

as well, but I think the main thing would be to 

preserve the ar~a for fish and wildlife. 

So thank you for the opportunity to testify. 

I 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Next we have Lupito Flores 

from Save The Reach/Lower Columbia Audubon. 

17 ~TPOOh LUPITO FLORES: Hi. My name is Lupito Flores. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I work with the Save The Reach, . which is a campaign 

of the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society. We 

have about 1,800 members nationwide, and some of 

our members have been working to protect the Reach 

since the 60s, and we'd like to thank the 

Department of Energy for this opportunity and 

commend you for your efforts to protect the Hanford 

Reach ecosystem. 
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We support the Preferred Alternative but would 

like to see additional protections for Hanford's 

undisturbed and remarkable lands. We urge you to 

include the following areas in your proposal for 

National Wildlife Refuge. All the public lands in 

the Waluke slope, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, 

the Mcgee ranch, the Riverlands Area, and the 

entire Hanford Reach environs. 

But does that in protection provide the much 

needed continuo~s crescent of undisturbed natural 

habitat surrounding central Hanford? This would 

protect an unbroken migration corridor for fish and 

wildlife and connect essential habitat on Hanford 

with adjacent a~eas, such as the Yakima Firing 

Range; and going along with that, we request that 

the DOE issue a separate and immediate Record of 

Decision for these lands. They are uncontaminated 

and unrelated to_ the complex issues _of cleanup on 

central Hanford and should be protected now; and 

like other testimony, we strongly oppose farming of 

the north slope. 

One thing that wasn't mentioned is, if 

irrigated farming was to take place on the north 

slope, this would be the first time in history that 

a wildlife refuge would be sacrificed for 
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agriculture. We also urge the Department to 

prohibit grazing and commercial mining throughout 

the Hanford Reach ecosystem; and we urge DOE to 

limit all recreation on the Reach to low intensity 

improvements. 

And, once again, I would just like to say, 

"Thank y6u for all your work and the opportunity to 

testify." Thanks. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Michael Dean. 

10 RTPOO 9 MICHAEL DEAN: Hi. My name's Michael Dean. 
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I'm a resident of Portland. I'm also a Sierra Club 

member and member of the High Desert Committee of 

the Sierra Club but I'm here speaking for myself. 

I visited the reservation . just this last weekend. 

It was really the first time I have had a chance to 

really go through it -- was given a tour of the ALE 

area south of the highway, the southern end of the 

Reserve and really came to appreciate it even more 

so than I had before. 

So, what I am here to do tonight is to urge the 

Department of Energy -- Federal Government to help 

us treasure and protect our treasures. I strongly 

oppose any priva~ization that would be represented, 

particularly by plan Three, the County's plan; 

destructive uses in general. Privatization of the 
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Reserve by use or by privatization, and any 

significant de-evolution of the exceptional values 

represented by this, essentially from ridge line to 

far ridge line that represents this entire large 

basin. 

The qualities of treasures I speak of are 

really that it is a complete ecosystem. The 

cryptogamic soil is unlike any like I have seen 

my extensive travels throughout the great basin. 

in 

It is ~hick, which if you go to places where cattle 

have been removed , you'll start to see it 

recovering, but it's nowhere near an inch thick and 

very solid soils you see there. It just doesn't 

exist elsewhere in the region, in the entire great 

basin. The native vegetation that exists in this 

place really doesn't exist -- certainly not in the 

expanse -- the vast expanse that this reservation 

has allowed. 

The quality of solitude, again, is something 

that is unique, while there are industrial plants 

in the area, they're sort of this oddity. They're 

quiet, first of all, they're not operating, so 

unlike a mine, say, in Nevada where there's this 

oppressive noise that you can't drown out, these 

things are just silent testaments to our -- the 
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folly of our past. 

It's not basically spoiled because of the 

presence, either, because of the distance that you 

are up in the highlands of the mountains or the 

woodsy slope on the far side, these things are a 

great distance, and they are a relatively small 

portion of the horizon. 

I prefer, myself, Alternative Two. The 

preservation of all areas and in all means. They 

are not now consumed by nukes or the clean up of 

our nukes. Basicaliy, in a word, preservation of 

the entire basin. 

The Preferred Alternative and contrast, and 

even more so the Alternative Three and others, 

really they allow -- to the extent they allow any 

activity within the basin, tends to be highly 

destructive to the lands: That is mining, there is 

no real reason for or extreme economic basis for 

it; grazing, which would be extremely destructive 

to this land; and the high density proposals; you 

know, a golf course? Come on. 

In addition to the extent any of these 

activities would be allowed, then management of 

this area would be biased towards protection of 

those uses, not 6f the basic area itself. If we 
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run cattle, are we going to have fire suppr~ssion? 

Yes. We have a golf course. We may not have 

immediate fire suppression but to the facilities 

that go along with it, we will have exactly that . 

Further, any such use -- Grazing, mining, or 

certainly high . density recreation, as it is called, 

this is going to fragment the reservation. Any 

sort of activity like that is going to have that 

effect, not only visually but, more importantly, on 

wildlife and the animal wildlife that is out there. 

There is a herd -- and I believe they're elk 

There's 700 of them out there. I saw about half a 

dozen this weekend. What's going to happen if you 

run cattle out there? There are fences, what's 

that going to do to them? We have extensive 

experience with what managing for cattle grazing 

both on BLM land, Forest Service land, and even on 

the National Fish and Wildlife -- wildlife refuge, 

what it does, it isn't good. 

Further, the Preferred Alternative, as it's 

called, fails to protect the entire Reach Area, 

including the islands, which I think are really 

key, as the speakers have said, to salmon and the 

integrity of the Reach itself. 

Some key facts in my observation, just 
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knowledge of lands such as this, very arid lands, 

low density visits are crucial. Managing this so 

that people can visit, but visit in such way that 

their use -- their trail -- my -- Where I walk 

isn't the same place that the person ahead of me is 

walking, being the same place the person behind me 

has walked. That will destroy slowly, 

progressively, areas around any place that we 

concentrate use, and, therefore, I'd urge that we 

not, rather than concentrate use, but diffuse use 

to multiple areas. 

In some fashion, you will need to have camping, 

not resorts, but camping, just primitive camping 

areas, somewher~ within the area. Not necessarily 

within the Reserve, but the facilities that are in 

the area right now will be swamped to the extent 

that this gets more active public use, and to the 

extent that it's even thought of, "no all-RV's" 

anywhere on the reservation. That would be 

extremely destructive. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: 

society of PortLand. 

Paul Ketcham, from Audubon 

RTPaoe PAUL KETCHAM: Thank you. My name is Paul 

Ketcham, and I'm the Conservation Director for the 

Audubon Society oi Portland. We have approximat~ly 
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7,000 members in the Portland metropolitan area and 

in Oregon and in States around the country; and we 

want to make it very clear tonight · that we support 

a maximum protection of the Hanford Reach area. 

I would like to thank the Department of Energy 

for holdinQ this public hearing in Portland. It's 

very important to have a hearing outside of the 

State of Washington, and we compliment the 

Department for doing that, and also for going back 

and redoing the Environmental Impact Statement from 

the prior version. We think that a lot of progress 

has been made; and that there are some alt~rnatives 

before the public now that we think, with some 

modifications, we could support. 

First of all, the Hanford Reach is, in our 

view, and I am speaking for our Society, a national 

treasure. That there is, in our view, no 

justification whatsoever for not extending maximum 

protection to the Hanford Reach. Any kind of 

resource use within the boundaries of these public 

lands should be prohibited; and that would include 

grazing, and any kind of extracted mining, other 

than that which is needed, perhaps, for remediation 

but under strict standards and guidelines. 

One look at the lands surrounding the Hanford 
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Reach, the aerial photograph here in the room, is 

an incredibly telling story of the extent of 

manipulation of the landscape that white settlers 

have brought to the State of Washington and to the 

Northwest in the last 150 years, 200 years. 

The Hanford Reach is the last free-flowing 

section of the Columbia River in the continental. 

United States, and if that doesn't say something in 

and of itself, then the person probably who thinks 

that's not an important statement really needs to 

think it through. 

We have more endangered listing salmon than we 

have ever had in the history of this country. Just 

recently, the Steelhead and the Chinook were added 

to the long and _growing list of troubled species of 

salmon in the Columbia River basin. Every high 

quality habitat area needs to have maximum 

protection and that would be the Columbia. The 

Hanford Reach would be the best example of that. 

Let's look at the variety of wildlife that 

inhabits this area. We have 44 species of fish, 40 

species of mammals, 238 species of birds, 15 

species of reptiles and amphibians, 600 species of 

insects, not to mention that approximately 16 of 

these birds are listed or candidate species of the 
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Endangered Species Act, either the State or the 

Federal Act, the western state trout, which 

inhabits this area was just petitioned for coverage 

under the Federal Endangered Species Act a couple 

of days ago. 

To make -- Just to cut short, this is an oasis. 

This Hanford Reach is an oasis of habitat for all 

of these species, many of which are struggling for 

their survival, and there is really no 

justification in light of the evidence today, 

scientific evidence, why the Hanford Reach should 

not be given maximum protection. 

In that context, with regard to the Preferred 

Alternative, we believe that the Preferred 

Alternative has some redeeming features. It 

certainly has come a long way from the 1996 version 

of the EIS, however, we think that the• Preferred 

Alternative should go further than what it does. 

We have looked at the Alternative No., I believe 

it's the Altern~tive No. 2, which is the tribal -

the Nez Perce Tribe -- Yes, and we would support 

that alternative without the high intensity 

recreation orange blob along the river; not knowing 

exactly what would go in there, but the definition 

of high intensity recreation allows uses which we 
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think are incompatible with the natural values of 

that, of the Hanford site. 

With regard to the Preferred Alternative, I 

believe we would be very supportive of the 

additional protections that are being recommended 

to you by the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon Society 

in their testimony to you tonight. I won't go over 

those things again, but, just to reiterate, north 

slope needs maximum protection, should not -- No 

agricultural use should be allowed on . the north 

slope. 

The islands should be protected for obvious 

reasons and all the wet ones. There should be no 

grazing on Hanford site, and I think that's where 

we depart from the Preferred Alternative, but there 

should be greater restrictions on mining while on 

the Hanford site, and I don't believe that's in the 

Preferred Alternative; and I agree with prior 

speakers that we should go ahead and bifurcate the 

Record Decision process on this EIS. Issue a rod 

for the areas that do not suffer from 

contamination; and that can be protected right now, 

implement that protection right now, and then 

remaining rod would be reserved for those areas 

where there nee~s to be additional siudy and/or a 
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time taken to lo.ok at dealing with the 

contamination cleanup. 

In closing, I would just say that we want to go 

on record opposing Alternative Three. We think 

that is a counter-productive alternative in light 

of the realities of modern time. We do not need 

agricultural use in this area. That will only 

serve to slide salmon further to extinction, and we 

think that, for _obvious reasons, should not be 

done. 

Anyway, thank you very much for the opportunity 

to speak. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Next, we have Lynn Sims. 

Rf P009 LYNN SIMS: First, I'd like to read a statement 

that was given to me by the Women's International 

League for Peace and Freedom by Barbara Degrow and 

Mary Rose from here in Portland. 

"The members of the Portland branch of WILPF 

look forward to the time when the majority of the 

land of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation can be 

returned to a productive and clean state. We are 

concerned that so much is being invested in 

speculating on future uses, while cleanup continues 

to be under-funded and deadlines are being extended 

well into the next century. We wonder if we will 
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be still alive by the time the proposed plans are 

possible. 

WILPF insists that thorough comprehensive 

cleanup of all contamination be pursued promptly 

and with the funding necessary to return the land 

to its natural use as soon as possible. Our 

priorities for the too distant future of Hanford 

land would include returning it to its natural 

state, restoring the flora, fauna, and geology, and 

water to its former state and preserving the area 

to best serve the culture and traditions of the 

Native Americans who first inhabited the area. 

Monitoring the contaminated areas Sb years into 

the future will most likely be well past our 

lifetime. Plans must be made to protect the health 

and safety of those generations which follow. For 

thousands of years the remaining waste continues to 

threaten life. We demand that the promise of 

cleanup be fulfilled promptly." From Mary Rose and 

Barbara Degrow, the WILPF co-chairs. 

RfPO/O Then I'd like to make a little comment. My name 

is Lynn Sims. This is just my own personal comment 

on this. First of all, I want to thank the 

Department of Energy for comirig to Portland and 

having a meeting and for letting us talk with you 
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about this profound and very important issue. 

I hardly know where to begin. 

Gee, 

I think, first of all, we're happy that the 

public can be involved in this. Sort of like some 

days late and it's always many dollars short; and I 

want to thank everybody that worked so hard to try 

to remediate all the horrible mistakes that we made 

knowingly: Dumping all of this stuff right onto 

the land and putting it into tanks that we knew 

wouldn't last and putting cleanup off and letting 

it get worse. 

much. 

r"t•s just terrible. Thank you very 

It's kind of nice to see a map like this. It's 

all nice and green and it's great. Hanford is the 

largest and a ve·ry severely radioactive and 

chemical waste site; the largest in the western 

hemisphere. We don't see on there any of the 

corroding fuel rods and the plumes that are going 

out into the river and the tanks that are leaking 

and the oozy stuff that's coming out. It's real 

nice that we can try to envision something and 

decide that this is what we are going to do, and 

we're going to pick which plan that we want to 

have. 

I'm hoping that if we pick a nice clear plan, 
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whichever one it turns out to be, that we can 

fulfill the wishes, I think that Mr. Watkins put 

forward; that he hoped that Hanford would be the 

flagship for the world's clean up of radioactive 

waste, because we have so much of it there, and we 

have such an opportunity to clean it up. 

When I see a plan like this, I'm a little bit 

confused at the public point of view, whether -- Is 

it our land use that's going to guide our cleanup, 

or is it funding that's goirig to guide our cleanup 

or is our moral attitude and the best science that 

we possibly can gather going to govern our cleanup? 

For not only now, for the next 50 years, but 

already for this stuff that we've dumped on there 

that we know is lethal for like 20,000 years and 

beyond, into some infinity, what's our obligation 

to clean this up? 

Certainly this is a better plan than some 

Senators have than just putting a barbed-wire fence 

around it and just letting it sit there for the 

next 100 years until whatever happens next; we 

won't have to worry about it. What I'm worried 

about in all of this is this little gray part right 

in there (indicating). 

While we're planning and building whatever we 
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are going to build, and if you have a golf course, 

and if you have a research center where you have a 

farm, if we don't clean up the ground water beta 

zone (phonetic), if we don't take a look at what's 

under there and do it, you know, face the music, no 

matter what we do, ·eventually, it's all going to 

leak out there; and it's going to co~taminate our 

very well-laid plans. 

And this is where I wonder, how come we aren't 

looking at the heart of the thing? At what's 

seeping out of there in the ground water beta zorie? 

And how come did the Columbia River Comprehensive 

Impact Statement, where we were going to tie in 

everything from all over this site, how one part 

impacted another part? It makes me feel like we 

are going a little backwards, because here this 

says that this Impact Statement used to be the 

future land use plan. Future land use is now this 

focus because we narrowed the scope, and we put all 

the remedial action into the tri-party agreement. 

Like we are still separating piecemeal, one group 

is working on this, and we're still not addressing 

the whole and the holistic effort that we need to 

take to address these serious problems. 

In closing, ·I hope that we'll be able to, in 
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whichever way that we use the land this time; that 

we will respect the land, all of the land, no 

matter what it's used for -- Clean it up as well as 

we can for the sake of all the people who will live 

beyond us and respect the land, and the people of 

the future generations better than we have until 

now. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: We have Gretchen Starke, 

Vancouver Audubon. 

10 RTPO I/ GRETCHEN STARKE: My name is Gretchen Starke. 
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I'm Conservation Chair of Vancouver Audubon 

Society. I live in Washington State. I appreciate 

the opportunity to come here and be able to 

testify. The Tri-Cities' area is a bit far for me 

to go to. We think the best use of much of the 

Hanford site is as a wildlife refuge, because the 

Hanford Reach area had been protected for .50 years. 

It has been spared the development that has 

occurred all over the west. As a result, the 

Hanford Reach area is one of the very few examples 

of scrub step habitat left. In fact, because of 

it's size, of this particular habitat, this area is 

truly unique. 

Many native species make their home here; and 

many of the animals here find it difficult to 
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co-exist ,with heavy human activity, which is why so 

many of them are becoming scarce, and as Paul 

Ketcham pointed out, there are some listed 

endangered species here, as well. 

The plant community is particularly special. I 

understand that at least two new plants have been 

discovered here at the Hanford Reach - - new to 

science. 

I must say a special word about the fall 

Chinook salmon. I've worked with fisheries also 

but for quite a different agency. Nothing must be 

done to disturb this last free-flowing Reach of the 

Hanford area, last mainstay spawning on the 

Columbia for the fall Chinook. The Hanford Reach 

population of fall Chinook is healthy now, and we 

need to keep it that way. 

It must be protected to the fullest. Any 

intensive human -- Any intensive human activity is 

incompatible with the natural values that exist 

now. I'm excluding the central area that has been 

the focus of the 50 years activity, of course. 

Whichever alternative is chosen there should be no 

mining, absolutely no mining. No grazing. No high 

density recreation . Under no circumstances should 

there be any of the land, this land which belongs 
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to the people of the United States of .America, be 

turned over to a small group of farmers for their 

own profit or gain. 

As for the local control of Federal Property, 

why? That is really absurd. Stop and think about 

it. Arizona shouldn't run the Grand Canyon 

National Park . New York City shouldn't be in 

charge of the Statue of Liberty, and the local 

counties here should not run the Hanford Reach. It 

is Federal land and should remain so. There should 

be room, of course, for the activities of the 

Tribes and for their usual accustomed ceremonial 

activ~ties and traditional activities. 

Here could also be passive recreation. I 

personally feel that most of it should be confined 

to the river, and at a time of year when the salmon 

are not spawning. It should be disturbed as little 

as possible. Possibly the Agencies could conduct 

guided hikes at select times. 

place myself. 

I'd love to see the 

We totally oppose Alternative Three as a 

Federal give-away that would just spoil any of the 

last of this natural ecosyst~m of scrub step 

habitat, but for all these reasons, we tend to 

support Alternative One, the Fish and Wildlife 
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Conservation Alternative with the necessary 

modifications to accommodate the needs of the 

Tribes. 

Either Two or Four would be acceptable, but 

there's too much of this development in this 

Preferred Alternative for me to be comfdrtable. 

Shoul~ these things be modified and greater 

protection be given, as some of the previous 

speakers have indicated we could accept this at 

all; but under no circumstances should Alternative 

Three even be considered. Thank you very much ~ 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Our last speaker on the 

list tonight is Jim Baker from Sierra Club. 

14 RTPO 12-- JIM BAKER: Surely, you have been experiencing 
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a very long day. · I know I'm closing out my 13th 

hour on the job today, so I will try to be 
. 

mercifully brief. I thank you for this opportunity 

to testify on behalf of the 550,000 members of the 

Sierra Club, coast to coast, and the 30,000 members 

we have here in the Pacific Northwest. 

For the recdrd, my name is Jim Baker. I serve 

as Northwest Salmon Campaign Coordinator for the 

Club. I live and work in Pullman, Washington. 

The Hanford Reach salmon are the last healthy, 

sufficiently abundant wild run of fish left in the 
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Columbia basin. They are sufficiently abundant 

that they can be harvested annually . Therefore, 

these fish are our last line of defense against 

violation of numerous Federal Laws and Treaties, 

both International and with the American Indian 

Tribes of the basin. 

Therefore we are gratified that the Department 

of Energy is doing it's part to protect the Hanford 

Reach, protect the Columbia River from silt and 

polluted run-off, by this proposal from the 

Department and the Preferred Alternative. We 

enthusiastically support the Preferred Alternative. 

We would respect_fully urge you to consider some 

changes in that Preferred Alternative. 

First, we would urge you to add all of the 

Federal Lands on the Wahluke Slope for protection, 

the entirety of the Hanford Reach and it's islands, 

the Mcgee ranch, and the Arid Lands Ecology 

Reserve. There should be no grazing in the Hanford 

Reservation. 

One of the main reasons why the reservation 

offers outstanding natural values, particularly 

outstanding as world class examples of the arid 

step ecoiogy there, is that there has been no 

grazing of livestock on the reservation during thif 
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critical second half of the Twentieth Century. 

Similarly, we would urge you to restrict mining 

to the absolute minimum, prohibit development for 

any intensive recreation, and, finally, we would 

urge you to act immediately to protect these 

outstanding natural lands and the river. 

If it requires a 3eparate Record of Decision, 

we would urge you to consider doing that at the 

earliest possible date. Thank you again. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Good. We have someone 

else. Okay. Greg DeBruler. 

12 RTP 013 GREG DEBRULER: Tonight -- My name is Greg 
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DeBruler. Usually, it's always that, but I usually 

speak on behalf of Columbia River United as a 

technical assistant or consultant. Tonight I'm 

just going to speak as myself, as a citizen living 

in the Columbia River Gorge, and someone who has 

worked on Hanford cleanup ten with . very little 

~esults. 

When I look at the Pref~rred Alternative, I say 

to myself, "How can you have a Preferred 

Alternative that actually allows lands to be used 

for, at various uses, when you don't understand the 

magnitude of contamination and how the 

contamination's going to be dealt with in the 
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future and cleaned up?" So, real simple, how are. 

you going to protect future users of it from undo 

exposure? 

One the past speakers talked about the 

Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment. 

The Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment, 

which I happen to be the chair of the team now, has 

always insisted that we need to first look at the 

big picture holistically, at the magnitude of 

impacts or contaminants at the Hanford site and map 

those and understand the magnitude of impacts 

before we proceed down the road of making something 

useful for something else. 

When I think of Alternative Three, I personally 

get kind of nau~eated. If you· think of Alternative 

Three and you think of the Waluke slope and you 

think of the sluffing that's going on and you think 

of the white bluffs, just add a bunch of irrigation 

up there and waech the white bluffs sluff off i~to 

the Columbia River and back up the Columbia River 

and potentially dam the Columbia River, so that the 

hundred areas are flooded with the Columbia River. 

Can you imagine backing the River up to where 

it's flooded? To where the water rushes inland, 

and then floods the hundred areas, releasing even 
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more contaminants? It's a disaster waiting to 

happen. I think Alternative Three is totally 

unnecessary. 

I have to say that Alternative Two makes the 

most sense. Why does it make the most sense? 

Well, one, it's what the Tribes would like. I 

would say that the Nez Perce, I understand -- Is 

that correct? That's their Preferred Alternative? 

I understand that the Yakimas would like some 

inland fishing sites. I would suggest that that be 

added to the Tribes Alternative if they feel that 

that is necessary. 

But if you look at the land fn the holistic 

aspect and think of treaties and the responsibility 

that we have, the land should be preserved, should 

be kept intact, and the Tribes should have the 

right to practice their usual custom practices on 

that land. 

When we talked about the -- Somebody mentioned 

the cryptogamic soils that should be protected. 

would say I should agree with that, also. 

Going back to the organizational structure in 

figure In the chapter 6, something was pointed 

out to me today that kind of alarmed me, and I 

guess it's a good way to get around the politics 
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of, if you once have chosen a Preferred 

Alternative, let's say Alternative One, then how do 

you kind of suddenly twist the control back into 

the local control? Well, if you look at the 

organizational structure for the CLEP, the Site 

Planning Advisory Board, which is on page 6-9, 

has affected tribal governments: US Bureau of La11d 

Management, US Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife. Then you have: Benton County, Franklin 

County, Grant County, Adams County, and the City of 

Richland . Well, immediately, if you add up the 

weight of that, you see exactly what's going to 

happen. 

You can see clearly that the Counties -- along 

with the City, along with BLM, maybe, and maybe 

Reclamation -- will decide what they think is best . 

The Tribes won't have an equal vote and they'll 

just get pushed over. So if the Site Planning 

Board goes forward, I would suggest that the 

County, Counties, plural, have one seat caucus 

amongst themselves, which they always do. I would 

suggest that the cities have one seat caucus 

amongst themselves, which they always do; and that 

the tribes have equal seats for each tribe, because 

they're each separate, sovereign nations; and I 
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think that's one inherent problem with the current 

proposal that's there. 

I strongly recommend preservation, and I hope 

that the Department of Energy will hear what we are 

talking about when we want the land preserved 

intact; but, hopefully, the Department of Energy 

•will understand that when they finally do perform 

the Comprehensive Columbia River Impact Assessment, 

it will help the·m make better decisions in the 

future, and it will help them determine what - - If 

there is any land out there that could be used for 

what. Right now, we don't understand the magnitude 

of impact. We really need to have a comprehensive 

Columbia River Impact Assessment done of the whole 

site to understand what the future will hold in 

store. I thank you for this time to comment. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Is there anybody else? 

Good . Dirk Dunning. 

~fPO/L} DIRK DUNNING : Thank you. I'm Dirk Dunning . 

D-i-r-k D-u-n-n-i-n-g, and I have a tendency to 

talk way too fast. You give me the high sign if I 

do. 

I'm speaking solely on behalf of myself 

tonight -- not in any way in relation to my day 

job. However, because of some of the sensitivities 
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there, I'm going to stay away from most of the land 

use planning and related things, but there's some 

specific things that I did want to say. 

In the past six years I've had a chance to see 

a lot things on the Hanford site, and there is 

incredibly valuable stuff there. I was 

tremendously impressed with the presentation 

talking about the cryptogamic soils and all of the 

other plant species and animal species present. 

