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Technical comments on the Hanford Remedial Action EIS/ Comprehensive Land
Use Plan

1. The cleanup of Hanford is governed under the Comprehensive Environmental Cleanup
and Liability Act (CERCLA) and under{  toxic waste laws (Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act and the Model Toxics Co ol Act). The National Environmental Policy
Act does not supersede the CERCLA process and requirements. As a result, the EIS must
recognize and rely on the CERCLA process and the suitable screening criteria detailed in
the preamble to the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The EIS needs to directly
recognize these requirements.

2. Under NEPA, the EIS is required to identify the proposed action and reasonable
alternatives to that action. For this EIS, the proposed action appears to be restriction on
access. The EIS does not propose taking actions on the major source of the risk. The
alternatives are limited and are not adequ  to meet the ] " A rec ‘rement for
reasonable alternatives. The EIS should focus on the sources of the problem and the
reasonable approaches to resolving these. Only if these cannot be remediated or
contained adequately should USDOE look to other actions. These other actions should
include examination of subsurface barriers to prevent the spread of the risk into
uncontaminated areas.

3. Section 5.11 makes a broad claim for Irretrievable and Irreversible impacts to natural
resources. These impacts are not caused by the actions proposed by this EIS and are not
subject to a claim of irreversible and irretrievablc npact under this EIS. For this claim to
be made, the action causing it must be a part of the EIS. Additionally, the CERCLA
process recognizes claims of irretrievable and irreversible impacts from actions taken
under a NEPA process. CERCLA does not recognize such claims for impacts from
CERCLA releases.

4, The EIS uses a recreational scenario which is deficient. The residential and industrial
scenarios need to utilize the standard default EPA parameters for such scenarios with the
exception that the years of exposure should be increased commensurate with the size of
the site. For small sites, it is reasonable to assume that people will move away and do
other things. With a huge site such as Hanford, this is not a reasonable assumption.

5. The EIS should also include a:Native American scenario which recognizes the Tribal
Treaty rights of the Yakama, the Nez Perce and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation and the very different utilization of resources by tribal members as
compared to members of the general U.S. population. Tribal members are unlikely to
move and are likely to spend much more time in intimate contact with the site and site
resources.