Until you actuaYly get out and really onto the 

Hanford site, it's really hard to appreciate what's 

there. Like you, I see the same thing. The soil 

is unlike anything I've seen anywhere else. It 

just is unique and it neeqs preservation. 

Exactly what that means, I don't know. I don't 

pretend to know. Also, in the center of the site 

there are some other things and given the things 

that I have done during the day, it's one that 

concerned me. In the center of the site there's 

some tremendously valuable high shrub-steppe 

habitat that is in danger right now of being 

destroyed faster than it can be replaced. 

As the cleanup goes forward, there are a lot of 

areas that are currently being utilized, things 

like the Environmental Restoration Disposal 
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Facility that have gone right into the best 

habitat. Where that can create a real problem is, 

I'm afraid that we may be faced in the next 15 

years with the potential between fires in the 

various activities of man there on the site doing 

clean up. 

With decisions about whether or not to do 

cleanup and the choice being one of, if we do 

cleanup, we have to choose to have species go 

extinct; That the habitat that they depend on 

would have to b~ destroyed. That's not necessary. 

If we plan today, we can avoid that. 

In the early years and continuing to today, the 

Natural Resource Trustee Council on the . Hanford 

site has tried tu work to develop a system whereby 

the Department of Energy and other agencies try to 

repair habitat and improve habitat in several areas 

on the site in order to, in advance, make up for 

some of this damage so that these species are not 

put in jeopardy. I think it's critically important 

that kind of thing happen. 

I think, also, one of the things that I see on 

the drawings that does concern me is, going back to 

the days of the future .site uses working group, 

people looked at the 200 areas as being one common 
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thing across the central plateau, and on all of the 

maps it shows that way, as one solid gray block. 

The reality is, it's two 200 areas. The area in 

between is, for the most part, undamaged, and a lot 

of that should be treated separately. It should be 

treated as unique, and particularly because of the 

shrub-steppe habitat that is there. 

I think, for the most part, those are the 

biggest areas that concern me, but along with those 

go the companion issues of, if land uses are 

allowed bordering the site which cause movement of 

water, these can have huge impacts on transport of 

the hazardous and dangerous materials and the 

radioactive materials onto the site; and so, it's 

critically important that those not be allowed at 

any time in the future to cause those kinds of 

impacts. Thank you. 

BARBARA WILLIAMSON: Anybody else? Well, last 

call. Well, I guess we'll do some concluding 

comments. Tom? 

TOM SAUTER: I'd like to thank everybody for 

coming out here tonight and showing up and giving 

us your comments. The comme~t period will run 

until the 7th of June, and we have some forms in 

the back. If you want to, you can get them back 
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there. You will want to mail them in, because 

we'll, most likely, not be back down this way. Our 

next public meeting will be in Richland on the 

20th, and we have a public meeting that we've 

scheduled in Madalaw (sic) that's on the 2nd, then 

we have one in Spokane on the 3rd. Thank you for 

coming in tonight, and, like I said, if you have 

more comments, take one of the mailers and give 

them to us before the 7th. 

Thanks. 

Be sure to get them in. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED AT 8:30 P.M.) 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

I, Diana L. Sweeney, a Court Reporter and 

Notary Public for Oregon, do hereby certify that, 

at the time and place m~ntioned in the deposition 

herein; that the Hanford public hearing, was taken 

down by me in stenotype and thereafter ~educed to 

typewriting; an~, that the foregoing transc~ipt, 

Pages 1 to 54, both inclusive, constitutes a full, 

true and accurate record of said hearing, and of 

the whole thereof, to the best of my ability. 

Witness my hand at Portland, Oregon, this 29th 

day of May, 1999. 

OfflCIAL SEAL 
DIANA L SWEENEY 

NOTARY NU: •OREOON 
COWISSION NO. A0607l9 
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MR. PIPER: Hello. Good evening. 

I'm Lloyd Piper, the deputy manager for the 

Richland Operations Office here, and I'm real 

pleased to see this good turnout tonight. The 

second time around in about 18 months on our land 

,use plan EIS. 

We're l0oking forward to hearing what 

you have to say tonight about the various 

alternatives and actions that we may be taking as 

we consider the input from our public hearings and 

look at our overall plan and responses to that. 

As you've seen in the early information 

session, we have a number of alternatives that have 

been inserted in the Draft EIS. 

We have the Department's Preferred 

Alternative and other alternatives provided by some 

of the cooperating agencies and the tribal nations 

associated with the p~anning effort that they have 

joined us with over the last few months. 

I want to encourage you, as you look at 

this, if you have a Preferred Alternative, pl~ase 

let us know. If you have alternatives that are 

parts and pieces of one o~ the other, please let us 

know. And I would also like to encourage you in 

your comments and in your written responses, if you 
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have your preferred one, whatever variation that 

may be, that's important . I think it will also be 

helpful for us if you would tell us if a~y of the 

other alternatives are at least acceptable to you, 

because I think that will help us as we evaluate 

the comments for tonight's proceedings. 

Again, thanks. We are looking forward 

to hearing what you have to say. 

Tom Ferns, who is the document manager 

for the DOE on this EIS, is going to give us a few 

more comments . 

MR. FERNS: I would just like to 

thank Lloyd for allowing us to do the revised draft 

and bringing all the cooperating agencies together, 

and I would also like to thank those here from the 

cooperating agencies for all of the time and effort 

they have put into this document. 

We have Dan Landeen back here, he is 

with the Nez Perce. Hi, Dan. 

We have Jay McKonahay here, who is 

really not a cooperating agency, put a lot of time 

on this EIS, Fish and Wildlife with the state. 

We have Darren Arrasmith . Where is 

Darren? There he is. He's from Benton Gounty. 

Put a lot of time and effort into this EIS. 

3 

705 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

We have Dave Geoke from the U. S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service over there. 

Next to him is Jim Blanchard from 

Bureau of Reclamation. 

A lot of people putting in a lot of 

time, and we're glad you're here . Also Matt was 

here from Grant County. Well, he was here . 

Anyway, take a look at the EIS, take a 

look at the alternatives. Also look at Chapter 6, 

which are our implementation plans, because that's 

very important as to how this will actually be 

realized, one of these maps, whatever map we 

finally choose. 

I'll start with that, and we ' ll open it 

for comments. This is Dale Jackson, our moderator. 

MR . JACKSON: I would like to join 

in welcoming you all this evening. 

My job here tonight is to . make sure 

that each of you, as members of the public who have 

comments that want to be made, have an opportunity 

to do that. 

The public agencies that are here 

tonight take very seriously their roles as public 

servants . We value the comments that members of 

the public make, the viewpoints and ideas that you 
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share with us in this process. 

To make sure that each of you have an 

adequate opportunity to make comments tonight, I 

want to play by a few simple ground rules. 

First of all, I have a list of persons 

that have expressed interest in making comment, and 

I'm going to call on those pers6ns in tJrn. But I 

would like you to limit your time here to about 10 

minutes tonight on the comments that you make . 

Be comfortable. Feel free to speak 

your mind. And I'll give you a · little bit of 

warning, at about eight minutes, so you know you 

are about to exhaust your time. But we do want to 

try to stick to that ground rule so that everyone 

has a chance to speak. Currently we have 12 

people, and if everyone takes their ten minutes' 

time, that means a couple hours for everyone to 

make their presentations. 

I would also like you to be a little 

bit conscious about limiting your comments to the 

particular issue that we're addressing here 

tonight. Again, in order to be fair to everyone, 

we want to limit the comments to the land use EIS 

that we ' -re addressing. 

I want to assure you that all comments 
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that we receive, whether they be oral or written, 

are going to receive adequate consideration. 

If you don't want to make an oral 

comment here tonight, there are forms at the back 

of the room that you can pick up at the desk, you 

can make a written comment and mail it back to us 

and we'll take your comment that way. 

The comment period that we're engaged 

in right now runs from April 23rd to June 7th, 

1999. We have two more meetings after tonight. 

One in Mattawa at the Wahluke High School on June 

2nd, and another one in Spokane at the Ridpath 

Hotel on June 3rd. 

And the public hearings on both those 

will begin at 7 p.m. There will be information 

sessions in Mattawa and in Spokane. And those I 

believe, Tom, are from 6 to 7 p.m. in each case? 

MR. FERNS: Yes. 

MR. JACKSON: Okay. Having said 

all of that, I think the first person that I have 

is Gene Weisskoph. M~. Weisskoph? 

MR. WEISSKOPH: Yes. 

MR. JACKSON: We have two 

microphones, and we would like all of you to either 

use the microphone back here in the audience or you 
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can come up front if you like and use this one. 

[ZTR DOI MR. WEISSKOPH: I thank you for 

letting me open~ be the first one. 

the same way afterwards . 

I hope you feel 

Association. 

I'm with the B Reactor Museum 

My name is Gene Weisskoph. I moved 

here in 1995, expecting to find all sorts of 

Hanford ~tomic history . You know, the place where 

it all started. 

nothing. 

And instead I found virtually 

And I joined the B-Reactor Museum 

Association soon after moving here, and because I 

did that I've gotten inside the reactor a couple 

times, I went through C-Reactor, I've talked to 

people who worked there when it op~ned, and it's an 

amazingly significant place, if I could be so 

unpoetic as to say that. 

And I've always been surprised that 

Richland can be the atomic city that isn't 

somehow. It seems to have faded into the past. 

And as Hanford gets cleaned up and 

taken care of, there's not going to be much left. 

And our group is concerned with making sure that 

B-Reactor, which is the world's first nuclear 

reactor, and the very first one that started up at 
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Hanford, is preserved and some day made into a 

museum that's open to the public. 

And our interests in the land use is 

somewhat limited in scope tonight . 

I don't want to talk about all the 

other things that might interest us. I'm trying to 

limit it to the B-Reactor, which on several of the 

maps shows up as a nice little orange dot up by the 

river of high intensity recreation, and it shows it 

as being a, quote, museum . And we're glad to see 

that . We think that's great. We like the sound of 

it. 

for. 

It's perfect. That's just what we're looking 

We tend right now to be more or less in 

favor of the DOE preferred plan. Again, we're not 

saying everything about it is good for everybody or 

even for us. But we like the way they're treating 

many aspects and those around the B-Reactor. 

In terms of the plan, in what we might 

want to see, the word museum can mean an awful 

lot . It can mean a sign on the side of the road 

that points over to the B-Reactor and says, that's 

the world's first reactor, or it might mean a 

reactor that's open all year around with visitor 

facilities and all kinds of buildings around it to 
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serve as a real museum. 

What we would like to do, if it's 

appropriate, in our written comments, is to perhaps 

expand on the scope of what that museum might be 

like, and maybe it could be put into the document, 

not as hard facts, but as one of those shaded boxes 

that kind of says, this is what it might mean. 

Because just saying it's a museum, 

we're glad to hear it, but it doesn't quite tell 

the whole story. And we don't want it being sort 

of looked over because it's not explained well 

enough to people, because most people in the world 

don't know where the world ' s first nuclear reactor 

was. They don't know there was a B-Reactor and 

they don't know where it is. All they know is that 

Hanford is an environmental cleanup site, and 

that's the reputation it now has. 

And we would like to see its history 

during the Manhattan Project and the cold war made 

available to the public so you're seeing maybe 

school buses coming over from the west side and 

finding out what went on over here all those years, 

and as well, seeing the beautiful countryside, the 

desert, the river, the geology, and there's lots of 

stuff here. 
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We just want to make sure that the 

B-Rearitor is preserved as part of the whole Hanford 

saga of the atomic era. 

We have a table set up back here if 

anybody would like more information. We're here in 

Richland . And we will be presenting written 

comments. And I thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr . 

Weisskoph. 

Our second commenter tonight is Lupita 

Flores. 

RTR002- MR. FLORES: My name Lupita 

Flores. I am with Save the Reach. It is a 

committee of the Lower Columbia Basin Audubon 

Socie_ty . And we have about 1800 members 

nationwide. 

And we would like to thank the 

Department for having this comment period. We're 

really encouraged by this EIS and the plans to 

designate a lot of the public lands as a national 

wildlife refuge. 

For years, at least the last 10 or 20, 

the majority of the public, the Tribes and the 

scientific community, time after time have said 

that they want the Hanford Reach protected for fish 
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and wildlife . That message will never change. So 

let's do it now. 

We urge DOE to designate the following 

areas as a national wildlife refuge. The entire 

Wahluke Slope, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 

islands, the Riverlands area, the McGee Ranch, and 

agriculture should not be allowed on the Wahluke 

Slope or any of the public lands in the Hanford 

ecosystem. The fragile white Bluffs of the slope 

contain fossils of bison, camel and mastodon and 

critical nesting habitat for birds. Irrigation 

farming above the bluffs would cause them to 

collapse and smother the last healthy spawning 

habitat of wild salmon in the entire Columbia 

Basin . 

The Hanford ecosystem contains more 

than 80 newly discovered rare plants and important 

shrub-steppe habitat for hundreds of wildlife 

species . These unique lands should not be grazed 

or commercially mined either. 

We have written comments that we will 

be submitting in more detail. But we would . just 

like to thank the Department for going this far, 

and we would like to see a lot of it protected. 

Thank you . 
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MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Flores. 

Next we have Barry Jacobson. 

~lf<Oo3 MR. JACOBSON: Barry Jacobson, 

environment information network. 

My comment is very brief. I don't 

thirik that we as a nation, th2t we need any more 

farm land. We have farms going broke in various 

parts of the country. And I don't think we need 

any more grazing land either, especially in very 

dry areas. I think there isn't that much of the 

natural desert land in Washington left. 

it's all in agriculture now. Thanks. 

Most of 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Jacobson. 

Next we have Scott Woodward. 

RT'R OO'f MR. WOODWARD: Once again, thank 

you for allowing us an opportunity for public 

input. It's always encouraging when we get to have 

a voice. 

I would like to exemplify what my 

colleagues have already said about our group, the 

Reach, and how we feel about agricultural 

developing of ·the surrounding area. 

My comment is also very short. I am a 
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lifetime resident, and I have watched a prime 

example go down the tubes. The Yakima River itself 

is a prime example of the influence, uncontrolled 

and unmonitored, of over-grazing and agricultural 

runoff. We've watched this river change. We're 

trying to make it come back. What we have here is 

a prime opportunity to prevent that. 

And I would just like to remind 

everybody of your own back yard and what has 

happened in the Yakima. And if we allow this 

development, an agricultural development up here on 

the slopes progress, and agricultural development 

on the Reservation itself to progress, we're going 

to have Phase II, and we're going to watch another 

resource go down the tubes. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: .Thank you. Next we 

have Nat Ballou. 

RrRoo~ MR. BALLOU: Thank you. We 

appreciate this opportunity to provide our own 

input to this important question. I have some 

comments to make, and my wife and I will elaborate 

on these in a written letter recommending our own 

recommendations. 

I would like to point out that the 

natural and sensitive public lands in the Hanford 
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Nuclear Reservation are precious resources that 

must be preserved for all persons in this region 

and in the rest of the country. 

We now have the opportunity of doing 

that, and must not let the opportunity escape us. 

We therefore strongly support the Department of 

Energy's Preferred Alternative in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement and land use plan 

for the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

In addition, we urge that all public 

lands on the Wahluke Slope, the islands in the 

Hanford Reach, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands 

Ecology Reserve be included in the national 

wildlife refuge. We also believe that there should 

be no grazing or mining operations except those 

essential to cleanup and remediation activities 

permitted on the Hanford Reservation. 

Protection of the Columbia River and 

all of its resources are essential for the economic 

and recreational well-being of the region. Such 

protection requires establishment of the above 

described national wildlife refuge. 

The Department of Energy should 

immediately issue a separate Record of Decision in 

order to establish the national wildlife refuge. 
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This will permit timely protection of prime fish 

and wildlife habitat uncontaminated by Hanford 

Operations without having to wait until complex 

decisions on cleanup in the central Hanford Area 

are made. 

We look forward with appreciation to 

strong and meaningful protection of the unique and 

valuable natural and sensitive lands j in the Hanford 

Reservation. 

Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON : 

Bob Wilson . 

MR. WILSON: 

job here tonight, Dale. 

Thank you. Next is 

You are doing a great 

My name is Bob Wilson. I'm with the 

Columbia River Conservation League . 

I want to thank the Department of 

Energy for providing these . opportunities for public 

input on their Comprehensive Land Use Plan and 

Remedial Action EIS. I have oral comments tonight, 

and will be followed by written comments before the 

comment period closes . 

And in general, the Columbia River 

Conservation League is pleased with the Preferred 

Alternative as far as the desire to protect the 
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Wahluke Slope and the Hanford Reach. The Hanford 

Reach is a wild and scenic river and the Wahluke 

Slope is a natural wildlife area. We concur with 

that. 

However, there's more to be done. We 

support the Preferred Alternative, with the 

following amendments to it. We see that all the 

lands within Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the 

Wahluke Slope, Riverlands area, McGee Ranch, what 

we call the big C, should be designated wildlife 

refuge, and that designation should occur as soon 

as possible. 

The Record of Decision will be issued 

separately from dealing with central Hanford. 

The Hanford Reach again should be 

designated as a recreational wild and scenic river 

within the wild and scenic river sy~tem. 

We suggest that the industrial use 

areas be reconfigured to represent those in 

Alternative One and Alternative Two, rather than 

that in the Preferred Alternative, and the 

exclusive industrial use area, the 200 Areas, 

represent the areas represented in Alternative One 

and Alternative Two also. That being the small 

western extension of the 200 Areas brought back 
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Recreational use. We recommend one 

high intensity recreation area be the B-Reactor as 

a museum. But we don't see the need for that 

recreation -- that high intensity recreation area 

to extend to the river area, to the river line 

area. The intact riparian area is invaluable. 

We also, as far as recreation goes, we 

see only the need for one low intensity recreation 

area, that being an improved boat ramp in 

conjunction with the existing Vernita rest stop 

facilities on that south side of the river. 

Again, we minimize damage to valuable 

riparian areas and archeological sites, while at 

the same time ~roviding upgrad~d facilities for 

boaters and recreational use. 

Other areas we see as conservation and 

mining areas, but with no grazing. Grazing serves 

to expand the spread of noxious weeds, and in their 

place, things like cheatgrass which actually 

increases wild fire danger, not reduce it. 

And mining we say should be restricted 

to just those materials that are needed for Hanford 

cleanup operations. That is all. 

Oh. One last thing I would like to 
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say, about the Wahluke Slope. Apparently a lot of 

people don't know this. But back in 1953 and 1958, 

and John Stank could probably help you out with 

this, because it was reported in your predecessor, 

The Villager, 192,000 acres that were restricted 

from use by the establishment of the Hanford Site 

were released in 1953 and '58. Those are in 

agricultural production. 

acres. 

What's left is 90,000 

We think that the last third of all 

that land should be preserved. 

Thanks a lot. Appreciate the time. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Bob. 

actually finished a little earlier. After that 

gracious comment, I was going to give you 15 

minutes. 

Next up here is Jim Timmons. 

RrRoo7 MR. TIMMONS: Thanks for the 

opportunity. I don't have a lot of comments to 

You 

make, other than that I support the Audubon Save 

the Reach alternative, That is actually a modified 

version of the Preferred Alternative that you have 

come up with. 

I know that a lot of work's gone into 

this. The one thing that I think's difficult to 
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swallow on it is the amount of grazing that might 

possibly be allowed in the future. 

I farmed near here, just off the 

Hanford Area, past N Reactor for a few miles . 

used to see this all the time. 

Grazing would typically result in 

And 

several years of wild fires after that. Grazing is 

a very difficult thing . It is something that's 

been done for very many years. I know there are 

ways of doing it and ways of not doing it. But 

h i storically it has not been done very well and it 

has caused a lot of problems. And it is truly at 

odds with any sort of preservation things that we 

want to do. 

So, good work, but let's keep grazing 

down. Thank you. 

. MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr . 

Timmons. 

Next commenter, Vi9tor Moore. 

RTR 008 MR. MOORE: I'm Victor Moore, 

speaking for myself and my wife Roberta. Deer Mr. 

Ferns. Can you all hear me? 

Dear Mr. Ferns . We feel very strongly 

about the importance of protecting the Hanford 

Reach. Energy Secretary Richardson's recent 
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proposal to protect the entire Wahluke Slope as a 

national wildlife refuge under the management of 

the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service is a welcomed 

plan. 

We come here . tonight to give our 

approval of DOE's Preferred Alternative, which 

designates the vast majo~ity of the Wahluke Slope 

for preservation. 

We would like to see amendments to the 

revised draft of the Hanford Remedial Action 

Environmental Impact Statement as follows. 

One. Designate all public lands on t~e 

Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, its islands, the 

McGee Ranch and the Arid Land~ Ecology Reserve as a 

national refuse, 176,000 acres, total acres. 

Two. Oppose grazing on the Hanford 

Nuclear Reservation. 

Three. Support restricting all mining 

op~rations to those essential to completing cleanup 

and remediation on the Hanford Reservation. 

Four. Issue a separate Record of 

Decision, ROD, for all areas mentioned above. 

. These are prime fish and wildlife habitat. 

Uncontaminated by Hanford Operations and should not 

have to wait for protection until the complex 

20 

722 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

decisions involving cleanup in the central Hanford 

Area are made. 

tonight. 

Thank you for having this hearing 

Respectfully, Victor and Roberta Moore . 

I will give a copy to you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you, Mr. 

Moore. 

Next commenter is Bill Kuhn. 

~fROOC/ MR. KUHN : I'm Bill Kuhn . I have 

lived in Richland for about 25 years. I anticipate 

that as you take testimony across the state, you 

are going to have a lot of people talking to you 

about local control as a matter of principle. And 

so I wanted to speak briefly about local control. 

In our nation local control over our 

affairs is a cherished concept, especially in 

largely rural areas such as Eastern Washington . 

Proposing local control will win at least some 

support to almost any political cause. 

clearly is not always for the best. 

That 

For example, if we had never invoked 

zoning laws in our communities, arguing instead 

that the decision should be left to property owners 

so we could exercise local control, then no parks 

and not any geography making the community a 
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desirable place to live, would have swung magically 

from the ensuing free for all. 

But at the national level, the same 

philosophy would have resulted in no national 

parks, wilderness areas, forests, seashores, 

prairies, monuments or wildlife refuges. 

They can only result from a decision by 

the society as a whole that some self-control is 

needed for the good of us all . But society is not 

a thing. It's a myriad of individuals. With 

self-control at that level inevitably means some 

individuals do not get what they want. Such denial 

is not an act of malice or insensitivity. It's 

doing what's best for all of us based, in this 

case, on where undev~loped land remains. 

A space shuttle's view of Eastern 

Washington is instructive. The Hanford Site stands 

out as almost the non@ountainous, non-scabland 

terrain not already transformed by agriculture. 

You can see part of that in the poster 

over there. If you saw all of that for all of 

Eastern Washington, it would be quite striking. 

we need to preserve what little remains. 

If the current wildlife refuge is 

released effectively to control at the county 
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level, it would be like holding a fragile antique 

in front of us and releasing it to the local 

control of gravity. The outcome is inevitable. 

it is the release itse l f that destroys this 

antique. 

So 

If our wildlife refuge is released to 

local control, we may not know the exact course of 

events, but we do know the ultimate result, it will 

be farmed. 

I would like to thank, publicly thank 

our farmers for feeding me . I don't get a chance 

I don't know if we have farmers here tonight or 

not, but I know where my food comes from, and I 

thank the farmers. 

But a~ has been pointed out already 

tonight, we already have farmland.' So please do 

not release this refuse for our native plants and 

animals . Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you very much . 

Jerry Turnbaugh. 

RIRDJO MR. TURNBAUGH : I am Jerry 

Turnbaugh. I live in Pasco. And I support the 

Save the Reach efforts and the Department of Energy 

Preferred Alternative on their land use plan. And 

I thank Tom Ferns and others who have worked very 
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hard on this. We have watched it develop over a 

long period of time. 

There are a couple of flaws with it and 

I will speak to those. But first I would like to 

put a bit of a human face on the Hanford Area out 

there. There are probably some of you who have not 

had 'the oppqrtunity to get out on the Area and 

spend any time out there. 

Fortunately or not, I work out there, 

so I have plenty of opportunity to be on the Area. 

I work at the far end of the Hanford Area in the 

100 K Area, if you know where that is, up on the 

north part of the river there, and since I live in 

Pasco, I have to get myself from Pasco up there. 

That involves a long drive. I'm part of the mega 

van, and so I get to sit in the seat and look out 

the window. And every morning as the sun comes 

I can study the Hanford Reservation. And every 

evening as the sun goes down, I can study the • 

Hanford Reservation. 

There are a couple things about that 

Reservation that are truly awesome. The ' first 

thing is its size and its emptiness. That is an 

unusual situation in today's world, to find size 

and emptiness, except in the oceans. 
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And I'm also a sailboater, and the 

ocean is probably the last place, wild place left 

on earth. 

The Hanford Reach and the Hanford 

Reservation come close to that for our local area, 

and that's what makes the thing unique. You can 

see the scars of our activity out there, starting 

from the 300 Area, you see the results of that 

disastrous burn, you see the massive amount of 

cheatgrass infestation, and then as you go farther 

north, the count~yside changes. You begin to see 

the big sagebrush and you begin to see the wild 

flowers and you see the ground with a natural 

protective covering that is undisturbed, and it 

takes a long time to develop this natural 

covering . It keeps out weeds and it also promotes 

soil moisture, that sort of thing. Also you see 

the native . bunch grass out there. 

Those things, and grazing do not go 

together. Turning livestock loose into those areas 

that are free from cheatgrass and still have their 

protective covering and the big sagebrush I think 

would be a travesty. And the value is nothing. 

The value of a few cows and the poor . grazing out 

there, frankly, is not worth it. 
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And so when I look at the Preferred 

Alternative, I see that cloud hanging over the 

middle of, the green patch. I like the green 

patch. I don't like that cloud. And I cannot see 

a ny reason, any scientific reason why there should 

be grazing of all things allowed out there in this 

preservation area. 

The other thing that bothers me is that 

white patch in the middle. We have industrial 

parks here that aren't full . They're having 

trouble. They need to be given preference. We 

don't need an industrial park sitting in the middle 

of this large open space, which is one of its 

values. And I just don't see --

The principle of growth management is 

to fill in high density, high usage areas, in high 

density, high usage appropriate areas. It is not 

appropriate to fragment and put a barrier out there 

in the middle of this large area in the name of 

industrial development. 

Otherwise, I support the Preferred 

Alternative. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

The next commenter, Ray Rose. 

MR. ROSE: I am Ray Rose . Have 
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been a resident of this community for about 50 

about 45 years now. And I have a pretty good 

background on it. 

I would like to thank the Department of 

Energy for listening to us. 

refreshing. 

I think that's 

I very much feel like Jerry Turnbaugh. 

He hit it right on the head about grazing, the 

openness and all of that. But I also feel that 

that Preferred Alternative, it looks good, but with 

the reservations that Jerry brought up. I think we 

do need to consolidate our industrial areas, and I 

think they don't need to be out in the middle of 

nowhere. 

But one point I do want to make, I 

don't think it's been emphasized too much so far, 

and that's the Conservation Reserve Program that we 

have in this country, where the farmers are paid 

money to hold back and put their land back into a 

natural state. 

Well, here we have a conservation, a 

CRP, that wouldn't cost anything. It's already 

there. And we don't have to pay anybody for not 

growing any crops. I think that's one thing that 

does need to be emphasized, because this is for 
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nothing. We don't pay a nickel. 

And one other thing I think was brought 

up, it was about the local control. I think I have 

my doubts . The idea of local control sounds great 

to me. But I think we have a classic example of 

local control right up in the Yakima River, and we 

know what the Ya~ima River is like on the lowei 

third. It's a mess. And we've had local control 

up and down that Yakima River. 

So there you are. So that's about all 

I have to say. I think everything else has been 

said. But thank you very much for listening. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Mike 

Lilga. 

(<TR0/2- MR. LILGA: Thanks. Hi. I am Mike 

Lilga. I just wanted to start off by thanking DOE 

and all the people that helped prepare this EIS. 

It was a tremendous amount of work. It took years 

to accomplish, I know. But I think you've done a 

great job in terms of . putting together lots of 

things for us to talk about tonight, some goo~ 

alternatives. 

I'm speaking for myself tonight. 

when I look at the alternatives, I guess my 

Preferred Alternative is somewhere between 

730 
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Alternative One and Alternative Two. 

My values say that we should be 

preserving as much of the Hanford Site as possible 

for the reasons that have been very eloquently 

stated by other speakers. But this is the last of 

the big areas of shrub-steppe habitat left in 

Washington State. We need to do what we can to 

preserve what we have by not developing it, but 

also by maintaining the attacked nature. Let's not 

fragment it further, again, which has been spoken 

about early, by developments such as the May 

junction, which is a big block right in the middle 

of beautiful, expanse of shrub-steppe habitat . 

In terms of some of the other 

industrial areas, again, I tend to favor a 

combination of Alternative One and Alternative Two, 

which takes into account the needs stated by the 

city of Richland in their urban growth areas that 

they have put forward. There's plenty of land 

there for economic development. 

I tend to think that 300 Area should be 

used for research and development rather than the 

Preferred Alternative, which sets aside a humongous 

area for undesignated future speculative use. 

I think this land use plan needs to be 
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a little more definitive in terms of designating 

expected land use rather than just saying, hey, we 

need a third, you know, or a quarter of the Hanford 

Site for some possible unforeseen future use. 

I do support the preferred alternative 

in that the Wahluke Slope, the entire Wahluke Slope 

should be a national wildlife ~efuge. I do agree 

with some of the previous speakers that would also 

include in that designation Arid Lands Ecology 

Reserve, the Columbia River islands, the Riverlands 

area, the McGee Ranch. 

And I also agree that the Record of 

Decision should be -- a separate Record of Decision 

should be written for those areas so we can get on 

with protection without getting caught up in issues 

associated with land use on the rest of the site. 

Definitely we need to take grazing out 

of the picture on the Hanford Site. 

·rf you go with the Preferred 

Alternative, the conservation mining and grazing 

areas should be ~onverted to conservation, mi~ing 

only. But in terms of mining, my Preferred 

Alternative would limit mining only to those areas 

that are actually necessary to provide the minerals 

that are needed to support Hanford cleanup. 
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I'm not an expert on those needs, but 

my Preferred Alternative would not include mining 

on ALE as shown in the Preferred Alternative, if 

possible. For one thing, that area's right along 

the highway. One of the beauties of ALE is as you 

drive up highway 240, you look off towards ALE, 

there is this incredible, beautiful e~panse of open 

space . . 

The Preferred Alternative proposes to 

put in a mine right in the middle of that beautiful 

scenic vista. I would encourage you not to do 

that. Look for alternate spots. 

I know that's a sticky point. 

think we need to look at other locations. 

But I 

I think we need to eliminate any 

possibility of agriculture at all anywhere on 

Hanford. And my reason doesn't have anything to do 

with how much agricultural land is available, it's 

the impact, the negative publicity I think of doing 

any kind of agriculture on Hanford. I really think 

that would be extremely detrimental to agricu~ture 

in Washington State to do that. 

In any case, you will have more 

comments from me in writing. I've got lots more 

detailed comments, and I appreciate the effort 
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that's been put into this and the opportunity to 

speak. Thanks. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Dave Terentieff. 

Rrr!_ 013 MR. TERENTIEFF: Thank you for 

I appreciate the holding this hearing tonight. 

DOE's effort in this regard. 

I want to comment that I was just 

thrilled with the proposal by Secretary Richardson 

here a couple months ago to preserve the Wahluke 

Slope, and where I'm coming from, I'm just speaking 

as an individual, I came to the Tri-Cities in 1955 

with my family, like many people did, came to work 

on the Hanford Project, and when I was growing up 

and going to school here, well, our pastimes were 

hunting and fishing around the project out in the 

Area. 

And as years went by, I discovered more 

and more that the lands that were so nice to walk 

across up here across the river were slowly being 

posted. Frequently some of the most favorable --

you know, farmers, they are a pretty smart bunch of 

people, and when they see a gold mine, they know 

how to exploit that. 

And farmers that have thousands of 
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ducks and geese landing on their land every year, 

they went and found organizations to lease the 

land, and you could hunt there if you joined an 

organization and paid to hunt on the leased land, 

and for the average soul who would just like to get 

in the car and drive out and look for a place to 

hunt and fish, well, those places were starting to 

disappear. 

My bottom line, I would like to see the 

Wahluke Slope and the Columbia Reach remain in the 

public domain. 

And as many of you know, the Columbia 

River in this area has always been wildlife refuge, 

or waterfowl refuse, and with the exception of a 

few public hunting areas, the ducks and geese are 

not molested out on the Columbia here. And I would 

like to see that continue. 

It's wonderful that they have the 

sanctuary that they have, and I woulq like to see 

it continue in perpetuity. And if by coming here 

tonight and participating in this hearing, th~t can 

be made possible, well, I will be most happy. 

Thank you for the forum. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Madeleine 

Brown. 
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MS. BROWN: My husband says to give 

them hell, but I really want to give the De partment 

of Energy congratulations. 

I'm going to start with Tom Ferns. You 

have been with us for seven years, or is it eight 

now, and I wonder if this feels like you're 

presenting your baby or if you are still in 

birthing pains. Because it's been a long road. 

I want to say, it's good to take 

remedial action out of this and call it a land use 

plan . 

I'm wearing my support for th~ Hanford 

Reach, more or less over my heart. I can support 

the Department of Energy's Preferred Alternative, 

and I think you did a good job. 

Audubon Society's amendments. 

I do support the 

You've got to keep 

grazing off the Reservation altogether. 

Let's make that Wahluke Slope a 

national wildlife refuge. I want to applaud the 

Department of Energy and the leadership of 

Secretary Richardson in making this a Preferr~d 

Alternative. A few years ago you didn't even have 

a Preferred Alternative. Well, you've got a good 

one now because you're preserving the Reach and 

you're preserving the Wahluke Slope, which in fact 
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does preserve the Reach, and this is very good. 

The alternatives I can support are the 

Preferred Alternative and Alternatives One and Two, 

and what's good about them is their emphasis on 

preservation and that magic orange dot for the. 

B-Reactor. That is important. 

I'm going to take a historical 

digression . I have heard a number of people thank 

the Department of Energy for having this hearing. 

It's a legal requirement of the National 

Environmental Policy Act . And that's because of 

Hanford, the legend, is that the great Scoop 

Jackson, the Senator from Boeing, he put that law 

in place because of the N-Reactor. Because he was 

aware of the impadt of all those single pass 

reactors putting radiation into the river. Raising 

the temperatures, zinc showing up in the shell fish 

on the Oregon coast. And what would be the 

environmental impact of putting one more reactor on 

line? And saying, wait, federal government, you 

must consider the environmental impacts of yo~r 

actions. 

And now we have had N-Reactor not be a 

single pass reactor. And in fact, permit the 

generation of electricity that lighted a number of 
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• I 

homes and warmed a lot of babies' bedrooms, and we 

have public hearings like this. 

Well, that's a piece of Hanford's 

history that we are on the verge of losing. We 

must not lose Hanford's history. 

Thanks, Gene Weiskoph, for expressing 

it so eloq11ently, that we must remember the good, 

the incredibly significant world changing role 

Hanford had in making the planet what it is today. 

And .as we clean it up and as we turn 

these areas green, well, actually they'll be brown 

because it is a desert, but as we preserve it and 

preserve these huge hunks of habitat, which you are 

trying to do, we need to remember Hanford's 

history, and that it all began, the nuclear age 

began right here. 

I want to state quite unequivocally, I 

find the local alternative unacceptable. The 

locals do not represent me; and I live in Richland, 

Washington. They represent agriculture, and I do 

not want to see Hanford farmed. I do not want to 

see the salmon spawning lands covered up by silt 

from the continuing sliding and sloughing of those 

white bluffs. 

north. 

And nor do our neighbors to the 
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We do have treaty obligations to 

restore our salmon runs, and protecting that 

Wahluke Slope is an important part of that. 

I know you're going to go up to Mattawa 

and you're going to hear totally different things. 

And I would like the Department of Energy to 

remember the simple analogy of the goose that laid 

the golden egg. The environment is the goose. The 

locals want to kill it and get all the eggs out at 

once. That's enough. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. Lyle 

Wilhelm. 

Q.rf.<0/5 MR. WILHELM: I came to Richland in 

1974, expecting to find statutes of Enrico Freamine 

and Albert Einstein in the park, Instead of that, 

I saw people who were kind of proud of what they _-

the contribution they had made individually to the 

war effort ., and the development of nuclear energy. 

But as a group, they would just rather not talk 

about it. I think that's a mistake. 

I'm President of B-Reactor Museum. 

Association. For several years we have been trying 

to convince the Department of Energy that we ought 

to have some monument of some kind that would 

preserve the historic the history of the area. 
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If you've not been to B-Reactor, I hope 

you will be ~ble to visit there some day. It's a 

step back to 1943. It's the only place I know of 

that you can go back and wham, you're back there. 

Other than maybe visiting a tomb in Egypt. It's a 

rare, rare place. 

Well, we':e happy to see all the 

alternatives that include B-Reactor as a museum, 

and we support those. 

Of the alternatives that look good to 

us, the Department of Energy Alternative One seems 

to be the most satisfacto r y. 

We'd like to see some changes in it. 

It's kind of like the man said about his wife. I 

love her dearly and I wouldn't part with her for 

anything in the world, but I wish there were some 

things she'd change. 

And that's the way the Alternative One 

is. 

We'd like to see a dedicated corridor 

from the rest stop at Vernita bridge into B-R~actor 

so we can get people in there, and there's already 

a road in there. We'd like to see that improved. 

And I'd also love to see B-Reactor 

become a museum in my lifetime. Just . setting it 
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aside and saying, hey, this is it. We'll keep it 

from deteriorating isn't enough for me . 

I have canoed d~wn the Reach several 

times, and there's something almost eerie about a 

canoe trip down the Reach. You can play Lewis & 

Clark, play Indian, anything you want, because 

there are very few structures ) OU can se~ on that 

upper end of the Reach, other than kind of the · 

ghost like remnants of the reactors. 

And there's something pretty precious 

about that. And I'd like to see it preserved for 

the future, for my children and their children and 

future generations, because in my lifetime the 

population of the United States has doubled, more 

than doubled. What's it going to be like when it 

doubles again? There are not going to be very many 

places set aside where you can stand in the middle 

of it and not hear the rumble of cars·. 

You know, when the population doubles 

again, it's going to be Southern California 

everywhere. 

So I think something like this is very 

precious to set it aside as a block for ecological 

reasons and for just plain old recreational 

reasons. 

39 

741 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. I 

particularly like that part about the man talking 

about his wife, it struck home, because my wife 

said the same thing to me the other day, but there 

are some things I had better change. 

Jack Young. 

RrRolh MR. YOUNG: My name is ~ack Young. 

I am the statewide member at large of the 

Washington Environmental Council. I testify 

tonight on behalf of Washington Environmental 

Council which is the state's largest single 

environmental organization. It represents more 

than nearly 200 environmental organizations 

separately . 

The Council wishes to commend Secretary 

Richardson, the Department of Energy and the 

Clinton Administration for the plan to protect the 

Wahluke Slope and as part of the national wildlife 

refuge. That single step would preserve much, if 

not all, of the shrub-steppe ecosystem through 

which the Hanford Reach flows to provide a un~que 

spawning and rearing habitat for wild Chinook, 

summer steelhead, and critical migratory and 

resting habitat for other salmonids. 

The Council thus supports the Preferred 
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Alternative of the Hanford Remedial Action 

Environmental Impact Statement, but with some 

modifications and additions. 

We urge that all of the following 

Department of Energy lands be included as part of 

the national wildlife refuge, the Wahluke Slope of 

course, the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the M~Gee 

Ranch, the Riverlands area, and the Columbia River 

islands. We ask also for a ban on the entire 

Hanford Site of all agricultural uses, of 

commercial mining, of cattle and other grazing, 

because each of these activities for private gain 

will destroy native plants, animals, and disrupt 

the general natural ecosystem, to the detriment of 

the American public as a whole. 

And because the Hanford Reach will 

become part of the U.S . wild and scenic river 

system, I trust in my lifetime, we ask for a ban on 

all commercial developments in the lands now under 

the Department of Energy control within a half mile 

of the river's edge, within the proposed wild _and 

scenic Hanford Reach corridor. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Rick Leaumont. Rick 

Leaumont. 

We will move on to the next speaker and 
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perhaps come back. There were several people that 

have indicated that they might like to speak but 

weren't sure. And I have held those to last. 

Is Mildred Walton present? 

MS. WALTON: I am here but I 

didn't indicate that I wanted to speak. Oh. I 

might, yeah. But I won't . 

MR. JACKSON: 

anything tonight? 

Would you like to say 

MS. WALTON: I think in the 

interest of posterity, we owe it to ourselves and 

the future to save what we can. 

I will go back to my childhood and my 

early memories were of camping in California state 

parks, and I have found out since then that there 

were visionary people who went to bat to save 

places like Big Basin and some of the wonderful 

places that are protected~ 

They could have all been logged off and 

we would have forgotten all about them by now. 

But we have to do the same thing for 

our future right. 

opportunity. 

Right now we have that 

And so that's what I think. I don't 

have specific ideas. But just for our soul's sake. 
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MR . JACKSON: Well, with perhaps 

the exception of one which I had individual hope 

which what lot will arrive a little later, those 

are the names of the folks that expressed an 

interest in speaking beforehand. 

We've heard I think some very 

interesting and somewhat differing viewpoints. 

After having a chance to listen to the 

other folks making ' presentations, I'd like to open 

it up now, if you haven't previously expressed an 

interest to speak, we certainly still would like to 

hear from any other members of the audience who 

would like to step up to the microphone and give us 

their ideas. 

There is a small penalty to pay, 

because you didn't register, you have to spell your 

name for me if you do · that, so the court reporter 

can get it down. 

Is there anyone else? Certainly, sir. 

Co!T\e on up. 

RrR o1s MR. HAGEMAN: Yes. My name i_s Al 

Hageman. And I have been in Pasco since 1960. 

MR. JACKSON: Could you spell your 

name for us. 

MR. HAGEMAN: H-a-g-e-m-a-n. I 
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came up here from the Willamette Valley in Oregon, 

and I like the drier climate, and seeing this area 

change dramatically in the 40 years I have been 

here. 

I would like to echo Dr. Rose's 

comments, and also Mr. Turnbaugh from Pasco. I 

think they said everything that I would like to 

say. 

However, I might expound a little bit 

on what Dr. Rose said in regards to the CRP, which 

is the Conservation Reserve Program. And that's 

the fact that I think the state of Washington has 

about 750,000 acres where people have signed up for 

that program. That is to set it aside from 

production and make it more enhanced for wildlife, 

upland game and so forth. 

Well, I think that's a program that's 

being paid for, and as Dr. Rose says, we have one 

out here that's working just fine, let's continue 

on with it. 

The salmon spawning naturally is 

something that I don't think man can recreate 

nearly as successful as Mother Nature has done up 

there. So let's leave that alone. 

I'm in favor of the Preferred 
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Alternative Number One, and I think that it is 

purely selfish reasoning on my part, but let's 

leave it like it was when it was under the control 

of the government for so many years. 

That's what I feel like I would like to 

see kept as status quo. 

The man mentioned B-Reactor corridor, 

museum corridor from Vernita. 

I feel like when you open up more area 

for the public to travel on, henceforth you're 

going to have the garbage, and that's been proven 

true on many an area, and the Niobrara River in 

Nebr~ska, for example . It was clean and peaceful. 

You let too many people in, make it too 

accessible, and then you are going to suffer the 

consequences with trash and litter and so forth. 

But ·anyway, I would like to close by 

saying that I echo Mr. Turnbaugh and Mr. Rose's 

comments, if you recall those. 

MR. JACKSON: 

MR. LANDEEN: 

Thank you. 

Sir, come on up. 

My name is Dan 

Landeen. I work for the Nez Perce Tribe. 

L-a-n-d-e-e-n. I'm here speaking for myself this 

evening, even though I do represent the tribe. 

It's interesting, a lot of you don't 
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realize, a lo~ of people have been saying they like 

the Preferred Alternative Number One, with a few 

minor modifications. If you do those minor 

modifications, 

which is ours. 

you have Alternative Number Two, 

So we're glad to see that. 

I'm one of the few people that have 

probably had the opp0rtunity to either walk or 

drive most of Hanford. I worked at Hanford in my 

previous life for 16 years as a biologist out 

there, know the area quite well. I would echo a 

lot of the same comments that were made here this 

evening. 

It is a spectacular area, especially 

this time of year. 

I used to do ecological surveys for the 

Site when there was going to be reconstruction 

activities, and I always got a kick out of the 

engineers that would call up and say, you're not 

going to have to worry about this site because it!s 

only sagebrush. 

And I would start to laugh and say, 

little do you know. 

But it's an area that should be 

preserved. 

I just might mention that the tribe has 
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the policy that they support the wild and scenic 

designation under federal control. The tribe also 

supports the proposal by Secretary Richardson to 

have the Wahlu.ke Slope and the surrounding areas, 

McGee Ranch, kid Lands Ecology Reserve as under 

federal control also as a natural wildlife refuge. 

But it Is an area that needs to ·.)e saved. 

Those of you that have had the 

opportunity to fly over Eastern Washington, as some 

have commented, it's really interesting to see all 

the agricultural land, and all of a sudden, boom, 

you have this undisturbed area . 

BYen thoug~ we always say it's 

undisturbed, there's still a lot of things that are 

happening at Hanford, like fire, and the invasion 

of. noxious weeds that still threaten that site. 

there are still some big battles that are fought 

there. We lose a lot of acres due to that. 

So 

And some of these other alternatives 

that would open that up to more high recreational 

use and grazing and mining, me personally, I could 

never support, and I guess I could speak for the 

Tribe, they wouldn't support that either. 

I~ glad for the opportunity to be 

here tonight. This was a long, arduous process, to 
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get these various alternatives out there, and I 

appreciate the opportunity to be here . Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Do we have anyone 

else that would like to speak this evening? 

on up, sir. 

Come 

Rff<.OZ.0 MR . LINK: Steven Link, L-i-n-k. 

I'm the head of the native plants S(,ciety here 

lpcally, and also head of the Noxious Weed Control 

Board in Benton County . 

I am representing myself here. 

am in favor of saving the Reach, as has been 

discussed. 

And I 

I would also like to make a statement 

about how it might be possible to help agriculture 

feel good about this, whether agriculture is here 

to listen about it or n6t I'm not sure. But I 

would like to say that there is value in the 

resource which is going to be saved in this plan, 

and this value can be recognized, and it can be 

imparted to agriculture. 

The primary value is in the natural 

resources of the site, particularly the native 

plants. It is possible to collect seed and 

reproduce our local vegetation, our native local 

vegetation, for its value in restoring areas which 
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are disturbed currently in the surrounding areas. 

There's value. in attempting to grow these plants 

for restoration purposes. There is a very strong 

market for this right now in the state of 

Washington. One example is the CRP program. 

Well, the pri~ary statement I want to 

make is that we should recognize that there is 

economic value in our natural resources, and how 

they are managed is an open question, but there are 

plenty of people that are doing this kind of stuff 

now, and it is something for agriculture to 

consider. There is lots of money in it. Thank 

you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone · else who would like to speak 

tonight? We have plenty of time. Anyone else? 

Ma'am, come on up. Again, would you 

state your name and spell it. 

RTR021 MS. WINTERS: My name is Rosy 

Winters, W-i-n-t-e - r-s, and I live in Kennewick. I 

am shaking. That's why I'm last, I guess. 

I thought maybe you ne~ded a farmer to 

speak. I'm a farmer who supports the Department of 

Energy's proposal. 

I spent all my life on dairy farms, 
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except for the past few years, and I'm still 

involved in owning and managing a couple of pieces 

of farm land in the state, some in the Yakima 

Valley. No, our farm didn't contribute to any of 

the problems in the Yakima , Dairy farms of course 

are notorious for being major polluters, and we're 

working on that. 

I'm also a member of the Benton 

Conservation District Board. And we have a lot of 

programs trying to help farmers convert their 

irrigation systems in the Prosser area, Whitstran, 

to more efficient systems that use less water and 

keep soil sediments and pollutants on the farms so 

they don't get into the river. 

I grew up in Vancouver on a good sized 

dairy farm where we used to graze our cattle in a 

wetland pond. We stopped doing that years ago. My 

farther is now gone. 

My mother is 88, and she ' s turned into 

a birder. She always loved the birds and nature 

and wild flowers. But she didn't really pro~ably 

appreciate the birds until the huge migrations of 

geese that used to eat up all my father's winter 

green plantings headed north, and now that we don't . 
have cattle in those wetland ponds anymore, and by 
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the way she's 88 and still lives on that farm, she 

has been enjoying a Herron rookery that has sprung 

up on the old dairy there surrounding the wetland, 

and we all have become major birders in the lower 

River Road just west of Vancouver where my mom's 

place is. 

Currently I'm a city girl. But I 

really do enjoy the wide open desert expanse, as 

some of the speakers said tonight, floating the 

Reach in canoes and kayaks. I've enjoyed that 

privilege. Being able to walk across the ALE 

lands, I've really enjoyed that. 

I'm not a scientist, and I'm not, I 

don't consider myself a major birder, but I do 

enjoy being an amateur at it. And I would hate to 

see all of the beautiful land in the ALE area 

farmed. 

I don't agree with the comment that was 

made that we have enough farms, we have enough land 

that is used in agriculture. With the exponential 

growth in population, we are going to always peed 

more farm land. But we have to be very careful 

about where we put it and how we open up new land 

and how we irrigate. 

The science is out there. The science 

51 

753 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

is known. There is money available to encourage 

opening land and matching funds £or farms to 

convert to more efficient and conservation minded 

systems, and that is what is happening here in 

Benton County, even though a lot of people don't 

know that . 

There are groups of people _ that are 

working very hard to conserve and to do a better 

job than we have done in the past. I thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else that would like to speak 

this evening? Corne on up. 

R1R02-Z MR. FALETTI: My name is Duane 

Faletti . My mother never did get it right. It's 

F-a-1-e-t-t-i. 

I basically favor the position that's 

been given before here, which is to preserve as 

much of the area as possible. There ' s no -- It 

makes no sense to have any mining beyond that 

needed for Hanford cleanup. Certainly no grazing. 

I've seen the area go from having quite a bit of 

sagebrush to basically none . 

I left Illinois because it was 95 

percent plowed to come to a countryside that is, 

except for the Hanford area, is pretty well that 
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- ---- - --- -----------

way, it is either plowed or burnt over. 

Hanford is about all that is left. 

And 

So I go for as much preservation as is 

practical. 

I don't have much more to say, except 

that the Columbia River is the only part that's 

free-flowing, the part on the Reach, and to sit in 

the boat and have that boat coming downstream 

faster than a man can walk or even run, when you're 

in 20 feet of water, is something that an Illinois 

boy has a hard time grasping . 

MR. JACKSON: 

I<,,R,OZ3 MR. DILLMAN: 

Thank you. 

Come up, sir. 

My name is Jim 

Dillman, D-i-1-1-m-a-n. I didn't come here 

intending to speak this evening. But my heart is 

throbbing, and I have to say something, and I don't 

know how to say it . I don't know how to tell you. 

Maybe I should take off my human form 

and put on my butterfly form, and beco~e a paries 

backari, the sagebrush white, and tell you that 

Mr. Dillman is a surveyor that worked with the 

nature conservancy on the Hanford Reservation, 

worked on the Yakima firing center, and now is 

working on Beasley Hills north of Quincy, surveying 

the insects, in particular the butterflies. 
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And one of the surveys I did last year 

was in property we call MEEC, Mid-Columbia 

Ecological Education Center, which is in the 

Burbank slough area south of Pasco. 

And what Mr. Dillman found was that 

when he was on the Hanford Reservation, there are 

lots of paries backari, lots of desert butterflies, 

and other desert butterflies, because it's big, 

because you say it's big, but we say it's tiny, 

it's the last little bit we have left, because when 

Mr. Dillman went down to the Burbank slough, which 

is maybe half a mile wide, maybe a quarter of a 

mile wide, and maybe three or four, five miles 

long, he found very few desert white butterflies, 

very few. It's just not big enough. 

The Hanford Reservation is a place we 

can be. The Yakima firing center is a place we can 

be. And if you take away - those habitats that are 

large enough for us, we're gone, along with a 

couple other butterflies that are white also. I 

can't think of their names right now. 

But what I am trying to tell you, we 

need that big place. You people have the power to 

save that big place for us. The little people out 

here that are talking to you individually, they're 
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trying to save us. They're trying to save the 

Mormon cricket that everybody wants to tromp every 

year. They're trying to save them in a place in 

this desert land that has been theirs, because God 

gave it to them. 

You have an obligation to the insects 

and to the little voles and to the little mice and 

all of the creatures, that wh~n the ground is 

plowed, they are suffocated to death. When the 

plants are taken out, they starve to death. When 

the plants are taken away, they have no food, they 

have no wives or children. 

They need this space, and you have got 

to save it for them. 

Humans, you don't have to develop 

everything in the world in your life span. Leave 

some of it for future generations. Leave some of 

it for us. 

tonight? 

Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Anyone else that would like to speak 

By chance, is Rick Leaumont presen~ yet? 

Rick Leaumont? 

Once again, anyone else that would like 

to come? Come up, sir. 

RrRozqMR. KREID: Maybe I can hold the 
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stage until Rick gets here. 

Richland, K-r-e-i-d. 

I'm Dennis Kreid from 

I want to say a couple things. First I 

would like to support the alternative that the 

Department of Energy has put forward, modified in 

the ways that we have been hearing tonight, to 

provide additional protections. 

agriculture, essentially. 

Elirrinate 

I would also like to comment on local 

control. That's something we have heard a lot from 

our local politicians and from a lot of the local 

people that would like to develop the river . 

Because that's what local control is all about. 

If you want local control, look at the 

Yakima, look at the Umatilla, John Day, the 

Palouse, and you look at the sediment load, they go 

dry in the summertime, they are full of sewage and 

agricultural waste. 

So, if you want local control, then 

vote for the local alternative. If you want a 

river, let's go f or the. one that DOE and the Tribes 

have been promoting. That's all. 

MR. JACKSON: 

else that would like to speak? 

Thank you. Anyone 

RIR025 MS. CLARK: I am Paula Clark. 
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C-1-a-r-k. No "e" . 

And it's awfully hard to stand up here 

and follow Mr. Dillman, I believe is his name, and 

some of the other speakers. 

And I don't have what I would like to 

have with me right now, which is a poem that 

resides on the wall in my office. I work out in 

the middle of the Hanford Site. I travel there day 

by day, just as Mr. Turnbaugh said, watching things 

change daily. Just discovered some hot sage the 

other day when I didn't know where any was. I 

could see it from the car. 

And I had the privilege of working on 

the Hanford Site, and in particular with the Arid 

Lands Ecology Reserve at the beginning of my career 

here . And in conjunction with that, Dr. Bill 

Ricard came into my office one day arid brought me a 

poem from a summer's intent summer student 

rather, here on the Hanford Site . And that is the 

piece that I wish that I had. And so I may include 

it in my written comments, because it was ve~y 

instructive to me. 

The girl's name was Sandra Shaad. She 

came from Bellevue. From all that greenery over 

there. And the poem that she wrote is a result of 
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her summer study here, was really quite 

remarkable . 

And brings to mind that when we think 

about MEEC and with the size of it, it's wonderful, 

but we have a resource here that's much bigger that 

we also need to preserve, and to be able to open on 

occasion for children to come and see. 

If we aren't able to show them what 

this is, they will not have the love for the 

country ~hat people have now . 

people left to work for nature. 

urge you to preserve it. 

There won't be 

And so I would 

I haven't studied all the alternatives 

in detail yet, but I will be providing written 

comments. Thank you. 

MR. JACKSON: Sir? 

RrRoz0 MR. WATTS: My name is Dick Watts, 

W-a-t-t-s. 

I would just like to speak as an 

individual and say that I also support DOE's 

Preferred Alternaiive, with the amendments that 

have been brought forward for additional 

preservation of the Hanford Site . 

I did have the opportunity to work with 

the Park Service, representing the federation of 
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fly fishers, and participated in the survey of the 

resources for the Reach. And having lived here for 

quite a while and having had the opportunity to 

spend a fair amount of time on the Reach itself, I 

have a bad habit of fly fishing, and also spending 

a fair amount of time flying over the reach, I've 

had the opportunity to over a period of time really 

appreciate the values that are there. 

And I had a friend recently who retired 

from Hanford and he was discussing the future of 

the Reach, and the comment that he made to me is 

that he said, you know, while the people here are 

really fairly focused on the preservation of the 

Reach, and that's very good, but there is also a 

strong constituency that focuses on local control. 

And the question that he brought to me 

was that if you are able to say, what would you 

like the Reach to look like in 75 years, when 

you're not here, the question that you ask yourself 

is, would you like local control and the quality 

that we're experiencing in the Yakima River ~ystem 

right now, lower Yakima River system, or would you 

like to see the Reach at least in the state that it 

is in today. 

And for me that kind of focused the 
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issue kind of clearly, and not only selfishly am I 

interested in preserving the Reach right now for 

what I do, I think we all have a tremendous 

obligation to those that will come after us to be 

able to appreciate the things we have now. 

you. 

Thank 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. I also 

will put a reply on that, unfortunately I think 

that is not what I think my wife said, perchance. 

Rick Leaumont? 

Rf R 02. 7 MR. LEAUMONT = Thank you very 

much. It's a pleasure to be here. I had a couple 

of planes canceled on me and just barely got in the 

door. 

But I would like to say first of all 

that I want to thank Secretary Richardson for 

coming out here and touring the river and giving 

his support to protecting the Wahluke Slope and 

Hanford Reach and the ALE for wildlife habitat and 

preservation. 

The Lower Columbia Basin Audubon 

Society supports the Preferred Alternative. Again, 

we congratulate DOE for designating in the 

Preferred Alternative as preservation the Wahluke 

Slope, the McGee Ranch, the ALE, Gable Mountain and 
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the sand dunes. 

We feel this area should be expanded to 

include the Riverlands, the islands, and the level 

2 and 4 habitat that are designated on page 4-80 in 

the EIS, and the Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife priority habitat which is designated on 

page 4-53, and when we submit our written comments, 

we will have a map showing that. 

We would like the Final Report to 

eliminate all grazing on conservation areas within 

Hanford. 

In the report it was said that grazing 

is to be used to control noxious weeds. We don't 

feel like grazing controls noxious weeds. We feel 

like it destroys habitat and spreads these weeds. 

We also 

It was also stated in the report that 

grazing would control fire hazards. And we think 

that the Department of Energy should reintroduce 

fire, controlled fire, managed fire, as a way of 

protecting the habitat against disruptive wild 

fires. 

Also we think it is very poor for 

agriculture to introduce grazing on the Hanford 

Reservation. We think there could be a consumer 
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rejection of Washington beef and lamb products if 

the public realizes that these products are being 

grown on a SuperFund site. 

We think mining and conservation mining 

areas should be narrowly restricted to only that 

which is essential to complete cleanup and 

remediation. And the ·::- esearch and development 

areas should be confined to the Ligo V area on the 

map and the FFTF. 

We would also like to see the 

industrial areas in the Preferred Alternative to be 

reduced to those that we~e in Alternative One and 

Two. 

We would like to see recreational 

facilities kept at low intensity, except at the 

B-Reactor, which would be the museum. The way high 

intensity recreation is defined in the EIS would 

include destination resorts -- could include 

destination resorts, golf courses, and these kind 

of developments that are not really appropriate for 

the Hanford Reach. 

The issues that are dealt with in the 

Environmental Impact Statement, particularly in the 

central part of the Hanford Reservation, are 

extremely complex, and it could take many months 
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and perhaps years to complete that. 

On the other hand, the issues on the 

Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, on the islands in 

the Columbia River, the McGee Ranch, the 

Riverlands, and ALE, are very simple and very 

basic. These areas are not contaminated. And a 

decision should be rendered on ttose very quickly. 

So we are asking that the Secretary of 

Energy issue a separate Record of Decision for the 

Wahluke Slope, Hanford Reach and islands, McGee 

Ranch, Riverlands and ALE. 

In Chapter 6 the EIS talks about the 

Site Planning Board. We would like to see this 

expanded to include the Washington Department of 

Ecology, the Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service. Adams County is listed on this board, and 

we think they should be eliminated, because Adams 

County, only about 600 acres of the Hanford 

Reservation are in Adams County. We would not have 

any objections to Adams County participating when 

decisions were made on those 600 acres. 

In paragraph 6.3 . 1 it talks about 

overall policies of the land use planning. We 

would like to see inserted ~s one of those policy 
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statements protection, _preservation and enhancement 

of the fish, wildlife and native plant resources 

and their habitat. 

The EIS also talks about a trail system 

being constructed along the river. We are in favor 

of a trail system, but we believe that it should be 

very carefully sited s6 it avoids sensitive 

wildlife habitat and native plants. 

And, finally, in the Preferred 

Alternative, there's an area set aside along the 

highway on the ALE for mining. And we understand 

that the type of gravel at that spot are very 

necessary for constructing caps in cleanup. We 

also understand there's another location near Horn 

Rapids. 

And we would ask that the ALE location 

be used as a last resort, that if the materials in 

Horn Rapids is suitable, they of course be used 

first, and in all mining operations essential for 

cleanup and remediation, that as these mining 

operations are completed, that the land be 

restored. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. JACKSON: Thanks. Anyone else 

that would like to speak tonight? Anyone else? 
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_,.., 

Well, thank you all. I've got to say 

that I have found the comments tonight from the 

audience informative in all cases . I thought 

moving in other cases. It's been a real 

interesting process to listen to what you have to 

offer. 

It strikes me, I just want to share one 

thing with you that my daughter occasionally asks 

me, why do I do something, and I think if she would 

have been here tonight and hear the kind of input 

that you folks made, it would have been a real easy 

answer . 

to tell us. 

We sincerely appreciate what you have 

Thank you very much. 

of time . 

We will remain here for a short period 

You should be aware that we can take 

written comments. Once again I will remind you 

that there are forms at the back table. So if you 

found it just a little too uncomfortable but you 

did want to say something tonight, give us your 

comments in writing. Also contact Mr. Ferns . His 

address, do you want the Post Office Box or - -

MR . FERNS: Something. 

MR. JACKSON: His office is Post 

Office Box 550, mail stop HO-12, Richland, 
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1 Washington, 99352, and that's Tom Ferns. Thank you 

2 again. We appreciate it. 
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STATE 0~ WASHINGTON 

County of Benton 
ss. 

I, William J. Bridges, do hereby 

certify that at the time and place heretofore 

mentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter, I 

was a Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary 

Public for Washington; that at said time and place 

I reported in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter; that 

thereafter my notes were reduced to typewriting and 

that the foregoing transcript consisting of 64 

typewritten pages is a true and correct transcript 

of all such testimony adduced and proceedings had 

and of the whole thereof. 

on this 

Wi~-~s my hand at Kennewick, 

~~ay of June, 1999. 

idges 

Washington, 

CSR NO. BR GWJ548PO 
Certified Shorthand R porter 
Notary Public for Washington 
My commission expires: 11-1-99 
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-·-- - ··---

MR. FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns 

and I am with the Department of Energy. I'm the 

National Environmental Policy Act Manager for the 

Hanford Remedial Action Environmental Impact 

Statement and Comprehensive Land Use Plan that you 

see before you. 

We were invited here by Grant County 

early on in the process, and we committed to do 

that. And as such I would like to introduce our 

host and your host, Matt Morton from Grant County 

Planning. 

MR. MORTON: 

you for coming this evening. 

Thank you, Tom. Thank 

On behalf of Grant County I would like 

to welcome you to this evening's public testimony 

hearing. 

This evening we do have Lloyd Piper 

from the Department of Energy. He is the Deputy 

Manager. And Barbara Williams over here to the 

left will be the moderator for this public 

hearing. At this point Lloyd has a couple wards. 

MR. PIPER: Thank you. Thanks, 

Matt. As Matt said, I'm the Deputy Manager for 

DOE, Richland. So I've had the opportunity to be 

involved with this process as it's gone forward 
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over the last several years, it see~s like. 

guess it is years, as we have gone forward. 

I 

I appreciate everybody coming out 

tonight to give us the benefit of your thoughts and 

input on the Draft EIS and some of the Preferred 

Alternatives and the other alternatives we are 

going to be evaluating. 

I do want to say I appreciate that we 

had all three of the local counties involved as 

cooperating agencies in the EIS, including Grant 

County, as well as the City of Richland and other 

people. So we've had a · very cooperative process as 

we've developed these alternatives and developed 

the basic data and information for the material you 

see before you in the Revised EIS. 

Without further ado, I would like to 

call on Tom Ferns again, the document manager, to 

come up and make a few comments about where we are 

and what we are doing. 

MR. FERNS: What we have done, we 

originally had a Draft EIS, we came to you about 

two years ago. And one of the biggest complaints 

that we left with was it was just DOE staffers like 

myself and there was no one from DOE management 

like Lloyd for you to talk to. 
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So this time we brought back somebody 

who is important. This is Lloyd, and he will be 

here to listen to everything you say. He does 

actually talk to the Secretary, instead of me. 

We developed the Draft EIS and we sent 

it out and we got a lot of public comment on it. 

And at the time we were essentially told, it's a 

good idea to go back and do it again, bring in all 

the cooperating agencies, and come up with some 

land use alternatives. We don't really care so 

much about your environmental restoration materials 

that were in there, because that will be taken care 

of by CERCLA or the comprehensive environmental 

spots, liability act, which is the CERCLA process, 

which is what we are doing for the cleanup on the 

site. 

They wanted that out of the EIS. 

really wanted to just talk about land use 

planning. 

They 

So Lloyd agreed to do that. With the 

courtesy of Lloyd, we are coming back here with the 

cooperating agencies. 

And the maps you see behind you are a 

result of that process. The first one is No 

Action. That's essentially how we are managing 
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things today and how we will manage it in the 

future if we don't have this EIS in the Record of 

Decision process. 

The next one is the Preferred 

Alternative, and that is how DOE prefers to manage 

it in the future. We thought we would let you know 

what our alternative is. 

The next one over is a natural trustee, 

Alternative One, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, they have 

seemed to have taken ownership of the wildlife 

refuge, which includes Big Crescent, which is all 

of the Wahluke Slope, McGee Ranch, the Riverlands 

area and the ALE Reserve. 

Alternative Two was put together by the 

Nez Perce Indian Nation. 

And Alternative Three was the local 

governments, which Grant County was a part of 

developing Alternative Thr~e, a~ was Franklin and 
~ 

Benton and City of Richland. 

And Alternative Four was given to us by 

the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 

Nation. 

them. 

That's another alternative presented by 

What we have done is we have brought 

these out, revised draft out, and you have until 
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June 7, which is next Monday, to give us your 

comments officially. We are accepting comments 

after that, but we don't have to accept them after 

June 7. But we will try to accept as much as we 

can, as we write this. 

We are on a very tight schedule to try 

to get this decision done by the early part of 

November of this year. So we would like to get the 

comments in as soon as possible so we can get them 

to all the decision makers. 

here. 

That's why we're 

You know what our Preferred Alternative 

was. Secretary Richardson announced it when he was 

here a couple months ago, especially for the 

Wahluke Slope portion. 

If you will look at the Grant County _ 

portion, that's really modeled after the Wahluke 

2000 Plin ·that we were given to put in as input . 

There's also a portion of Adams County, 

and that's included in that. 

We' re here to listen to what you .have 

to say tonight. We'll take these back to the 

decision. makers, compile all of the comments that 

we get. 

We have another hearing tomorrow in 
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Spokane. 

Right now I can tell you what I've 

heard, is I have about 150 letters supporting the 

Alternative One, the wildlife refuge, from all over 

the state of Washington, from Oregon, too, and I 

have one letter supporting Alternative Number 

Three. So we hope to get some different opinions 

here tonight. 

Thank you all for coming. The first 

speaker will be as they have written down on the 

sign-up sheet . So Matt will start off. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Let me give the 

guidelines . 

MR. FERNS: Okay. 

MS. WILLIAMS : We are going to try 

to keep things moving here, give everybody an 

opportunity to speak who wants to speak. So we 

figured about ten minutes a person. If there's 

time left over and you have. more to say and haven't 

been able to say it, we'll try to get you up so you 

can. 

If you're sitting in the audience and 

somebody hasn't said something that you think is 

very important, at the end if you don't want to 

register right now, at the end of the meeting we'll 
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try to get you in. 

I will hold up a little sign if folks 

look like they're going longer than that, just as a 

courtesy, to make sure everybody gets on. 

I've got a list here that's three pages 

long right now. 

opir.ions . 

We're hoping to hear some varying 

Matt Morton is our first speaker, and 

he will be telling us what he thinks. 

K 1fv1 00 I MR. MORTON : Again, on behalf of 

Grant County I would l i ke to welcome everybody to 

the meeting. My name is Grant Morton. I am with 

the Grant County Planning Department . 

I am here in support for the county 

constituents of Preferred Alternative Three which 

is the plan that was developed through the 

cooperation with the three counties and the City of 

Richland, and I believe envisions what at least 

from the information we received, the citizens of 

Grant County would like to see for the future 

management of the Reach. 

I guess I would like to open up my 

statement tonight with a quote . "We want to come 

to terms with our past. 

We're cleaning it up. 

777 

We created a mess there. 

We want to pay back 
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-- --- --~---------------

Washington State and the local communities . " 

That was said by Bill Richardson, U.S. 

Energy Secretary, just back in April. 

I think the mission originally of this 

land use plan, CLUP, was to present each plan with 

a little bit of equal merit, take public testimony 

at this point, and at the end base their decision 

on the future management in somewhat part on these 

different alternatives developed. 

Unfortunately I think it was a little 

egregious for Bill Richardson to come out shortly 

after this was released and give such public 

support to this plan, pretty much discounting all 

the other plans right off the bat. I don't think 

that showed great intention of the federal 

leadership through the DOE that Congress charged 

them with leading. 

Part of the reason we are going through 

this is under the DOE Order 430.1 the DOE is 

required to dispose of excess lands. 

A lot of these buffer lands that 

surround the Hanford Site are going to be declared 

excess; and, again, fall under one of these seven 

management plans . 

I do believe that the Grant County land 
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use plan is very practical, makes a lot of sense. 

There has been a study done by Washington &tate 

University on the amount of agriculture production 

that would be generated if the Wahluke Slope is 

returned to agriculture. And at 1993 prices we are 

looking at $93 per annum for generation from 

agriculture from jobs from industry created. 

I don't think that the Department of 

Energy's alternative of putting up a fence, 

allowing limited or no access and calling it a 

management, wildlife management or wildlife 

preserve really fits the mission of land use. I 

don't think it is a management plan in that 

respect. 

While I do respect the U.S . Fish and 

Wildlife Service, they are an underfunded agency in 

my opinion and in charge of too many lands as it 

is. I don't feel returning it to the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service again could be a feasible 

management plan by simply fencing those lands off. 

Grant County, the county's plan d_oes 

address environmental concerns, and I feel it does 

have environmental stewardship, particularly for 

the Reach and the areas on the Wahluke Slope which 

I guess is a big concern at this point. 
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Again, the DOE has been charged with 

returning these excess lands, making the best use 

out of them. 

At this point, from Grant County's 

standpoint, that would be returning it to some of 

the original, I guess you wouldn't return it to the 

original owners, but returning it to the original 

ownership, the constituents of Grant County. These 

lands were taken from the people for the Manhattan 

Project . 

In short, we've seen what the 

Department of Energy leadership role has been out 

there for the past several years. We have a site 

that at one point in time produced 25 percent of 

the world's weapons grade plutonium. We have a 

site by Bill Richardson's explanation, of his 

words, one of the worst cleanup areas in the United 

States, probably the worst in the nation for 

environmental mismanagement, as far as reactors 

go. 

Again, if you have any other questions 

on Gr.ant County's posit ion, fee 1 free to cont act me 

at the Grant County Planning Department. And I 

would encourage you, if you are in support of that 

Preferred Alternative, if you would like to see the 
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management of these next 50 years of these lands 

returned to you and more importantly to your 

children down the road, this is our chance to have 

some local input on how these lands are going to be 

managed for future use. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS : Thank you, Matt. 

Deborah Moore . 

R.ff\'l 002- MS. MOORE= Hi. My name is Deborah 

Moore, and I am a Grant County Commissioner. And 

this is my district that I represent here in this 

Wahluke Slope area. 

I'm here to support Alternative Number 
-

Three, and there are a number of reasons that I 

would like to share with you tonight. 

I think any time you're looking at 

land, land use issues, it's always good to have a 

history of where you've been to help you make the 

decision about where you want to go in the future. 

When I think about the historj of this 

area, I think before the Department of Energy took 

over this land, a lot of this land was in 

agricultural production. There were families 

living here, families making a living on the land. 

When the Department of Energy came in, 
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you can describe it using a lot of flowery language 

and a lot of words, but basically the land was 

confiscated. 

Now, a lot of property owners were paid 

a portion for their land. But they had to go to 

court to get money for that land. 

I think it's important tr.at this land 

be returned back to agriculture, to its original 

use. This area is rural, it's economically 

depressed. 

In fact our Governor was here yesterday 

to help· dedicate a low income housing project, 

because he realizes that we don't have a lot of 

money here. And we don't have a lot of educational 

opportunities for our kids because we don't have 

the funds to do things that other school districts 

can do because we don't have that land back in the 

private sector generating revenues. 

I support Alternative Number Three 

because it provides money not only for the county, 

which I think is important, but especially for the 

school districts. 

When I hear that the Department of 

Energy basically wants to take the land and tie it 

up and put it into wildlife habitat and basically 

13 
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create a habitat for the fish and the little 

creatures out here, to me that's very sad. Because 

to me that says that wildlife and habitat are more 

important than our children. And to me that's a 

very sad commentary on our society, when we feel 

that habitat and wildlife and little creatures are 

more important than our children and educational 

opportunities for our children. 

I would urge you to support Alternative 

Number Three, and that is to return the land back 

to private landowners, allow it to be put into 

production, and allow tax to be generated to help 

support the county, to help support our schools, to 

help support the education of our children, to me, 

which is a greater priority than wildlife or 

wildlife habitat. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you. 

Tim Snead. 

f<. f fV\ 003 MR. SNEAD: Well, I had one speech 

made out and I've changed it now, so I am going to 

ad lib. 

It was brought up that you've got 150 

letters in favor of the Preferred Alternative and 

one letter favoring Alternative Three. 
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As a Commissioner, I'm elected by the 

Grant County citizens. I represent 70,000 people 

in this county. And we have debated this issue, 

both politically from the Democrats and the 

Republicans in Grant County. Being a Democrat, at 

our convention, everybody was in favor of local 

control at that convention, and it was vpted on th~ 

Democrat and the Republican side. 

So I feel that one letter, but from me, 

and representing Grant County, we have far more a 

majority in favor of local control rather than 

federal control and a wildlife refuge. 

Also I wanted to mention that we've 

debated this also in our Comprehensive Plan, we've 

held public hearings on the Wahluke 2000 Plan. 

is by far totally accepted and supported by the 

constituents in Grant County. 

Alternative Three. 

Thank you. 

And we prefer the 

MS. WILLIAMS: Richard Leitz. 

R,fVJQO~MR. LEITZ: I'm also an elect.ed 

I'm a Port 

It 

official of the local people. 

Commissioner, Port of Mattawa. We represent all of 

the area north of the river essentially that you 

people have got marked out there, plus the tribal 
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grounds currently in production at this point in 

time. 

I guess I can state that I've also been 

elected, based on my views, and we're not for 

federal control. In the past our history has been 

you are poor neighbors. We've got the Army on one 

s~de, we have of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service on the other side, and we have DOE south of 

the river. We get no benefits out of any of that. 

I am in favor of Alternative Number 

Three for the simple reason it puts part of our tax 

base back into our hands, it takes it out of DOE. 

It is no tax base as far as they are concerned. 

70 percent of the area of my taxing 

district is owned by state and federal ground. It 

generates nothing. Up until the past few years 

we've got small PILT monies, but we don't like to 

rely on those monies. That is just a form of 

Welfare. 

Give us the ground back, we will put it 

into production and we will take care of it 

ourselves. We really don't need federal help if 

you will just leave us alone. 

Grant County and the Wahluke Slope have 

not benefited economically from the Hanford 
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Project. However, this same area has been unduly 

burdened, related to loss of income and tax base 

bec~use of federal ownership. 

If this area has been used and managed 

for the benefit of the nation as a whole, the 

burden should also be assumed by the nation as a 

whole. 

And we talk about PILT monies. We 

would just as soon, if you people view that land as 

priceless, we can put a value on it. You pay for 

it as if it was in production for what we have got 

currently now, and it's called lost opportunity. 

It's an opportunity that was there in 

1940 and it has been taken away from us. It's time 

to give it back. The alternative of putting U. S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service as the managing entity 

that have property is just totally unacceptable to 

the local people. 

Last year we tried to get some fourth 

grade classes in there for Memorial Day Weekend. 

We got ahold of Mr. Goeke and asked permission, 

trying to go through the proper channels. Denied. 

It literally took an act of Congress. 

We had to get ahold Senator Murray's office, 

Senator Gordon's office and Congressman Hastings' 
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office to get an act of Congress to force Mr. Goeke 

to give us the key to the gate to get in. 

Basically I think one of his comments 

was, what do you think, you own that ground? 

That kind of attitude shouldn't be 

tolerated in the U.S. 

They sent us a key to get in the gate . 

It was the wrong key. Guess what? We had to cut 

the gate with a torch to get through. 

go on and on. 

But we can 

Basically as far as a local elected 

official, once again, federal control, we're not 

for it . If you're going to excess the ground, give 

it back to the Bureau of Reclamation, let us 

develop it , let ug pay our own way. 

here for a handout. 

We are not 

I know there are a lot of people that 

believe in that, but we don't. If you give us the 

opportunity, we'll take care of it ourselves. 

Thank you . 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Richard. 

Mike Conley. 

QTfVI005 MR. CONLEY: It is kind of unique, 

I get to follow Richard. My name is Mike Conley. 

I work for the Grant County Port District Number 3, 
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Wahluke Slope is all in the boundaries of Port 

District Number 3 . 

Department of Energy and its 

predecessors have coh t ro l led that area, over 66,000 

acres, since the early 1 40s, and we really haven't 

received any economic benefit from the Manhattan 

Project or the Hanford Reservation. Tri-Cities 

have received it all. 

And it looks to me that with Secretary 

Richardson's announcement, that it's going to be 

more of the same, that we're going to get nothing, 

and this is going to be a playground for the 

Tri-Cities. 

We disagreed fully that U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife should manage this. We don't think they 

listen to local input at all . And based on what 

Richard said, they have been very uncooperative 

with our needs. 

The Governor of the state of Washington 

is concerned about economic development in the 

rural part of the state. 

For us, farming a portion of the 

Wahluke Slope is our future. And if you look at 

this area, you'll see what kind of agricultural 

economy we have. It is beautiful. We have lots of 
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orchards, iots of vineyards, lots of high intensity 

crops. This ground is not any different than 

what's out there. 

We fully support the Wahluke 2000 Plan, 

which is essentially Alternative Three. And it 

calls for highest and best use · for the slope. 

Some of it should be wildlife habitat . 

We don't argue that one bit ~ But to lock it all up 

into a refuse is non-acceptable. We support Doc 

Hastings' Bill Number 1031. It calls for the 

National Academy of Science to study the area, an 

impartial body that will be able to determine what 

is this land best suited for. 

We understand that PILT payments are · 

discretionary, and we do appreciate -that we finally 

did get some in 1996 after 50 years. 

But we still really believe that the 

development of the farmable land is the best 

alternative on this slope. We want this property 

to come back on the tax rolls to assist our local 

economy. 

But if things are cast in stone, and we 

move forward on Secretary Richardson's 

announcement, we need to readdress what the PILT 

payments are based on. It's not near adequately 
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enough. 

Currently the county has that property 

assessed at about 50 million, but the developed 

land in this area is currently assessed at a little 

over 3,000 an acre, and if we only took half of 

that 66,000 acres and assessed it at that $3,000, 

it comes to double the 50 million tliat it's 

currently, the PILT payment being based on. We 

need to address that if that's going to stay in 

place. 

Grant County citizens have been on the 

short end of the Hanford economic benefits for a 

iong time, and it's got to change. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mike. 

William Miller. 

RT/YI OO<o MR. MILLER: Hi. I am Bill 

Miller. I'm the Superintendent of the Wahluke 

School District. I represent 1300 children, their 

parents and the taxpayers of this region. 

In 1943 the children; the parent~ and 

teachers of our district were given 30 to 90 days 

to leave their homes and their property. They left 

their friends, families, school and livelihoods 

behind. The 66,650 odd acres of land remained. 
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The school was reorganized in 1952. In 

the western most part of Wahluke School District. 

The reestablishment of the school district has cost 

the taxpayers a tremendous amount, a huge tax 

burden to restart a school system. 

We support the PILT payments. We think 

they are valid and important to the success of 

providing an equal educational opportunity for the 

children of this region. 

I would also like to ask on behalf of 

the district that you guys review the Columbia 

River treaty and what implications it has on this 

land use policy. We have not had a good experience 

with Fish and Wildlife. A general 

disingenuousness . . 

By the way, we didn 1 t cut the lock with 

a torch. We were with a DOE official there, and we 

cut it with a bolt cutter, with his permission. 

And we just completed another extremely 

successful reunion to our old school site, where we 

have done a memorial service for all the people in 

the county, all the soldiers who have passed away, 

fighting for their country, and for the local 

people who made the sacrifice for their country and 

left their home land. 
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Now I'm going to put on a different 

hat. I served for two years as a member of the 

Tri-County Committee on the Hanford Reach. And so 

I'm speaking from that position, not as the 

Superintendent. 

We worked very hard to put together a 

plan that was just as wild and more scenic than th~ 

federal government's proposal. 

accomplished it. 

And I believe we 

As a member of that committee, I'm not 

speaking as a representative of that group, but we 

think a lot of good common sense goes with local 

involvement, local control. Then my last comments 

are from myself as a citizen of this region. I 

believe quite strongly in a solid buffer zone 

protecting the river corridor. 

I believe also that a fair market price 

should be established on the land and the original 

owners be contacted and be given an opportunity to 

purchase that land if they can be found and if they 

are interested. 

If not, I believe the land should be 

put up for public auction and that private industry 

and whomever else might be interested can bid on 

the land. 
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That would give the Audubon Society or 

the Sierra Club or all groups interested to 

purchase the land in a fair way, and then they 

could continue to pay the taxes, because this 

community is burdened by the use of that property. 

And I thank you very much for listening 

to these remarks. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thanks, Bill. 

Jim Curdy. 

R1rYl 007 MR. CURDY: When I first started 

out on this, I understood I was going to have just 

three or four minutes to talk. So I have a 

prepared statement which I am going to go through 

to begin with, and then we will cover some of the 

other items to fill out the time. 

The 66,500 acres in Grant County, and 

15,500 acres in Franklin and approximately 6,600 

acres in Adams County are committed to the Columbia 

Basin Reclamation Project and are currently 

assessed at 138.60 per acre. This might change in 

time. But this is for the SO years to cover . 

construction costs of the Columbia Basin irrigation 

project. 

The operation costs are in addition, 

and this is at $24 per acre per year for the water 
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to water the lands with, and it must be piid in 

advance of getting the water. So each farmer has 

to come up with that much money at the beginning of 

the year to buy his water allotment. 

freebee. 

This isn't a 

And, you know, the County Commissioners 

were elected as the controlling body not only in 

Washington, but County Commissioners in every 

county in the United States. This authority 

extends in our area to the midpoint of the Columbia 

River at low watermark, when the river is narrow, 

that's where that line is at. And Grant County has 

one of the largest shorelines in the whole state. 

And it's the biggest one in this particular area 

that we're talking about . 

And then, you know, our elected County 

Commissioners, through public utility districts, 

through Congressional action, have control of the 

river. They have control of the storage of the 

water in _Canada, through contractual agreements, 

treaty rights, that all have been reaffirmed _by the 

Congress of the United States and the government of 

Canada . 

A few years back, 1994, t believe, was 

the last reaffirmation of the treaty. All of the 
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agencies have been cooperating together in flood 

control and the river levels, and each one has been 

working for the good of all of us. 

Since the water is going to run down to 

the ocean regardless of what any one of us wants to 

do or say or change, it's going to happen and end 

up in the ocean. A good example of this is at the 

last high water, with the flooding at Portland, 

through the storage facilities in Canada, 

half feet of flood water was held back. 

two and a 

It saved 

the people in Portland, Oregon, millions of 

dollars, had the water risen that additional two 

and a half feet. 

And this treaty that we are talking 

about, it guaranties us all the water that we need 

for the irrigation or mining or anything else. It 

says in the treaty we can have all the water that 

we need in its full drainage area for consumptive 

purposes. And if you look at consumptive purposes, 

I just related a couple of the items to you. 

Municipal water supplies, all of the things ~hat 

you use water for. 

The water when it's used, it runs back 

into the river so it doesn't affect the amount of 

money that Canada receives on this. 
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Now, since the Wildlife Service is 

using this land out on the Wahluke Slope here in 

this Hanford Area that we are talking about, it's 

on a 30 day cancelable project, contract. 

And, you know, they haven't done a 

thing since they've had that contract, which 

started in rouglily I think it was '52 or some such 

date in there. 

They failed to fight the fires. The 

Fire Department has had to go out and put out those 

fires before it destroyed the farms in that area. 

It burned off everything. 

I can show you pictures of it. In fact 

that satellite picture right there shows you one of 

the fires on the south side of the river. 

So you have to remember, when they say 

the special growth out there, ladies and gentlemen, 

it's a pile of weeds. That's all it is, is weeds. 

There is hardly any wildlife out there. You know, 

the plans for this area were a schooled development 

in the area that where they took the land fro~ the 

school district, these maps of the town of Wahluke 

lay out the whole school that was there. That's 

when they gave 30 days' notice, get out of here, we 

need it for the defense of our country. Which was 
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a very legitimate reason. 

And the farmers and the people were 

more than -- well, begrudgingly, let it go. But as 

we have sat back and watched it, it was a very 

necessary thing. 

But now these reactors and this project 

is kind of calming down and the reactors are being 

torn down and dismantled, and the Department of 

Energy has said _ we no longer need it. 

Now, we have a written contract that 

says when they no longer need it, that they will 

return it to us for farms, for farming. 

And in our Wahluke 2000 Plan, we've 

said there's got to be some room there for some of 

the Indian things, there's got to be room there for 

the environmentalists, there's got to be room for 

the kids to come over and twiddle their toes in the 

mud on the riverbanks. All of these things are 

important for us as individuals. 

comes free. 

productive 

production, 

know who it 

But you've got to remember, nothing 

Somebody's got to pay the bill. 

Now, if we aren't going to let the 

areas in this area be put under 

who's goir.g to foot the bill? Do you 

is? You, each one of you will reach in 
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your pocket and shell out the money. 

Another question that makes you think, 

what makes the Department of Fisheries, or Wildlife 

or whoever this group is, think that they can 

override the Congress, our county governments, 

plainly, as employees you've got to have 

direction. Somebody's got ~o be directing them, do 

these things, do these things. I don't think that 

they do it on their own. Most of these guys are 

nice people. But as Dr. Miller mentioned, they 

weren't going to even let us go down and take the 

children down to look at the river, look at the old 

school site, just view it, in a bus, a school bus, 

in areas where there were roads. 

This land is part of the paying program 

and the water use. We have this treaty with Can•da 

that controls the amount of water that is coming 

down the river. If it wasn't that PUD 

Commissioners could see ahead of time, -that there 

wasn't enough water in the river for power 

generation, for fish, for the things that we need, 

and they said, we've got to do something about it, 

so they went up into Canada, they did some surveys 

up there, and they found out that the Columbia ice 

fields are sitting up there and they melt, and this 
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is the source of the Columbia. 

And these Commissioners got together 

and they said, we'll negotiate a contract, a treaty 

with Canada, and so they built three big dams up 

there. They let out bonds. They raised I believe 

the figure was 314 million dollars worth of money 

to build these three dams. And these dams were 

built so they can catch that Columbia glacier water 

and hold it until the right moment and then let it 

come down the river. 

If it wasn't for that water, the fish 

population would be zilch. Because the water runs 

off fast in the spring of the year, we're coming 

into that season, and then in the . summer the rivers 

are very small, and then in the fall they widen up 

again. 

We need this land under production. 

The population is growing. The need for food is 

all over the world, you see it, they're calling us, 

asking us for food. 

supply it. 

We're going to do it. 

But we need the land. 

We're goi~g to 

Certainly if these people persist in 

the process of taking the land out of the Columbia 

River reclamation project, they'll very badly 
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damage the financial system. 

I feel that if they do this, that the 

bonding funds will dry up. Every two weeks we get 

these issues of the magazine that shows which 

bonding company is supplying money to ports, school 

districts, counties, hospital districts and 

everything else. And if they can't rely on the 

commitment of our governments and our groups on 

making the repayment. For example, the Columbia 

River project on the 314 million dollars, 205 

million are due in the year 2000 and at 3.8 percent 

interest. It's an enormous amount of money. And 

if the people who issue those bonds, there were 

·about 12 major bonding companies, and there were . 

464 underwriters that each bought a package of 

those bonds. If they can't be assured they're 

going to have a return on their money -- by the 

way, that money is from the state treasurer, the 

county treasurer, from your bank's savings 

accounts, every one of them have an interest in 

that money and the repayment. 

The conclusions are going to be that 

you are going to have to come up with the money. 

Unless you're willing to help things go, help the 

wheels keep turning in the way they've been. And 
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ladies and gentlemen, it 1 s up to you and me. We're 

the ones that can make t h e difference. And if you 

aren't willing to go out and make a difference, be 

counted, stand up for the things that are right, 

the things that we know are good. 

Thank you . 

MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Carl Van Hoff. 

RTfVlDOB MR . VAN HOFF: I am Carl Van Hoff. 

I am representing the Washington Public Power 

Supply System, which today became known as Energy 

Northwest. And unlike the speakers who have been 

before me, I'm going to shift the emphasis to the 

south side of the Reservation, not this northern 

portion. 

The Supply System leases about 2,000 

acres of land on the Hanford Reservation on a 99 

year lease. I'm going to point that area out on 

the map here. It's this little white parcel on 

this green map. That parcel was to house three 

power reactors. 

I want to describe what we have there 

and our interests and cover our concerns and t~en 

offer a few general observations. 

In the leasehold we have WNP-2, which 
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is an operating nuclear power plant, commercial 

power plant. It's about 1200 megawatts. It's 

about 5 percent of the energy consumed in the 

Northwest, about 10 percent what the Bonneville 

Power Administration sells to Public Utility 

Districts and other concerns in the Northwest. 

This is regulated. It's licensed by 

the state and federal agencies that are chartered 

to look after the health and safety of the public. 

We are regulated with regulators on the premises 

every _day. 

Your book talked about, the EIS, talked 

about the environmental impacts of many things that 

went on in the Hanford Reservation. 

I think the record is a little 

inadequate and incomplete. 

I'd like to spend a minute talking 

about some of the environmental benefits of WNP-2. 

The Nuclear Energy Institute a couple weeks ago 

released this document, which I will be including 

with our comment letter. It talks about meet~ng 

the electrical needs of energy -- or of the country 

without producing greenhouse gases. And that's one 

of the things that nuclear power is very good at. 

It goes through and shows state by state the 
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reactors that are there, but more explicitly for 

this effort it details the number of tons of 

greenhouse gases that are not produced while we are 

producing electricity. As a benefit for very much 

the local area but the state as well. It comes 

from this activity continuing there. 

Our concern and our request is that 

when you make land use decisions for the next 50 

years, that those decisions continue to allow us to 

enjoy the rights of our lease and to continue to 

use WNP-2 for power production. 

The other part of that leasehold was 

for two other projects, projects 1 and 4. Those 

projects have each been terminated. And they are 

in various stages of being disassembled. 

What makes those projects valuable is 

the infrastructure that is there. There are office 

buildings, there are high · bay buildings with high 

ceilings like warehouses that can be used for 

commercial production. And those buildings tend to 

be in pretty short supply in the Tri-City are~. 

And the term that we talk about is economic reuse. 

These jobs -- or these facilities are important 

because companies want to come into the area, want 

to locate here, and they are jobs which generally 
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have nothing to do with the cleanup of the Hanford 

Reservation. These are jobs that are needed to 

take the place of the cleanup jobs that will 

eventually go away, and will help the transition to 

an economy that looks more like the economy in most 

of the rest of the parts of the state . 

Our concern here is that whatever 

option you pick, that it allow for the economic 

reuse of those facilities at WNP-1 and 4, and in 

the area south of there, down towards the 300 

Area. 

Future observations now. I think the 

Preferred Alternative is the .one that is presented 

with the most balance, and the fewest extremes. I 

was impressed with the amount of balance that was 

in it. I think it can accomplish a number of 

purposes and a number of competing interests, 

without the exclusion of other critical 

activities. 

We are comfortable with several of the 

other alternatives. I have concerns about a ~ouple 

of them. I think they lack some of the balance 

that the Preferred Alternative has. 

I also want to thank Tom for the 

treatment of the Supply System's facilities and our 

35 

804 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

activities in the EIS. I thought it was pretty 

even handed and pretty accurate, and felt like we 

got a pretty fair shake on that. 

I look forward to working with you as 

you work through the rest of the process. 

Thank you. 

MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, Carl. 

Lauri Dayton. 

f< rl"1 ooll MR. DAYTON= Thank you. I don't 

really have any pre-prepared notes, but I am the 

vice-chair of the Wahluke School District. And as 

such, we are an affected party by whatever the 

deliberations turn out to be here. 

Our position, of course, is that we 

would like to see the area in question returned per 

Alternative Three, or something close thereby, to 

the tax base. As has been previously noted by 

other speakers here, we have an adverse economic 

impact because a substantial portion of our school 

district is not presently in the tax base. 

The other comment about the PILT, . is 

that it is discretionary, from what I understand. 

It is renewable. It is not something that we can 

count on program funds for to set up programs. It 

is an iffy thing year by year, if we get it, and we 
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have so far. ~hen we get it I believe in October 

or November, and we can't count from year to year 

on ~etting up programs, which of course continuity 

is very important to the school ~istrict t6 . develop 

its programs. 

The second part of this I want to speak 

a~ just a local citizen, looking at the maps, and 

having read a summary some time ago of the 

alternatives. 

One of the things that strikes me, 

having dealt with the Army about ten years ago on 

the west side of the river, wanting to come on the 

east side of the river, is there's a lot of 

decisions make from afar. A lot of distant 

interests, who from ou~ perspective feels like 

those decisions are made, if not in a vacu~m, then 

a sterile atmosphere, as many of us who do write 

reports from time to time know how that goes. 

And I want to comment that some of us 

local people are very directly affected, not just 

by the financial implications of what you do, _but 

by the lifestyle and environment that we live in. 

For example, since I live here, I can 

point out many eagle nesting areas, I can show you 

12 or 14 different types of birds that exist on my 
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orchard, and there seems to be an assumption, with 

all these maps here that are mostly green, that 

there's a dis~osition towards incompatibility with 

wildlife and environment having to do with the 

level of development that's contemplated within the 

next 5-0 years here on the slope. 

And I would like to challenge that 

assumption. Because it seems to be a basic operari 

condition of five or six of these versions here. 

The last thing I would like to point 

out is that if you look at these maps, and, can 

anybody in the back see anything but green of one 

shade or another? 

What I am trying to point out here is 

there's an orangish brown sort of area called 

recreation that shows up in Alternative Three, and 

a little bit I believe in the Preferred 

Alternative. 

50 years · is a long time for 

development. We've seen a lot of recreational 

development from one end of this river to the 

other, from one end of this state to the other. 

think we're closing in on that is probably not a 

very good idea. The time frame is too long. We 

have fishermen using that river for recreation . 
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have people just existing and enjoying it for 

recreation now . In the next 50 years I believe 

that to become a truly public asset, the public has 

to have access to it . 

Thank you. 

MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lauri . 

Lois Thiede .. 

~,(VJ OJ o MS. THIEDE= Good evening. My name 

is Lois Thiede. I'm a local resident. 

It's interesting to be speaking on this 

side because for m~ny years, as some of you knew, I 

helped arrange these kind of meetings. 

Because of that, I'm a very strong 

advpcate of public involvement. I think public 

involvement means that you seek to ferret out and 

bring together diverse and sometimes opposing views 

about a decision, and find a way, find a way to 

make a solution that some way incorporates all of 

those views, all of those interests. 

Especially as a government agency, DOE 

needs to find solutions that really incorpora~e all 

interests, not just a few. 

So it's distressing for me to see that 

in the Preferred Alternative you have not done 

that. You have not considered the needs of this 
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community. It is the people of Mattawa and the 

surrounding area that is most affected by the north 

section of Hanford, the Wahluke Slope. It's not 

the people in Seattle. It's not the people from 

Portland; Washington, D.C.; the Tri-Cities; or 

anywhere else where those 150 letters come from 

that are most affected by that. 

And I think in public involvement you 

need to speak and you need to incorporate the 

interests of the most affected people. 

We want multiple uses for the Wahluke 

Slope. That's what we've said before. We'll say 

it again. You're hearing it again. 

So, do we like your alternative? Of 

course not. You haven't listened. You haven't 

really incorporated those comments. In my opinion, 

you haven't accomplished true public involvement. 

We don't want all the Wahluke Slope to be a 

wildlife refuge. The area is not a pristine 

habitat. Much of it was formerly used for farming 

and grazing, and we want some of it available_ for 

similar purposes. 

Every year the people who are 

descendents of people who were forced out of the 

Hanford White Bluffs area return for a reunion. 
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They have many sympathizers, because they were 

quickly and uncaringly forced off of their farms 

and homes. 

I was amazed to read that Secretary 

Richardson felt that designating the Wahluke Slope 

as a wildlife refuge was some kind of compensation 

for the people who had lost so much in those days. 

It's not compensation at all. It's 

just taking the land away from the local people 

again and giving it again to a government agency. 

DOE has the opportunity to right some 

of those wrongs that were done in the '40s. 

the Preferred Alternative does not do that. 

But 

A just and fair compensation would be 

to restore some opportunity to use the land in a 

practical, productive, beneficial manner. 

As others have said, Mattawa has been 

in the news lately a lot, in the last couple of 

years. It's not because we're a rich, effluent 

community that needs a large playground in our back 

yard. We have been in the news because we a~e a 

very poor and distressed area. A high proportion 

of our population is Hispanic, including a large 

influx of seasonal and migrant workers. I don't 

think any of them have shown up tonight. They 
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simply want to earn a living, have a decent place 

for their families to live, a good education for 

their children, and in some cases, opportunities to 

start and own their own businesses. 

There's a policy of the U.S. Government 

called environmental justice, where decisions 

cannot be made unfairly, dealing with the 

economically depressed. I think our community fits 

that description, where you have to look at 

environmental justice. 

Unfortunately the Preferred Alternative 

does nothing to help this area. Making the Wahluke 

Slope a wildlife refuge totally negates the 

practical and economic opportunities for this 

area. That's sad. Because DOE could really help 

this area by giving it the same opportunities for 

economic development that go to Benton and Franklin 

Counties. 

Slope. 

There's a lot of space in the Wahluke 

This isn't an all or nothing proposition. 

We are not asking that only our interests be 

considered and some groups don't. We are not 

asking that the entire Hanford Site be turned over 

for agriculture or economic development. 

But on the other hand, we're never 

42 

811 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

going to be happy, having our interests totally 

ignored. I think that you've made some good first 

steps in acknowledging that we are an affected 

public with a legitimate right to our interests. 

You've also begun to look at our interests with 

Alternative Three. But there's still a long ways 

to go. We still ne~d to make our interests part of 

the Preferred Alternative. Only then can you claim 

a true public involvement success. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lois. 

Mike Thiede. 

~,/VI Of I MR. THIEDE: It is hard to follow 

something my wife put together, which I think was 

real responsible. 

I just wanted to add a few more things 

to one item. There's a dozen items I could talk 

about. One in particular I would like to address. 

I'm not for the Preferred ·Alternative which leaves 

the Wahluke under federal control. The interests 

of Grant County, and particularly Mattawa, are not 

considered under this alternative. 

And to give a little background. 

worked at Hanford in the Environmental Science 

I 

Department at Battelle for some 18 years before 

becoming a full-time orchardist, and my expertise 
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was in risk assessment, and I have a degree in 

wildlife biology and biological sciences. I grew 

up in Richland, and I moved to Mattawa about 20 

years ago . 

Having permanently left Hanford a few 

years ago, I am continuing use of my technical 

expertise to look for potential new economic 

developments for this area which would add to the 

diversity of our orchard operation. 

I know what resources are available to 

new start-up businesses in Benton County, and there 

is also perceived perception by most officials that 

I have spoken to that Hanford benefits to new 

business are only for Benton County and Franklin 

Counties. 

Well, Grant County is mostly ignored ~ 

The transfer of buildings and property to north 

Richland, to businesses and university personnel is 

evidence of this. The ignorance of the federal 

government in the land use proposals for the 

Wahluke further show no quality of treatment ~y the 

government of poor and economically distressed 

counties such as Grant County and the residents of 

Mattawa. 

I strongly urge you to change your 
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Preferred Alternative to include economic 

opportunities for Grant County. Number three 

probably is closest to that, but I don't like any 

of them. It needs some revisions. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Mike. 

Jack Yorgesen. 

MR. YORGESEN: I appreciate the 

Department of Energy coming to Mattawa. I know 

they wouldn't particularly look forward to it 

because they know what's out here, that we are 

citizens that put in our input, and it's like 

kangaroo court. It's already been decided. 

Richardson already came out and said what they want 

and what they're going to get. 

And I feel this isn't a public comment 

for that reason. The alternative has already been 

decided. We are commenting on alternatives which 

it has already been decided is not a public comment 

type idea. 

The other thing I would like to talk 

about is talk about the land being pristine in the 

area here, this area right there. 

In 1967 I cleared some sagebrush. I 

doubt you could tell it was cleared today. There 

was daylight farming supposed to come into that 
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area . 

that. 

We cleared the sagebrush i n anticipation of 

The Bureau of Reclamation decided to declare 

it a red zone and traded us for land out here in 

Mattawa. Caused us to move out here. Everybody 

said, well, it's been totally d i sturbed. 

I doubt if you could find that area I 

cleared in 1967, 30 years ago. It wasn't 1940 when 

it was taken away, or '43. 

Approximately three and a half million 

dollars every day is spent on Hanford cleanup. How 

much is spent in Grant County? Any? How much 

There's an economic letter put out by Department of 

Energy of how the economic development, how they're 

helping the Tri-Cities. How much has been spent 

north of the river, being helped north of the river 

where a quarter of the land is? I asked one person 

on the Hanford Advisory Board . He said none. 

a known fact. 

river. 

Not spending any north . of the 

It .'s 

I don't feel it's been done very fairly 

or even looked at. It burns off periodically . We 

go by there and there's fires there and the Federal 

Fire Department don't seem to be able to put them 

out. 

out. 

It's the local Fire Departments that put them 
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I would speak in preference of 

Alternative Number Three, even though Secretary 

Richardson has already recommended the Preferred 

Alternative. And I think I would support a bill to 

study it, to have an unbiased study to see what it 

really should be used for. 

I do appreciate DOE getting out here to 

listen to Mattawa, where it's closest to the 

people. We live closer than any of you guys. I 

drive to the Tri-Cities most every day, drive 

across the Hanford Reach, but I've been down on the 

river, too, on this side. We have irrigation 

facilities go through there. We seldom talk about 

them. The lake is down there, a manmade lake for 

irrigation. Great habitat for fish and wildlife. 

But it's not mentioned too much. 

I appreciate your coming here. Thanks. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jack. 

James Harmon. R,rn 012; MR. HARMON: Yeah. I'm a local 

resident here, and every day we lose, I don•~ 

remember the exact amount, but it's thousands of 

acres of land that's put into like five acre tracts 

for housing, and the rich people from the cities, 

they move out into the rural areas because the 
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land's cheap and they can build a $250,000 house 

and come, commute for the weekends, and maybe when 

they retire, live there, like around Ellensburg . 

Well, if that land around here, we 

can't count on a bunch of Seattlelites coming over 

and buying five acre pieces and building $250,000 

houses on it. 

Likewise if we had a whole bunch of 

them, we could be yard boys and our wives could get 

jobs as maids and stuff like that for them, and it 

would be helpful to the economy. 

But they have a big decision, our local 

economy. It would be far better to take some of 

that land that's being lost every day and take some 

of the land back that was promised that we would 

get back and put back into production . 

They say we're only a few months away 

from starvation in the world . We're going to have, 

what is it, six billion people here in the world 

before very long. 

It takes years to get farms back _ into 

good production. So why not start now and get this 

land, you know, working for the people, for the 

world. 

And that's about all I have to say. 
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Production of the land I think is where you've got 

to go. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, James. 

Mark Ulrich. 

R,moi4- MR. ULRICH: I'm just one of the 

locals around here that farms. I've lived here for 

18 years. I used to live right next to the ~ed 

zone on a farm. 

As I look at the six proposals that are 

here, the only one that I see that's in all of the 

interests of all of the groups that I have heard 

speak, whether it be at this meeting or the 

meetings they had in the intermediate school two 

summers ago, is Alternative Three. It gives 

everybody a chance to be happy. Maybe not 

completely happy. But what agreement is ever going 

to make everybody completely happy? That's the 

only one that takes into account everybody's 

interest. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thanks, Mark. 

Glenn Leeland. 

R,m O 15 MR. LEELAND= I'm Glenn Leeland 

with the Port of Mattawa, farmer in the area since 

graduating from college in '74. 
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A neighbor of mine helped draw up the 

Wahluke 2000 Plan, and it's, you know, a lot that's 

in Number Tnree. It addresses a number of issues. 

I don't know, I would have put the river boundary 

back a mile instead of a quarter mile. 

One thing I think that needs to be 

addressed is the White Bluffs, and Doc Hastings' 

plan addresses that. A study to see what we can 

do. Nobody wants to see White Bluffs end up in the 

middle of the Columbia River. And I think that's 

one thing that wasn't addressed very much, is what, 

you know, the farmers, the Columbia River is their 

lifeblood, and when they take the Governor down the 

river and say, this needs to be a wild and scenic 

river, or whatever title you are going to hang on 

it, but, you know, they don't take people around to 

the area where there might be a mouse for a mile or 

two. That's the only wildlife there is out there, 

except for a few beetles. 

I don't know what kind of wildlife you 

are looking for. · If you put it in the preferred 

plan or whatever plan it goes in, it's going to 

lock that up forever, and we need the land for food 

production. I think it's going to be a pretty sad 

state of affairs to try to get it out. 
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I support doing nothing, No Action 

Plan, if they don't go through with Plan Three, 

because I think that would be a better alternative, 

because no other plan is going to pay the taxes . 

Those taxes our community needs real bad. We have 

80 percent Hispanic children. Nobody•~ addressed 

that in here . 80 percent of the kids in the school 

are Hispanic. And the people are paying the taxes 

for those schools, part of it's the PILT, but 

before PILT was here, they were still going to 

school, and they were having a hell of a time. 

They were the lowest of the grade scale on how 

those kids were doing. It's always, you know, 

it's a tough road to hoe and they need some help, 

and they need some . tax dollars. And if this land 

was back on the tax roll, maybe it isn't all for 

farming, but there is a large chunk of it that 

should be, and what shouldn't be, should be 

studied, not just throwing it, oh, to wildlife 

refuge for mice and beetles. I don't think that's 

right. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Glenn. 

LeRoy Allison. 

RTrYl lt-i MR. ALLISON: All right. I will 
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give two viewpoints here, one as an elected 

official, I think Commissioner Snead mentioned, 

touched on it really well, and that is when elected 

officials stand here, they don't just represent one 

voice, they represent a lot of voices. 

And the comparison to 150 letters 

versus one letter doesn't hold water, when you look 

at people that have run for election and got 50 

percent plus one vote, so there's at least in the 

70,000 vote count, that's 35,000 votes standing 

before you, at least. 

And as Commissioner Snead mentioned, 

the debates, I think the Republican Party it was 

unanimous, the Democratic Party had one or two 

people that were iffy in terms of local control. 

I'd like to say thank you, Lloyd, first 

of all, for being here. I'm really appreciative 

that you're here. I know you're listening. I hope 

you're hearing. 

One of the other things that I wanted 

to touch on that was mentioned already by Mr. 

Leitz, and that was the people here don't want 

entitlements. PILT can come or go. I·n fact we had 

to go back to D.C. this year, there's legislation 

that sets up PILT, but it has to be funded on a 
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biannual basis, and somehow this next biennium, '99 

through 2001, it was left out of the budgeting 

process, the dollars for your schools, for your 

fire districts, for your port districts for Grant 

County and Grant County roads was left out of 

the '99 to 2001, and we had to go back and argue 

for that again. We hope it did some good. 

But as Mr. Leitz said, we don't want 

entitlements. We want opportunity. That's what 

th~ people of the Columbia Basin came here for. 

Many of them, military people that came back, some 

of them military people that had families like Walt 

Grishop that was moved out during the time, 

the '40s, when he came back, he had no farm, no 

family residence to come back to. His family had 

been .moved off. 

Ultimately, as a County . Commissioner, I 

had better say this up-front, Alternative Three is 

our Preferred Alternative. However, there's one 

thing that I would like to point out from a County 

Commissioner standpoint, and that is the subliminal 

message, and I will walk over to this map, .and I 

don't know if I should take this with me or not, 

but I will try, the subliminal message here, if we 

were going to be truthful, in these maps, that 
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would be the only real green spot on these maps 

(indicating). 

That brown area. What we would see 

eight to ten months of the year in these areas are 

yellow and burnt brown, with a few black spots 

where those fires occur, like in 1993 when we had, 

what, 13,000 acres b,·. rn before we could put it 

out. And then we had to fight for two years to get 

funding to help pay for local people who footed the 

bill to put that out. 

While I'm over here, the local people, 

the people of this state and the people of this 

nation, know and understand diversity. Like 

nowhere else in the world, as far as I'm concerned, 

from my personal viewpoint. If you look at these 

maps, there are six alternatives. Which one says 

diversity? Which one offers the most diversity, 

the most opportunity? It's the one with the most 

colors on it. 

A couple points that I did want to 

point out that are buried in some of the documents, 

and I say buried, because I still haven't found one 

of them. In 1957, Jim Curdy mentioned that there 

was an agreem~nt between the Atomic Energy 

Commission and the Bureau of Reclamation that those 
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properties north of the river, especially tbe ones 

that were identified as irrigable lands, part of 

the Columbia Basin Project, would come back. He 

mentioned it before the meeting, Jim Curdy did, as 

a promise from the Atomic Energy Commission. It 

was a promise, that was going to come back. 

Now we've had a dif~erence of opinion 

in terms of the administration. In 1994 the River 

Corridor EIS had a Congressional mandate to study 

one-quarter mile on either side of the river, up 

and down that corridor. Lo and behold that year 

and a half, two year process turned into a 

recommendation that not only included that 

corridor, but said, oh, by the way, let's take the 

rest of the 90,000 acres on the north side of the 

river. 

There's a legality question there, 

because the mandate from and direction from 

Congress said a quarter mile was the study area. 

What came back included 90,000 acres on the north 

side of the river, illegally. 

Stepping away from the Commissioner's 

position, to a citizen of this nation position, a 

Hanford downwinder, a kid who was born, a hospital 

wasn't good enough in Moses Lake, I was born in 
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Ritzville, but I have lived since 1952 in Warden, 

east of Moses Lake. In the early to mid '50s I 

remember playing, too young to work, had to be five 

or seven or whatever, my brothers and sisters were 

to do the farm work, so as a kid, we would play. 

Our folks didn't have babysitters. We would play 

in those fields when the rest of the family was 

working . Late '50s, probably about '57 to '61, 

sometime in there, that time frame. 

helicopters flying over. 

I remember 

Years later, after going through mid 

school, at that time it was seventh and eighth 

grade, and having a thyroid problem and having to 

take pills, years after that, I found out what 

those helicopters were doing. I found out when my 

uncle in the Tri-Cities ended up with cancer. I 

found out when my mom ended up with gallbladder 

cancer. 

I fully understand the impact of the 

Hanford Site. And on behalf of myself and all of 

those people like Walt Grishop, we would like to 

come home. Please look and include Alternative 

Number Three, portions of Alternative Number Three 

back into the Preferred Alternative. 

Thank you. 
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MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, LeRoy. 

We have had an add-on. Terry Brewer. 

R1lY\ 017 MR. BREWER : 

said I was 13th, I think . 

When I signed up, she 

I think that meant I was 

on the 13th page. So it ' s tough to speak something 

new and relevant after all of these fine folks have 

made so many eloquent and meaningful comments about 

their beliefs, their opinions, their studies, their 

cares and desires for our future. 

~•m proud to be a citizen of the United 

States. I'm proud to be a citizen of the state of 

Washington and Grant County. I'm mostly proud 

because of our heritage. 

people, for the people. 

We're governed by the 

I think that has a lot to 

say about us as people, what we're about. We 

understand that sometimes we need to elect 

officials and they go to the government office and 

make decisions on our behalf. And we have the 

right to re-elect or to put someone else in their 

place as citizens, if we see things going the wrong 

direction. 

What we don't always have the right to 

do is name the department heads, the staff, the 

people that are out there in the trenches making 

the decisions and doing the work, setting policies 
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that sometimes do govern our lives. 

But in a forum like tonight we have a 

chance to speak our piece, and I am pleased that 

you are here tonight. I trust that somebody in 

your department has read what I've said before, 

because I've appeared before the microphone here 

and sent in written commentary before. 

I will announce to you that I am Terry 

Brewer. I am a representative of Grant County 

Economic Development Council, and that is not a 

government organization. We are a private not for 

profit organization. I'm pleased that we're funded 

in part by government. Over 150 members support 

this organization so that we can do the work we do 

to enhance the economic development opportunities 

throughout Grant County. Primarily our interests 

are industry. 

Well, farming's an industry. It is for 

sure the biggest industry in the south end of Grant 

County, and will be forever in my opinion. It's a 

darn important industry. We all are old enough to 

recognize the changes in land use in our country in 

our lifetime . Viable land is taken out of 

production in the United States every year, far too 

much. We can't really do anything about it. Our 
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population continues to grow. Society changes and 

land is taken out of production. 

We're fortunate to be educated and well 

advanced scientifically enough to enhance the 

production on the remaining acres to continue to 

feed ourselves and much of the underprivileged part 

of the world. 

The point, I guess, to cut things short 

here, we don't very often see the opportunity to 

put more land into ag production. It just does not 

exist ·. Once in a while someone might be able to 

reclaim some brown field, but usually we are all 

too afraid to grow food on it. So it might just be 

grassland. 

But we have opportunity to put some 

land back into production that was taken. It was 

once productive land, owned by private citizens. 

It was tak~n. We have the opportunity for our 

government to listen to the desires of the people 

in this area who wish to see it put back to what I 

prefer, my organization would prefer Alternative 

Plan Three, a multi-use plan. Some of that land 

going back into real production. We get it off the 

federal dole on those few years when we are lucky 

enough, I hate acronyms, I usually don't know what 
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they mean, payment in lieu of taxes. We don't want 

to be on the dole, and we sure can't count on that, 

as we've heard from elected officials here. 

The school district, they've got to 

guarantee bond payments for 20 years. It's hard to 

do that when you're having payments in lieu of 

tax6s for two years at a time. 

But on the other hand, if the land is 

put back into private ownership, productive uses, 

the property taxes will go a long ways to support 

the school district, the local fire district, local 

jurisdictions that count on the tax revenue to make 

things better for all the citizens. 

In my case, it's all about jobs. 

Economic development in Grant County is for the 

purpose . of enhancing economic opportunities here so 

that local citizens can have opportunities for 

jobs. 

Those of us who live here today that 

are of working age and choose to work, and our 

families in the future, those young generations 

coming up so they don't have to go off to Seattle 

or some other urban area to find a job, we hope 

that we can have enough productive activities going 

on in our communities so that they can have jobs 
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here, and we have darn well been shorted by the 

federal programs that are putting money into the 

cleanup and the rehabilitation of the Hanford 

site. 

I don't wish to take anything away from 

my friends in the Tri-Cities who are doing economic 

development work, but with the little pot of money 

that's in the millions , and I do nothing, to do the 

work that we do here, where there's pretty good, 

large percentage of federal owned land here, and it 

was taken, it's an opportunity lost, I couldn't 

begin to compound the numbers on the opportunity 

that's been lost in the past 50 some years, but I 

can pray and trust that you will make the right 

decision to put some of this back into production 

for our future. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: That concludes our 

registered commenters. 

I want to point out that we have these 

forms. I know you've heard about them before, if 

you've gone by the registration table. 

If there's somebody who's not here 

tonight that you know has a feeling on this issue 

and would like to write on the forms, feel free to 
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take them home. Comments close on June 7th. If 

there's no one who wants to speak now who is not 

registered or someone who wants to continue 

speaking from before, please step up and just state 

your name for our reporter who is writing down our 

comments tonight. 

Thank you.. 

RT!Yl OJ B MR. TETRO : My name is Dick Tetro. 

I live at Desert Aire . I have been a property 

owner of Desert Aire for 25 years. And for 50 

years I've been familiar with this area. 

in the Tri-Cities for 25 years. 

I lived 

And I really feel that we need to kind 

of revisit this whole process perhaps, retake a 

look at the whole situation, because I'm just kind 

of an observer, I'm a layman, I'm not a 

professional in any respect, but it appears to me 

that we have a number of diverse interests here and 

a number of diverse areas in this Wahluke area that 

should be looked at from all perspectives. And I 

think that you need to maybe go back to ground zero 

and start over. 

I realize you've got a time frame 

that's probably not going to permit that. It 

appears like this Preferred Alternative may be cut 
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in stone. I hope not. I think that we need a 

compromise here that addresses all of the areas, 

which would include the scenic river area, the 

wildlife, the Indians, the various Tribes, as well 

as the economic interests as far as the farming and 

Wahluke Slope . 

I just feel that it really needs to 

kind of stop and you need to go back and revisit 

some of this, spend a little time at it, try to get 

our new secretary of DOE to slow down a bit and 

take another look at it, if that's possible. 

Thank you . 

MS. WILLIAMS: Anybody else? All 

right. Jim . 

R1lY) Q/q MR. CURDY: I would like to be 

registered for being in favor of Number Three . I 

believe that in my talk that I didn't say that. My 

name is Jim Curdy. I've been in the area for many 

years . And spoke on different subjects here in 

reference to this land development. 

And when I came here about 40 some 

years ago, there wasn't anything here. I came 

because of the dams, the building of the dams. And 

if you will notice as you go up the river, there 

was no trees in this part of the river, because the 
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river was fast flowing. And they never developed 

along the river edge until after the dams were in 

and the water was slowed down. And then the trees 

have gradually been growing along there . 

But this is truly a desert area that we 

live in here, and it's fantastic. If you live in 

the area, I'm telling you, you just watch the way 

things grow and the flowers and everything in the 

springtime. It just makes you proud of the fact 

that you live in an area like this, and you work 

hard, and when you see what our schools have done. 

You see, we started out here, we had 173 people in 

this town. And now you look at it, there's an 

enormous amount. There's a great Spanish 

population, and we brought them in here because we 

need them to harvest the crops. We need people. 

And the country needs food. And the things that 

you have been talking about here. If we don't get 

some land that's back into agriculture, so much of 

it's going out, come on, guys, be for Number Three, 

let's give everybody a good opportunity. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Sure. Come on up. 

~fM02QMs . LEITZ : My name is Liz Leitz. 
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Thanks very much for this opportunity to speak 

night. I'm here on behalf of myself and my family 

that lives here in the Mattawa community. I didn't 

speak as a r.egistered speaker because I, like 

Mr. Yorgesen, feel that the decision has been 

made. But like Mr. Curdy says, you know, if you're 

not willing to do anything about it, don't 

complain. And I believe in that strongly. 

I have several things to say. I'll 

start off with a few comments first. I am not 

pleased and I am not happy in how the decision in 

this process is being made. I'm an advocate of 

public involvement and public interest being heard, 

and I think that that has not taken place in this 

process. 

I just was reading an article recently 

in the newspaper, and it was quoting Congressman 

Inslee who by no accident does no longer represent 

us here, and he says that he feels that it is the 

role of the federal government to decide the fate 

of the Wahluke Slope. 

And our current sitting Congressman 

replied, to suggest that only people outside the 

area can make this decision on the future of the 

land use of the Wahluke Slope is very 
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short-sighted. 

And I think people understand that the 

people in Mattawa do not appreciate short

sightedness . 

I want to address the lack of letters 

in support that you say that you have received on 

behalf of Alternative Three. Again, back to the 

public involvement and public support. The people 

feel that the decision has been made without their 

involvement. The perception of the public is that 

you are ineffective and that the decision has 

already been made. Therefore, why say anything? 

Which is exactly why I am saying so~ething. 

The Wahluke 2000 Plan is very 

practical. That ground out there is not pristine 

as people have mentioned. Read an article that 

stated that really only 15 percent of the ground 

out there can be considered pristine. I think it's 

also very sad that some of our community members 

that spent hours and hours of their own personal 

time developing and assisting in the Wahluke 2000 

Plan, many of which are not here this evening, I 

think that's sad. 

Those people have been beaten down. 

They have not been listened to. Therefore, why 
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come and face it again? 

I appreciate the effort that ~11 those 

individuals put in, their time and their knowledge, 

on my behalf, on my children's behalf. 

I would like the opportunity to take my 

kids down there. You know, everybody in Seattle 

and Tri-Cities and Yakima wants che opportunity to 

take their kids down there. Why can't I have that 

same opportunity? 

Coming home the other day, there was so 

many people from the west side taking advantage of 

all the opportunities here, they were stuck, 

stopped dead on I-90 from Easton to Ellensburg . 

You know, everybody loves for them, for 

everybody to publicly own this ground out here so 

they can come and use it and play on it. But we 

have to leave because it's so accessible to them, 

yet not us. 

I don't think that's fair. I don't 

think that's right, as Mr. Curdy mentioned. 

Pursuant to Section· 168 of the Atomic Energy Act an 

agreement was reached between affected counties and 

the Department of Energy in December of '96 . 

That agreement provides for the payment 

in lieu of taxes, the PILT funds. The contractual 
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agreement states that the Department, and I will 

quote, use its best efforts and take all actions 

necessary to assure the appropriations of such 

funds by the Congress, these are our elected 

officials, giving the funds to the department, to 

be used as in lieu of tax dollars. 

The DOE budget, as it was mentioned by 

Mr. Allison, did not include those PILT funds this 

year. Through correspondence, they are 

re-evaluating their budget, and we ask, I ask, the 

benefit of all the taxing districts in our 

community here, that service not only the residents 

here but the ground that is held by nonresidents, I 

would ask that that be re-evaluated, that those 

program dollars be considered as landlord costs, 

not independent of the funding level of the 

programs Hanford currently receives. 

I want to stress again that this is 

considered a playground for others, it's a 

wonderful playground, but we all have to pick it up 

when we leave. The attitude, I'm afraid again, the 

public involvement sector, is clearly represented 

in the short two or three page summary that I was 

provided on this meeting tonight, and the 

description of the Alternative Three plan, it 
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states that that plan was developed by individual 

government groups. 

I think that's terrible. These people 

work together, 

public groups. 

not to be considered individual 

This was a consortium that the 

government is so hot on talking about, consortiums 

now between public and private entities. This was 

a true grassroots consortium of public and private 

entities that put together this plan . It was not 

an individual group come together and just saying, 

no, we this and we that and we this. They came 

together, they compromised, they came up a plan 

that addressed everybody's interests . 

That attitude is also reflected in the 

fact that Mattawa _had to, or thank you to the Grant 

County Commissioners for requesting that you 

actually come to the Wahluke Slope to have a 

hearing about the Wahluke Slope. Thank you, 

Commissioners, for requesting that. Again, I do 

appreciate you coming here now . I hope it's not 

too late. Alternative Three addresses our concerns 

best on the Wahluke Slope. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS : Do we have anybody 

else? 
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f(17Vl 02-1 MR. MARTINEZ= Mike Martinez is my 

name. 

family. 

I would like to just tell a story about my 

My father was an immigrant from Spain. He 

landed at White Bluffs. And along come the war in 

1941 and they started the Manhattan Project, and 

they said, well, we need this ground, why don't you 

guys move away. 

Which is all fine. My father did the 

right thing . Gave the property away. He moved to 

Sunnyside. And I was just a glean in daddy's eyes 

that day. So we lived over there for quite a 

while. 

And then he decided to move back, buy 

some range land in Moxee. In 1954 the United 

States Government comes along and says, 

Mr. Martinez, we would like to have part of your 

range for the firing center. 

Well, dad did -the right thing again. 

He gave up the ground. 

Then here recently, in the last few 

years, we defeated the Army in their acquisit~on of 

our river right-of-way. We didn't win. They 

lost. It cost us a whole bunch of money. 

But I would like to say, in closing, 

that I would like to see us use Alternative Number 
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Three. Let the government do the right thing. 

the people have the ground back. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Anybody else? 

Let 

It 

looks like we have hit the end of the line here. 

Comments are due June 7th. All of them will be 

considered, whether oral or written. And we thank 

you for your attendance. We have had some very 

emotional comments and some well put comments, 

things that we have heard before and are hearing 

now again for a second time. Thank you. 

(8:45 p.m.) 

* * * 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

County of Benton 
ss. 

I, William J. Bridges, do hereby 

certify that at the time and place heretofore 

mentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter, I 

was a Certified Shorthand Reporter and Notary 

Public for Washington; that at said time and place 

I reported in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

proceedings had in the foregoing matter; that 

thereafter my notes were reduced to typewriting and 

that the foregoing transcript consisting of 71 

typewritten pages is a true and correct transcript 

of all such testimony adduced and proceedings had 

and of the whole thereof. 

~~i~s my hand at Kennewick, 

on this~ uay of June, 1999, 

Washington, 
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MR. FERNS: My name is Tom Ferns, 

and I am with the Department of Energy, and I'm the 

National Environmental Policy Act document manager 

for this Environmental Impact Statement. And we 

have several of our cooperating agencies' 

representatives here today. I will point them 

out. 

We have Cliff Ligons here from BLM. 

have Darren Arrasmith from Benton County Planning 

Department. We have Dave. Where did Dave go? 

We 

Oh. Dave Goekey from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. We have Jeff Haas from the U. S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. 

the BLM. 

And we have Jay Jakabowsky from 

A lot of these people worked on this 

EIS. I'm glad to see they are all here, too. We 

have Matt Morton from Grant County back over 

there . We are glad to see that the cooperating 

agencies have showed up, and I hope everybody had a 

chance to talk and get most of your questions 

answered. 

The public comment period for this EIS 

does end on the 7th, which is Monday, and we'd like 

to get as much comment as we could. 

What we're going to do, we're going to 
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go directly into the public comment period of this 

hearing, and Liz Williams, she has been keeping a 

record of who wants to speak, correct, Liz? And 

she will give it to Barbara Williamson, who is also · 

from DOE . And I am glad you came here tonight. 

Barbara, do you want to start this off? 

MS. WILLIAMS: Uh-huh. We have a 

pretty good list here of people who want to speak, 

and for that reason we're going to ask that you 

hold your comments to ten minutes. I'll be 

watching the time clock and give you a high sign if 

it looks like it's getting close and we need to you 

conclude. That way everybody will have a chance to 

to say what they need to say. 

At the end if there's time left over, 

we'll let people who feel that they must say 

something after hearing the comments, to make those 

comments at that time. 

Again, we will ask you to hold it for 

five minutes for the later comment time. 

As you know, and I think as has been 

told to many folks here, the comment period has run 

from April 23rd to June 7th . 

June 7th is right around the corner. 

If you have something written and you would like to 

3 

844 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

hand it in, use the little hand in mail folders, or 

your own letter. All comments, whether oral or 

written, will be considered in making a final 

determination and a Record of Decision on this EIS, 

or Environmental Impact Statement. 

So let's get started with Jim 

Pritchard, you're first. Jim Pritchard. 

(<15 00 I MR. PRITCHARD= I strongly favor 

Alternative Three from local government. 

The main reason is given our world 

population, human population and the increase in 

human population that we're expecting, we're going 

to run out of land for food production. We don't 

even like to think about that right now too much. 

I think a lot of people don't, because we've got 

plenty of surpluses. But this time is going to 

come. And not too distant future at the rate human 

population is increasing. 

The Wahluke Slope contains land 

particularly well suited for irrigated agricultural 

production. We cannot allow these lands to be, the 

total to be tied up in wildlife refuge. 

them for food production. 

We need 

Use of sprinkler irrigation should 

protect the . White Bluffs from slumping. 
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~ 

The study of this problem that's 

proposed in Congressman Hastings' legislation 

should provide any needed practices and 

procedures. 

And secondly, my reason for favoring 

Number Three, and I preface that by saying I am a 

retired federal employee, I have a lot of good 

feelings toward the federal folks, and I even know 

some of them that are in this room, and we know 

that those who are h~re on the local level have a 

lot of good expertise, and we appreciate their 

input that they've had, particularly in working 

with the salmon and the salmon habitat down below 

Priest Rapids Darn on the Hanford Reach. 

But I -particularly don't favor the 

federal control of the Hanford · Reach, particularly 

through the wild and scenic rivers designation. 

This act provides too much opportunity for 

increaseD restrictive federal control. 

Local government can and should and 

will protect the Reach because the vast majority of 

us want it protected. But we've had too much 

experience with well intended decisions made from 

the federal level that lacked the real knowledge of 

what works in the particular situation. 
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The Hanford Reach is being protected at 

the present time, and with the cooperation of 

local, state and federal agencies. 

Now, our Growth Management Act in this 

state requires protection of sensitive areas such 

as -- that are important to wildlife and habitat, 

st~ep slopes and wetlands. This would i ~1clude the 

Reach. 

I've indicated that I oppose this wild 

and scenic river designation for the Reach because 

the laws that designate, the designation gives no 

assurance that the designated area will be managed 

to meet the existing and future local needs. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act 

give the federal Government broad authority for 

local, state and federal lands and water management· 

decisions, that the Reach were designated wild and 

scenic river, the federal downstream, federal 

waters protected upstream, downstream and on 

tributaries. 

Whoops. I skipped something. Sorry. 

If the Reach is designated as wild and 

scenic, the federal government would have the final 

say over water rights, federal water projects 
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upstream and downstream and on tributaries, 

recreational use and economic activity, even miles 

away from the river. This could even affect folks 

right here in Spokane. 

I believe that Alternative Three is 

better because the authority for the Reach is 

shared between local, state and federal agenciet; 

with responsibility for the river. I believe that 

this sharing of authority will lead to better 

cooperation among managing agencies, recreational 

use, more reflective of what local citizens desire, 

and ensure that the Reach is managed to meet local 

and federal needs. 

Under Alternative Three ·local 

government and citizens will have more say in the 

management and the protection of the Reach. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has a 

single narrow focus and under wild and scenic 

rivers, they would be the ones that would be in 

charge. This could be very dangerous to the 

regional and local economies . 

This would not be in the interest of 

the people of the Northwest or the nation. The 

Columbia Gorge Scenic Area Act and the Hells Canyon 

are good examples of what can happen with federal 
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control. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you. Charles 

Fisk. 

Rrsoo2- MR. FISK: Good evening. I'm 

speaking on my own behalf as a private citizen 

tonight. But I'm also the conservation chair of 

the Spokane Canoe and Kayak Club, which is an 

organization of some 240 members. 

I'm not authorized to speak for the 

club at this time, but pending its board meeting 

will submit our recommendations before the 

deadline. 

As a personal matter, then, my concerns 

are prim.arily of the recreational use of the 

Hanford Reach by canoe and perhaps also by hiking 

trails. ! 

Both individually and as a club, we're 

concerned with the access to the river, the 

possibility of low inten~ity campsites, and also 

primarily the preservation of the native flora and 

fauna that make paddling such a real pleasure. 

The proposed Alternative Two comes 

closest I guess to the ideal of our concerns in 

terms of maximum preservation of the values. 

it can be improved, I believe. 
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And · speaking from some of the material 

that I've gathered, I'd like to advocate that the 

designation of all of the lands within the Arid 

Lands Ecology Reserve, the Wahluke Slope, the McGee 

Ranch, the national refuse overlane by the Hanford 

Reach recreational wild and scenic rivers all be 

con t ained into one functioning unit, managed 

probably best by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. Some 176,000 total acr~age. 

I would like to see the separate Record 

of Decision without delay in the areas that are 

listed above. 

And for us, grazing and mining are 

incompatible with both the scenic and the land 

integrity. We're particularly concerned with 

residential development, or development near the 

Vernita Bridge. We've already seen degradation of 

the skyline and the areas around our own treasured 

little Spokane River. 

So , essentially we would seek the 

integrity of particularly the White Bluffs area. 

I had the very good fortune of going 

down with a scout troop back last year, and we used 

Kennewick as our base. So I'm sure that all of the 

cities in the vicinity, Pasco and Richland, even 
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Odessa, will benefit from recreational uses of the 

river. 

So we need no grazing or mining or 

incompatible activities that would work towards 

degradation of the area. Esse n t ially we wouldn't 

see -- or we would see grazing and such , if it were 

permitted development as being detrimental to the 

natural wildlife, flora and fauna. 

So, speaking from that aspect, I 

appreciate the chance to register my comments. 

Thank you . 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Charles. 

Harold Heacock. 

RTs 003 MR. HEACOCK= Thank you. I am 

Harold Heacock, from the Tri - City area, and 

speaking as one of the citizens that would be most 

affected by future land use decisions in the 

Hanford Site. 

First, I think in terms of the Hanford 

Reach, which is not really a subject of this EIS, 

and land use plan was unanimous, almost nearly 

unanimous between all parties, factions, the Reach 

must be protected and preserved. 

Secondly, then, the issue is what's the 

best use for the remainder of the site. This leads 

10 

851 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

you to a couple conclusions. 

First is that the county proposal for 

farming on the Wahluke Slope area is simply 

unacceptable for potential for d~maging the Reach 

in the White Bluffs area. That is a treasure that 

must be maintained and protected. And it's already 

showing some degradation from farming of adjacent 

areas . 

Secondly, then you look at the 

remainder of the site. 

Well, let me say one other thing, since 

it has been mentioned by other speakers. 

My personal preference would be Fish 

and Wildlife Service management, in preference to 

the National Park Service, in that the Fish and 

Wildlife Service does provide for the utilization 

of the site under reasonable controls. 

Now, looking at the balance of the 

site, the Preferred Alternative which provides 

protection for both the north slope, the ALE and 

most of the site is from the local community point 

of view by far the Preferred Alternative. It 

provides adequate land on the site for industrial 

development, it provides for protection of those 

areas that need to be protected, it provides for 
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land utilization for cleanup of the site, and the 

resources necessary for that. 

Therefore, I'm strongly in support of 

the Preferred Alternative. 

Likewise, I cannot support the tribal 

proposals which in effect would tie up essentially 

all land on the site and prevent any utilization of 

what is a national resource that is vital to the . 

vitality of the Tri-City area economy. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Okay. We have 

chairs up front if folks want to sit down. Lots of 

room over here on the side, over on the left. We 

will take a little brake here. 

(Pause in the proceedings) 

MS. WILLIAMS: Gerry Pollet, you 

are next. · 

RTs oo'-1- MR. POLLET= I am going to pass out 

some of these guides. I don't know if I have 

enough left. It may help people follow along with 

our comments. And I need to us~ the overhead 

here. 

I'm Gerry Pollet and I am representing 

Heart of America Northwest, and as many of you 

know, we're a citizens group that focuses on 
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cleanup of Hanford, and we endorse the alternative 

proposed by the Nez Perce Nation because we believe 

very strongly that any other alternative at this 

time proposes to open up the Hanford Site to uses 

that will expose the public to significant 

exposures and destroy important tribal protected 

treaty rights and cultural resources 

We need to put this in a little bit of 

perspective to start with, and not view this EIS in 

isolation from other Department ~f Energy 

activities . 

This is a map of the Hanford Site from 

the preliminary draft of this Environmental Impact 

Statement. And it shows incremental lifetime 

cancer risks in the year 2029 from usage along the 

Columbia River at eight hours a day, seven days a 

year of exposure. Get that? Eight hours a day, 

seven days a year, 56 hours a year. 

And what it shows here is that the very 

daikest areas have an incremental cancer risk, 

people exposed at that level 56 hours a year ~f 

greater than one in a hundred. 

And this is very important to bear in 

mind when we start talking about the Department of 

Energy's Preferred Alternative and how it would 
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open up the site for expanded public exposure prior 

to remediation; and the Department's plan to have a 

Land Use Board essentially that excludes the 

cleanup regulators whose job it is to protect the 

public from the residual contamination at Hanford, 

and just leave that job of deciding on land uses to 

the Department of Energy and the, I would say, 

self-interested local governments who have an 

interest in economic development as espoused in 

Alternative Three . 

So, you look at the base line risks. 

Another perspective on the risk here that people 

need to take into account is this is just one area 

along the Columbia River, this happens to be a 

chromium plume map, you're talking about discharges 

into the Columbia River from groundwater along the 

river shorelines that are hundreds of times the 

drinking water standard for certain . radionuclides 

and chemicals . Chromium levels, about 25 times 

here what is known to harm the development of 

juvenile salmon. 

Harold Heacock made a statement which 

was everyone wants to preserve the Reach. And I 

think rhetorically, everyone wants to preserve the 

Reach. 
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I 

I'm not sure that the current steward 

had any intention of preserving the Reach, however, 

given that the Department of Energy's record is 

that they have contaminated the Reach. 

This is another map. This is the one 

where I like to take to folks who are canoeing, 

kayaking, fishing or boating, rafting down the 

Reach. Don't stop for long anywhere near the 100 N 

Area. That's the N-Reactor area. These are gamma 

radiation levels in the vicinity of the N-Reactor. 

This is an older map, but you still 

have very significant levels that stretch all the 

way across the river. 

Now, the Department of Energy says 

these things aren't important in terms of this EIS 

because we don't allow people to go where no man 

should go. But in fact as many peop~e who are here 

tonight know, people do access the islands, the 

shorelines, and have exposure throughout the year, 

and especially during fishing season in the 

summer. 

The Department of Energy in their 

preliminary draft of this EIS had a Preferred 

Alternative for restricted future land use. 

they've withdrawn this. 
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I just want to be very clear. But this 

was their original Preferred Alternative. That 

restricted future use of the Hanford Reach to 56 

hours a year and said that's all we have to 

remediate to. We don't have to clean up to any 

higher degree than just to allow you access 56 

hours a year. 

Now, for all of you, that's maybe a 

rather frightening thought, but I don't see anyone 

here from the three affected Indian nations 

tonight. To them it is a slap in the face in terms 

of the right, security of Treaties of 1855 to live 

along and fish at usual and accustomed fishing 

grounds. 

That right does not have a little 

asterisk next to it that says, subject to the 

Department of Energy or local government saying 

that you will only be there 56 hours a year. 

I am going to skip ahead a little bit. 

Now, at 56 hours a year, as I said earlier, you had 

an estimation of cancer risk of greater than ~ne in 

a hundred. 

Now, the Department of Energy is 

subject to regulation by EPA and Ecology for 

cleaning up along the Columbia River. The 
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Department of Energy in its wisdom in the budget it 

just sent for fiscal year 2001 to its headquarters 

in Washington, D.C., is proposing to eliminate all 

cleanup activity along the Columbia River in the 

year 2001, in violation of the Hanford cleanup 

agreement. 

Now, it is very important that when you 

look at the Department of Energy's la~d use map and 

its Preferred Alternative, 

use this map as a point of 

and I'm just going to 

comparison, you look at 

their map and you see that they are proposing 

opening up a huge swath of land to development and 

public access. 

What are we talking about in terms of 

human exposure? The Department of Energy says we 

will rely on institutional controls to keep people 

out of unremediated areas. 

But the Department of Energy has 

already proven that their institutional controls 

failed to keep people out today of areas of high 

risk. 

So long as the Department of Energy 

proposes to open up land for development prior to 

full remediation, we are going to have people 

exposed to extremely high risks. 
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Now, in the 300 Area the Department, 

which is down here, which is highly contaminated, 

has some of the most dangerous industrial 

facilities in this country in terms of potential 

release of chemicals or radiation, including a 

building that still has two million curies of 

dispersible plutonium in radiation whose walls will 

not withstand the design basis earthquake, right in 

here, and their proposal in the land use plan is to 

say we're going to open this area up for economic 

development and reuse immediately, essentially. 

Without r~gard to the fact that the 

institutional controls do not exist to prevent 

those members of the public, that's the workers who 

go in there, from being exposed to levels that are 

not acceptable in terms of carcinogen and toxic 

exposure risks under federal and state laws. 

The Department of Energy's plan says, 

well, we'll make these decisions in consultation 

with our Land Use Board, but the regulators who are 

the only ones who have an interest in making sure 

that there is not an inadvertent exposure to the 

unremediated groundwater soil sites air exposure, 

other facilities, they won't be on that board. 

We think that is a horrible mistake. 
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That ultimately we have to recognize that EPA and 

Ecology need to have control over who accesses 

anything in here. There are unremediated, 

uninvestigated waste sites, including some serious 

burial grounds in here that aren't even mentioned 

in this product. 

The Department of Energy proposes to of 

course use in their vision, they will open up the 

FFTF Reactor as part of the new mission of Hanford 

to have economic development which is something 

this region overwhelmingly opposes and needs to be 

removed from this plan. Any reopening of the FFTF 

Reactor will harm Hanford cleanup by producing more 

wastes. It has already diverted a hundred million 

dollars in your cleanup funds and it needs to be 

pulled from their plan. 

What is bothersome is that the entire 

EIS is based upon the assumption that a mission of 

Hanford today in violation of the federal 

authorization for the funds being used, that the 

mission of Hanford is economic development a~d not 

cleanup. Cleanup needs to be the primary mission 

of Hanford. 

Economic development is a spin-off, if 

it is done right, and it is a diversion and harmful 
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to cleanup when it is done in the manner proposed. 

And it is harmful to human health when it is done 

in the manner proposed, opening up areas like the 

300 Area to members of the public to be places 

where they would go unbadged and be exposed to 

significant sources of contamination and 

significant hazards. 

Finally, this EIS really, truly fails 

to address the treaty rights throughout the site . 

All these lands are ceded lands with reserved 

rights of the three a f fected Indian nations . And 

saying that we will use this area for economic 

development, this area for research and 

development, which is just another nickname in the 

proposal for industrial development, and mining 

throughout the site, is nothing more than saying we 

intend to abrogate the treaty rights that a~e 

preserved under the treaties of 1855. · 

Those treaty rights and Constitutional 

law and federal statutes require that the first 

priority for any transfer of lands goes to be. 

offered to the Bureau of Indian Affairs if it is 

not to remain withdrawn from public use as wildlife 

refuge or national park or under the War Act under 

which Hanford was originally or the Atomic Energy 
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Act created. 

So, in conclusion, we want people to 

take a look, as you look at this, this is, the 

Department of Energy in a separate document putting 

out their human exposure model for future 

residential use along the Reach. 

And we say, people, look at this and 

say, what is the matter with their planning? What 

is fundamentally wrong here? Okay. Who's in the 

basement in their model? Is it your child's 

bedroom? They are the most susceptible 

population. 

What happens to the area here if you 

haven't dug it up, what is the exposure? How come 

these people have no exposure to the groundwater 

seeping into the Columbia River? How come these 

people are assumed to eat 1/60th the amount of fish 

that we estimate -- well, we require under state 

law for any other cleanup to assume a person eats. 

Under the Department of Energy's plan, 

these people have the amount of exposure to tpe 

soil that we presume for a commercial gas stat~on 

cleanup site where they've had a leaking 

underground storage tank - in Washington State under 

our state SuperFund law. 
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This is the type of model and planning 

that the Department of Energy says is going to be 

adequate to protect people under their Preferred 

Alternative, that the two go hand in hand with this 

EIS, and that this is their model for how they will 

protect the public from exposure. 

And as you can see, in fac : in their 

model they do not even take into account any 

exposure to the groundwater seeping into the 

Columbia River. 

Why would someone live along the 

Hanford Reach? Probably because they're attracted 

to live there because of the Columbia River. But 

they take no, give no exposure credit to exposure 

to the fish and the groundwater. 

For those reasons, we just want to 

conclude by saying, we believe it is vital that in 

recognition of Native American treaty rights, that 

we support and we encourage the Department of 

Energy to adopt the proposal put forth by the Nez 

Perce Nation, and to not open the site up to what 

they call industrial uses prior to complete 

remediation to unrestricted use. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Gerald·. 

Donald Newhall. 
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MR. NEWHALL: I wasn't listed to 

speak. I'm sorry. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Oh. Okay. That's 

fine. We can go on to Bill Jones. Or Johns. 

Rrs oo5 MR. JOHNS= I am basically for 

Alternative Three because it provides for economic 

development and still protects the Columbia River. 

I think that locally is the best way to handle that 

site. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Bill. 

Nathaniel Hammon. 

R.T s OOfo MR. HAMMON: Thank you for allowing 

me the opportunity to speak tonight. 

I'm not going to stand up here and try 

to read a prepared statement verbatim while 

confusing both you and myself. 

I have found it quite interesting that 

the gentleman from the Department of Energy is 

proposing to manage the land, to manage the 

environment, and that's not his job. 

I feel that the Department of Fis~ and 

Wildlife Service is better qualified to handle this 

role than anyone else, with the exception of 

possibly the Bureau of Land Management. We can use 

the land more efficiently while providing for 
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economic development . 

Cleanup is economic development. And 

it's for the long-term. We can use that for the 

rest of our lives, for the rest of time. 

destroy that area, or leave it alone to be 

If we 

destroyed now by the waste that has been deposited 

there, how is that going to support our existence 

on this planet? 

We need to remediate the area and clean 

it up. We have not mentioned a whole lot, I 

haven't heard a whole lot, with the exception of 

the gentleman who spoke before me, who did a very 

thorough job, and I was impressed. 

I mean, this is all moot. We are a 

bunch of white people here discussing how we are 

going to use this land that is by treaty. I mean, 

it is documented, it is, Native Americans have 

rights to this land, and we are sitting here, a 

bunch of white people discussing what we are going 

to do with it. 

That doesn't seem right to me . 

you again for the opportunity to speak. 

Thank 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you somebody. 

Steve Bradburn. 

Rtsoo1 MR. Bradburn: I am Steve 
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Bradburn. I'd like to thank the Department of 

Energy for the opportunity to be here tonight and 

to speak. 

I think it's important to remember 

where the Columbia River starts. It doesn't start 

in Washington State. It starts up in the center 

part of British Columbia, flows through Washington 

and down into Oregon. It isn't a regional or even 

a state of Washington issue. It's much bigger than 

that. 

This run of salmon that's left in the 

Hanford Reach belongs to every one of us on this 

planet. It's the last viable run of salmon on the 

Columbia River, which at one time had mariy such 

runs of salmon. We must do everything in our power 

to protect and preserve these fish. 

In this regard we must protect all of 

the Wahluke Slope, no farming or irrigation, 

period. We can't afford any more sloughing of soil 

into the river as this damages the reeds that the 

fish spawn in. 

We may have to remove some of the 

development that already has occurred in the 

vicinity of the Reach. And in that case those 

people should be paid back for what they have 
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invested in that operation already. Farm somewhere 

else but not here. 

The taxpayers of the United States have 

subsidized the Columbia Basin Project for years. 

Enough is enough. No more agriculture subsidized, 

nor should there be any allowed, to damage the 

Wahluke Slope. 

Set aside the entire 90,000 acres in a 

national wildlife refuge. Also include in this 

refuse the islands of the entire 51 mile Hanford 

Reach which should be set aside as wild and scenic 

river, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands Ecology 

Re~erve, making a total of 176,000 acres set aside, 

no agriculture. 

Our first priority must be to save the 

Hanford Reach and the fish that live there. No 

compromises . 

We have made many mistakes on both the 

Columbia and Snake Rivers. Dams without fish 

ladders, too many dams, barges, hatcheries, 

drawdowns, dam modifications, etc. 

Let 1 s not make a mistake here . No more 

studies. Just a big refuse to preserve what little 

is left for future generations . Thanks. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Steve. 
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Bart Haggin. 

RTS008 MR. HAGGIN: Yes. I would just 

like to say that I support Alternative Two, with 

some modifications, and wild and scenic rivers 

designation . And I thirtk that it's important to 

think about this area as not an area that belongs 

to ·the Tri-Cities co·nmunity. This is an area that 

belongs to everybody. 

on the East Coast. 

People on the West Coast and 

I think it's time that we start 

thinking about the common good of everyone and not 

just the economic interests of a few . SO, I think 

that the important thing to think about here is 

preservation of as much land as possible, and 

support for that and the saving of the salmon as 

part of the equation. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS : 

Harvey Morrison. 

RT5009 MR. MORRISON: 

Morrison. I live in Spokane. 

Thank you, Bart. 

My name is Harvey 

And I thank the 

Department of Energy for giving us the opport~nity 

to speak here tonight . 

I first visited the Hanford Reach as a 

geology college student back in the early 1960s. 

And I was amazed_ at that time about the vastness 
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and unique beauty of the place that I really didn't 

know existed. I also didn't know about the 

dangers. But ·that was a long time ago. 

At that time I wasn't largely impressed 

by flowing, big flowing rivers, because we had, I 

mean, I knew the Hanford Reach, I was very familiar 

with the Snake River in che state of Washington at 

that time. 

granted. 

Big flowing rivers were just taken for 

It was just a short dozen years later 

that the wild Snake River was no more. 

It wasn't until the 1980s that I 

returned to the Hanford Reach and I wasn't there 

looking for prehistoric bones, but I was looking 

for Chinook and steelhead. 

I've learned to treasure this area, not 

for just the fish but for the natural beauty and 

other wildlife that can be found there . In spite 

of the eye sore relics of the nuclear reservation, 

this is a truly remarkable area that must be 

protected for its ecological, historical, and 

cultural value. 

Like other wilderness areas, the Reach 

deserves protection so future generations can 

experience the small part of the region that 
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remains as it was when it was explored by Lewis & 

Clark. 

I support the DOE's Alternative Two 

with certain changes. And urge the strongest and 

best possible protection - - I will put my glasses 

on. I'm sorry -- of all the natural and sensitive 

lands weren't the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. 

I urge DOE to include within the 

nationa l wildlife refuge all of the public lands of 

the Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach, especially 

the islands, the McGee Ranch and the Arid Lands 

Ecology Reserve. 

Furthermore, and I can't stress this 

more than the gentleman who spoke a few speakers 

ago, I urge DOE to apply all known and available 

technology to expedite the cleanup of the Hanford 

Reservation, with particular attention to the 

threat of the contaminated surface and 

groundwater. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak 

on behalf of the fish and the future generat~ons. 

The fish have proven to be very self-reliant. If 

we allow them access to productive habitat, they 

don't need much else there us . The Hanford Reach 

has good productive habitat and it must be 

29 

870 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

preserved. 

I recently had the opportunity to 

discuss the Hanford Reach with Senator Larry Craig 

from Idaho. Although we differed on how the Reach 

should be protected, he summarized the basic need 

very well when he said we need to protect the 

gravel. 

The only sure way to protect the gravel 

is to preserve the 90,000 adjacent acres as 

undisturbed wildlife habitat. 

Furthermore, in response to the issue 

of local control, the Hanford Reach salmon are a 

national resource. They are critical to fishermen, 

both native, commercial and sports, from both the 

United States and Canada, and the fish are a key to 

meeting many of our treaty and legal obligations of 

the United States Government. 

I simply have no confidence in the 

local control in can manage and protect this fish. 

Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Ha~vey. 

John Bentley. 

f<TSO/O MR. BENTLEY: My name is John 

Bentley. I reside just on the other side of the 

Stateline in Post Falls. 
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I notice that the plea for local 

control has a nice ring to it. I would like to 

remind those who advocate local control what it's 

bought us. 

To give you an example of two river 

systems over in Idaho that I'm very, very familiar 

with, one is the upper St. Joe, as compared to ~he 

Coeur d'Alene river system. As many of you know, 

the St. Joe has the protection of the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act. It is considered very much an 

unentered system. Otherwise, geologically and 

watershed-wise, it's not too dissimilar to the 

Coeur d'Alene system. 

But the Coeur d'Alene system does not 

enjoy the same protection. It is too close to the 

market. It was too convenient to the mills. And 

it was too tempting to go in there and exploit it. 

It has never, never had one ounce of protection . 

To give you an example, in one 

environmental assessment, they surveyed, fisheries 

biologists, eight miles of a couple of little . side 

tributary streams, Cascade and the Ornie Rubble 

Cabin. In that eight miles they found two fish. 

That's all the better they could do. 

The Coeur d'Alene system today is 
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probably one of the most abused tragic messes for 

watershed that you've ever seen. 

we yielded to local control. 

Primarily because 

The federal protection, and I realize 

very often it is a pain in the neck, and we do have 

some problems with federal bureaucracy, none the 

less it has afforded the upper St. Joe immensely 

greater protection, far better fishery, far better 

habitat. 

To give you another example, the local 

control has bought us a Lower Snake River that is 

absolutely a mess. We have taken by implementing a 

navigation system and an economic system that 

benefits a very narrow part of the demography, 

completely destroyed or almost destroyed all of the 

wild stocks of salmon that's in the process, and we 

know the big fight there. So I take a dim view of 

the local control. I think it's very dangerous. 

I would support the Preferred 

Alternative for the Hanford Reach. I would 

advocate that we do not open up the 90,000 a~res 

north of the river to agriculture. We already have 

learned our lesson. We should know better. I 

would not advocate opening up the Reach or the 

Hanford Area to grazing. 
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We have enough grazing administration 

problems right now with public lands. I see 

nothing to benefit the public at large by opening 

that area to grazing, nor do we need it. 

And lastly I would not open it up to 

mining. Again, I think that is equally absurd. 

So, with a couple of modifications to 

the Preferred Alternative, I would say give it all 

the protection you can possibly get. 

for the opportunity to address you. 

And thank you 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, John. 

Buell Hollister. 

RTS o t I MR. HOLLISTER= Well, I repeat the 

thanks for the opportunity to speak today. 

I just want to counter a statement that 

was made I think by the first speaker, talking 

about the need for agricultural land. We lose 

about 8,000 acres a day from development of prime 

agricultural land. I don't think there's any merit 

to that point. That's one of our problems, is 

local control allows that through their plann~ng 

and zoning ordinances. 

So what we have to do is to preserve 

the functioning agricultural land we have instead 

of covering it over with asphalt and houses. 
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I don't have a lot of detailed 

information to dispel here. I just have a gut 

instinct about this issue. 

As it was pointed out, we have a deep 

obligation to the Indian Tribes. We haven't done 

very well by them. It was Mark Twain who said the 

only thing we ever gave the Indians we didn't take 

back was syphilis. 

So we have an obligation, a treaty 

obligation to maintain with the tribe. 

We have seen what opening up land for 

agricultural use has done to it. It was indicated 

that sprinkling system offered some security. 

But you always have erosion problems 

when you start tilling soil. So I think that that 

whol~ 90,000 acres should be exempt or precluded 

from any kind of agricultural activity. In fact I 

don't think anything should be done to develop any 

of this area. It should be preserved. 

We have very few unspoiled areas in our 

river reaches. We are notorious for spoiling.our 

rivers. We have used them historically as garbage 

dumps, and here we have a river that's, you know, 

jeopardized by radioactive contamination. That's 

bad enough. 
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I think we have an obligation to clean 

up the please that we have created there and safe 

what's left for Mother Nature and for the enjoyment 

of the public . Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Buhl. 

Frank Yuse. 

f<TSO/Z MR. YUSE: Thank you. I'm Frank 

Yuse. I'm President of the Senior Legislative 

Coalition of Eastern Washington, which is a group 

that's very concerned about protection of the 

environment and cleanup of Hanford. 

to speak on my own behalf. 

But I'm here 

The six alternatives proposed for the 

Hanford - Site are interesting. Some recommend 

business development. Some recreation. Still some 

opt for environment, cultural protection. 

I start with the history of this land, 

it's past uses, and I will judge the options 

accordingly. 

In my judgment in order to evaluate the 

several plans, it is vital to look backwards pefore 

Hanford became a nuclear complex and to say how 

this area was used by humans, fish, and wildlife. 

The Columbia River before the many dams 

was a free-flowing stream abounding in salmon. 
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Today the so-called Hanford Reach is the only 50 

mile free-flowing stream of the Columbia River 

where salmon spawn in great numbers. Therefore, 

Senator Murray and Representative Dix's proposal to 

protect the Reach is essential in any overall 

plan. 

The surrounJing area east of the Reach, 

the Wahluke and White Bluff regions, contains 

significant historical, cultural and religious 

sites for our Native Americans, long before the war 

required this land as a security buffer zone. 

More than 100 archaeological sites, 

including villages, campsites, hunting grounds, and 

cemeteries, have been located there. Petrographs 

and fossils of mastodon, bison, camel, are buried 

in the White Bluffs. 

The Wahluke Slope must be preserved 

therefore, as a national w~ldlife refuge. The 

whole Hanford Reach must be placed in the hands of 

our federal government, not in the hands of 

farmers, ranchers, miners, developers, even our 

state. 

This land belongs to all Americans, 

natives and immigrants, and so should be returned 

to the pristine state as a legacy to future 
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generations and for esthetic appreciation by us 

today. 

I favor Alternative Four, although 

Alternative Two is fine, sponsored by the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation. 

would add to it, though, the Murray/Dix proposal 

and a wildlife designation by ~he federal 

Government and the Northwest Power Planning 

Council ~ 

I 

I assume, therefore, that the Tri-Party 

rileanup will be included . Thank you for this 

opportunity to participate in this democratic 

process of peace and the future. 

MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, Frank. 

LeRoy Eadie. 

R.T50/.3 MR. EADIE: Good evening. My name 

is LeRoy Eadie, and I do also, as was mentioned 

before, appreciate the opportunity to speak. 

To be up front right away, with some 

minor alterations, I definitely prefer Alternative 

Two myself personally. 

I think much has been said tonight 

about the treaty rights, and I will say that right 

up front. We need to honor our treaty rights, and 

there is no bearing from that at all. It is pretty 
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absurd that we are even talking about land uses in 

this site. And I think that's been covered 

earlier. It's just the whole idea is absolutely 

absurd, given the contamination of this whole 

area. 

Yet the contamination has given us an 

opportunity, which I think is interestjng, 

contaminated the site, but it is still in fairly 

pristine condition, and I think we should take 

advantage of that opportunity. 

And in all honesty, local control 

scares the hell out of me, and I think that's been 

said here tonight as well, but all we have to do is 

look around landscape and see where local control 

has got us. It hasn't got us very much. 

We could talk about economic 

developmerit, but whose economic development? Is it 

the Tri-Cities economic development? Is it the 

people right around this site's development? Or is 

it the Native American's economic development or my 

economic development or my children's childrep's 

children's economic development? 

Let's be very careful when we talk 

about whose economic development. I think that's 

very important. 
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Grazing. That's absolutely absurd. 

That's already been covered. Why would we have 

anything that anybody was ever going to eat or have 

anything associated with walking around on this 

land. 

Several of us were hiking around in 

Hells Canyon this week and we saw what grazing has 

done to the land, and even in a low impact, it's 

pretty horrendous. 

Mining . Well, if there's some need for 

using some of the site to deal with some of the 

environmental conditions, then be it. But there's 

no way that anybody could justify the massive 

expansive areas that are on any of these 

alternatives for mining. That is just absolutely 

absurd. 

Ag lands. I just don't know what else 

to say there. That's absolutely absurd. I 

probably could have not · even spoke. I could have 

said absurd three or four times. This should be in 

federal control flat . out . There should be no local 

control of this at all. 

And I think if you look further down 

the road, we need to be looking a hundred years 

down the road. We may not be able to use this site 
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even if you preserve it for quite some time, as has 

been made clear tonight. BUt we've got to think 

about seven generations out, that's flat the way it 

is . Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, LeRoy. 

Laura Smith. 

~/60/4-Ms. SMITH: Hi. My name is Laura 

Smith . I represent the Nature Conservancy of 

Washington. 

The Nature Conservancy is a nonprofit 

member organization, and we have 34,000 household 

members in the state of Washington that support our 

work to identify and protect the best remaining 

habitats for native species that we have. And we 

have done a lot of work, just to give you a little 

bit of background, for our interest in the Hanford 

Site. 

In 1992 we entered into a Memorandum of 

Agreement with the Department of Energy to conduct 

on-the-ground inventories on the Hanford Site, and 

we have done that for four years in the field, on 

the Wahluke Slope, on the ALE Reserve, and in 

central Hanford. 

We haven't delivered our final report 

yet. It's at the printer right now. 
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And so one of the things we'd like to 

ask is that the results of the final report be 

incorporated into any land use decisions. 

But what we found out there confirms 

what all of us believe. The Hanford Site is truly 

a remarkable natural legacy. The number of native 

species, plants, animals, native plant communities 

that occur on the Hanford side, the diversity and 

the scale of this functioning ecosystem is 

something that doesn't exist throughout the entire 

Columbia plateau, running through a number of 

Northwest states down through Oregon, Nevada and 

Idaho. 

When you look at it on that scale, the 

Hanford Site pops out as one of very few completely 

irreplaceable ecological sites that's essential to 

ensuring the survival of the number of quite a few 

shrub-steppe species, as well as the aquatic 

species of the Hanford Reach . 

So, based on that, based on our 

knowledge of the site; and the context, we feel 

that the Hanford Site deserves the best management 

that can be given for the native species and 

ecosystems. And we believe the federal government 

and the Fish and Wildlife Service in particular is 

41 

882 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the most well equipped to provide that management 

expertise and the resources to get the job done . 

We support F i sh and Wildlife refuse 

status for the whole area surrounding this crescent 

around the Hanford Site, including the Wahluke 

Slope, the Riverlands, McGee Ranch, the Columbia 

River islands , the Hanford Reach, and the ALE 

Reserve. 

In addition, we've found a number of 

other important sites in central Hanford which the 

information hasn't been incorporated yet, as I have 

said . But it would show that additional corridors 

through this area in particular should be part of 

any core reserve area . 

On the rest of the Hanford Site there's 

a mosaic of important habitats and species that 

occur all throughout. 

And really no land use decisions should 

be made on a broad scale. I mean, really getting 

the expertise of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the 

Tribes, the Bureau of Land Management, looking 

closely at the landscape, including looking at the 

cultural resources, but all the ecological 

resources as well, for the placement of any 

activity or the removal of any soil that needs to 
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be done during cleanup . 

So, what we would recommend, just I 

guess in summary, is a Record of Decision for the 

land surrounding Hanford and putting them in refuse 

status with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 

then a separate planning process for central 

Hanford, really a l ot more study needs to be done 

and a lot more detailed analysis needs to be done 

before these kinds of broad scale decisions can be 

made. 

So, we have appreciated working with 

the Department of Energy and being able to do the 

{nventories out there. It's really yielded some 

remarkable findings for science, quite a few new 

species, including two whole new plant species that 

were never known to science before, a number of 

insect species, and several variety of plant 

insects, too, that are new to science. 

So, it's a great place, and I hope we 

can protect it for future generations. Thank you . . 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Laura. 

Rae Hafer. 

(<TS Q/ ~ MS. HAFER: ' Thank you for holding 

these public hearings. My name is Rae Hafer, and I 

am from Pullman, Washington. And for the detailed 
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reasons, given by Laura Smith, and for previous 

speakers, I support the Preferred Alternative plan. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Rae. 

Jerry -- or Jim Berry. 

RT50lfo MR. BERRY: Thank you. I am Jim 

Berry, Spokane . For all of the reasons that the 

former speakers have given, we must have 

Alternative Two, and Senator Murray's Bill for the 

wild and sceni c river. Thank you. 

MS . WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jim. 

Paul Li°ndholdt. 

RTSOJ'fMR. LINDHOLDT: For the record, my 

name is Paul Lindholdt. I am speaking on behalf 

of two different organizations in Eastern 

Washington. The organizations are the Upper 

Columbia River Group of the Sierra Club, and 

Eastern Environmental Student Group at Eastern 

Washington University, which I serve as faculty 

advisor. I'm also a professor. 

Both groups I'm speaking on behalf of 

which collectively represent some 1200 people _in 

this several county region agree that the Wahluke 

Slope should be protected to the fullest extent 

possible under the law as wild and scenic, as 

Number Two, Number Four. 
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I want to digress for a second t-0 

express some scepticism about the range of 

alternatives here. It's like a potpourri, and 

those of us who want it preserved can take our pick 

from several of them, and those who want to develop 

it and profit from it materially, have only one. 

And so I'm just a little bit afraid of 

a possible divide and conquer set of alternatives 

here, where preservation could mean any one of four 

different things according to our menu of choices. 

The worst management plan would involve 

returning those lands to county oversight, we 

believe, to grazing and farming. 

Privatization would heighten the risk 

of eroding the White Bluffs and endangering the 

Chinook salmon and other fish that spawn there. 

The groups that I represent, like my 

family and myself, use the - Hanford Reach for 

recreation and value it for wildlife habitat. 

Nowhere else on the mainstem of the Columbia is the 

ecological fabric so intact in our experience< as 

hikers, paddlers, hunters, fishers. 

For its endangered plants and white 

pelicans, its Native American artifacts and sports 

fishing, its grandeur as a paddle route and its 
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value for protecting endangered salmon, the Hanford 

Reach of the Columbia River needs the Wahluke Slope 

to ·be protected against development. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment 

on this very important matter. This pivotal moment 

I think in the future of American wild lands and 

rivers. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Paul. 

Laura Ackerman. 

RfS0/9 MS. ACKERMAN: My name is Laura 

Ackerman. I am a resident of Spokane. And I 

support Alternative Two, with the following 

additions, and I'll be brief because several other 

people have mentioned them. 

And that's to designate all the lands 

within the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, the Wahluke 

Slope, the Columbia River islands, the Riverlands, 

and McGee Ranch and national wildlife refuge under 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . And to issue a 

separate Record of Decision without delay for all 

those areas listed above. And to designate ail 

other conservation mining without grazing and 

limiting mining to those areas necessary for 

mineral materials in support of the Hanford 

cleanup. 
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agriculture. 

lands. 

Eliminate the possibility of 

Including grazing on the Hanford 

And also on a personal note, I grew up 

in Grant County, and I have spent a lot of time in 

that area, in the sagebrush step doing field work 

and simply enjoying it, and the Hanford area is a 

biological wonder, and it is a wonder that belongs 

to all of us, near and far, people past, present 

and future, and we have to preserve that area for 

all of us, for the future people. 

And I think that asking to preserve the 

Hanford Reach is not much, considering how much of 

the sagebrush step that we have lost. 

And Harvy Morrison came up here earlier 

and spoke on behalf of the fish. And I 

wholeheartedly support that. But I want to speak 

on behalf of the rattle snakes and the bull snakes 

and the striped whip snake, and all the reptiles 

and the amphibians. Save the Hanford Reach. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Laura. 

Lisa Ramirez. 

f<16Q/q . MS. RAMIREZ: Thank you, Laura, for 

speaking for the snakes. 

the Lands Council. 

I am going to speak for 
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As an organization that seeks to 

protect and restore the environment of the inland 

Northwest~ the Lands Council believes the future 

management of the Hanford Reach is a critical part 

of restoring Shrub-steppe habitat along the 

Columbia River. 

In addition the salmon recovery efforts 

in the Columbia River basin in part must rely on 

protection of the Columbia River along the 

free-flowing stretch. 

The Lands Council supports the DOE 

Preferred Alternative but with the following 

modifications. 

All DOE managed lands in and 

surrounding Hanford Reach should be protected as a 

national wildlife refuge . 

The following adjoining DOE lands 

should be managed as a permanent national wildlife 

refuse: The Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, McGee 

Ranch, the riverland areas, all DOE land on the 

entire Wahluke Slope, the Hanford Reach and the 

Columbia River islands. 

This will provide a much needed large 

continuous crescent of protected, lands surrounding 

central Hanford. 
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Expedite protection. The areas 

mentioned are prime fish and wildlife habitat 

uncontaminated by Hanford Operations and should not 

wait for protection until the complex decisions 

involving cleanup in the central Hanford Area are 

made. 

To expedite the final decision on 

management of uncontaminated lands, DOE should 

issue a separate Record of Decision for the areas I 

just mentioned. 

No agriculture, grazing, mining or 

commercial development. To ensure long-term 

protection for key native species and systems 

located across the site including central Hanford 

there should be no agriculture, commercial mining 

or livestock grazing permitted. 

High intensity recreation should also 

be limited to development of a museum at the 

B-Reactor, development such as destination resorts, 

golf courses and commercial facilities should be 

prohibited. Restrict all mining operations to 

those essential to completing cleanup and 

remediation of the the Hanford Reservation. Mining 

areas should be transferred to the national 

wildlife refuge complex as cleanup is completed and 
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certified. 

Hanford. 

Protect all other important lands at 

Because the Hanford is one of the last 

places in Eastern Washington supporting large areas 

of native shrub-step vegetation and related 

wildlife, we strongly urge DOE to permanently 

protect the ecologically significant lands at 

Hanford, including those in central Hanford such as 

Gable Mountain, Gable Butte, Hanford sand dunes, 

and other important habitats. 

And finally, recreation should be 

limited to non-motorized educational trails and 

sites. 

The Lands Council supports the idea of 

a trail but the trail should be located to avoid 

sensitive wildlife habitat and native plant 

communities. So thank you for allowing me to 

speak. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Lisa. 

Bonnie Mager. 

Rrs 020Ms. MAGER: My name is Bonnie 

Mager, and I work for the Washington Environmental 

Council, but Jack DeYoung spoke eloquently for the 

council at the Richland hearing, and I'm here to 

speak for myself. 

so 
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I support a stronger version of 

Alternative Two that would include the Wahluke 

Slope, the Hanford Reach islands, McGee Ranch, 

Riverland area and the Arid Lands Ecology Reserve 

as a national wildlife refuge. 

I believe that a separate Record of 

Decision of all these areas should be put . in place 

now to protect the fish and the other wildlife that 

depend on the limited area that is left. 

For me the i rony of Hanford is that it 

gave us this opportunity to protect the Reach. I 

feel strongly it would be all gone by now if it 

weren ' t for that. 

So I think it's just ludicrous to think 

about developing it in any way and creating any 

risk to it. It is the legacy, the healthful, the 

good legacy that we have that resulted from 

something that I think all of us, or most people 

.are very ashamed of and wish never hid happened . 

So to destroy that legacy, it would be 

just like the last nail in the coffin, in my. 

opinion . 

So I would like b o urge you to again 

support the Number Two strengthened version and to 

protect the remanence and to give us something to 
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be proud of at Hanford. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Bonnie. 

Gayle McClure. I don't know how she got here. 

No? Is that a mistake? 

MS. LIZ WILLIAMS: Yes. 

MS. WILLIAMS: I thought so . Greg 

Rupert. 

Rrso2-1 MR. RUPERT: I'm Greg Rupert from 

Spokane County. And I support the restoration of 

our salmon runs. I therefore oppose any ef.fort to 

privatize any part of the Wahluke Slope or the 

Hanford Reservation. 

Salmon are an international resource, 

and an essential component of our culture in the 

Northwest. Thank you. 

MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Greg. 

Jeff Hedge. 

Rrsoz2 MR. HEDGE: Good evening. I'm Jeff 

Hedge, resident of Spokane. I'm also a physician 

and I'm current Spokane Chapter President of 

Physicians for So~ial Responsibility. 

I'm supportive of Alternative Two. 

Some of the data that was presented earlier on 

contamination site, I have not reviewed the data 

recently but I think that certain areas are 
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unacceptable in terms of human exposure to that 

area, and that would certainly prohibit multiple 

use. 

I think the cleanup needs to continue 

in this area by DOE and maybe even private firms. 

Washington Physicians for Social 

Res~onsibility has been on record as bei~g against 

reactivating the Fast Flux Reactor at Hanford. 

Two points just about local control. 

Local control is inherently exploitative, 

short-sighted and generally benefits only a few 

economically. 

Long-term recreational value has 

significant economic value that benefits many. 

In spite of the contamination in this 

area, it's an ecosystem that still has a lot of 

integrity to it, which is· rare in the Northwest at 

this time. And shrub-steppe community is as well 

preserved there as anywhere. 

Alternative Two . 

MS. WILLIAMS: 

So I would support 

Thank you, Jeff . 

this time I have run out of names on the list for 

At 

people ~ho have registered. Is there anybody who's 

compelled to speak? Step right up. 

RT6023. MR. - POWERS: I am Julian Powers, 

53 

894 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Spokane. 

original. 

It is not possible for me to say anything 

It's all been said. I would like to 

just enumerate the things that have stood out for 

me. 

I think the Heart of America 

description of the contamination, and the 

contamination is there for a long time, beyond 

anybody that's going to . be living here. 

So I think we really need to be worried 

about that. And Jeff Hedge just mentioned that. 

A second item is diversity. A lot of 

scientists say the biggest environmental problem in 

the world is the loss of biodiversity. 

Look what we have on the Reach. 

has been described eloquently by the people, 

That 

including the nature conservancy lady. We cannot 

get it back once we lose it. 

really important. 

Biodiversity is 

Local control, it sucks, because you 

can buy a local County Commissioner pretty cheap. 

I would like to echo what LeRoy Eadie said, absurd, 

absurd, absurd. Thank you. 

MS. WillLIAMS: Well, thank you. 

Anybody else here? 

Rt602-L/-MR. FLORES: Hi. My name is 
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Lupito Flores. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 

going to read that, are you? 

You are not 

MR. FLORES: It is not the Bible. 

I think the Department of Energy is getting the 

picture. I just wanted to show you this. It's 

1,000 individual endorsements in favor of 

designating the Wahluke Slope as a national 

wildlife refuge, and recreational wild and scenic 

river for the Hanford Reach. 

And we are going to be submitting this 

for the record later. Thanks. 

MS. WILLIAMS : Thank you, Lupito. 

Anybody else? We've got an empty mike. 

!<TS o 2 6 MR: POLLET= I need to add so, for 

Heart of America, I said we support Alternative 

two, and I want to be real clear, we support 

Alternative Two with additions, as noted by 20 

speakers, and don't want it wrong in the record 

that we didn't support the inclusion of the 

islands. 

When you talk about local control, 

everyone's followed the issue of local control of 

the islands and development of the islands 

recently. That's what local control means. 
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Development of the islands. 

Just, you know, can't get it any 

clearer than that. 

There's one other major issue which, 

the Department of Energy and the county's proposal 

for industrial development really does not do an 

adequate job of considering the impact of 

development and what kind of industrial development 

are we talking about. 

really. 

They don't describe it 

And it could be very high impact, and 

they don't describe the impact of it on even their 

own Preferred Alternative in terms of the slope and 

the river and the quarter mile along the river. 

Under our state Growth Management Act, 

something the counties and DOE is well aware, this 

is it. We won't have another EIS when specific 

development proposals come along in terms of those 

impacts if they are, quote, consistent with this 

one. And it makes it all the more imperative to 

make sure that we do not have an EIS and Record of 

Decision right now that supports opening up 

industrial development through this area because it 

has not adequately considered what are the impacts 

on the Columbia River and the Hanford Reach. 
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MS. WILLIAMS: Thank you, Jerry. 

f<fS02.0MR. DAVIS: Just for the record, my 

name is Chase Davis. I thank the DOE for keeping 

the process open. Certainly I always appreciate 

the opportunity to speak on important issues. 

And I just, just a quick comment, I 

have never been to a public hearing where I heard 

so many things that I agreed with. I want to make 

sure that somebody calls me the next time something 

like this happens so I can be sure to come back 

out. So I thank everybody here. 

tonight. 

MS. WILLIAMS: It's still open. 

w~il, we've heard from a lot of people 

I think this does conclude our meeting, 

unless there's someone else who's willing and 

waiting . And I thank you all for coming. 

(8:30 p . m.) 

* * * 
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