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COLUMBIA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE Ci
735 E. Main Street, P.0. Drawer
Othello, Washington 99344-0227

(509) 488-2668

Dib Goswami

Washington Department of Ecology
7601 Clearwater Ave., Suite 102
Kennewick, Washington 99336

Dear Mr. Goswami:

This letter transmits comments on the draft document titled North Slope
Expedited Response Action Proposal, Document # DOE/RL-93-47, published October
1993. I have been involved with cleanup efforts currently administered by the
U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers (COE), on the North Slope lands that we manage
as Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge (SMNWR), and verbalized surface
management priorities with COE engineers. These comments are in addition to
those already submitted by the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Ecological
Services office in Moses Lake and Olympia.

1) PSN-90 is mapped incorrectly. The actual location is in Section 1,
T14N, R25E, between the Mattawa Road (24 SW) and SR 24. This change is
important because it is situated on land currently managed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (SMNWR) rather than the Washington Department
of Wildlife (Wahluke Slope HMA).

2) Any site cleanup should preserve the integrity of isolated tree stands
that are associated with old missile or anti-aircraft sites. These tree
stands offer important "structure" for nesting Swainson’'s hawks,
loggerhead shrikes, American kestrels, long-eared owls and other birds.

3) Seasonally correct surveys should be conducted before operations are
carried out at these sites. Specifically, sensitive plants at mostly
undisturbed sites and raptor nesting are a concern. Ferruginous hawk
has not been mentioned in discussions of sensitive species, and although
this species has not been verified at any of the proposed cleanup sites,
the species was reported as possibly nesting at PSN 07/10 during 1993.
The ferruginous hawk is a federal candidate species for protection under
the Endangered Species Act, has attempted nesting on the Wahluke Slope
HMA, and does nest regularly on the south side of the Columbia River.

4) Revegetation at disturbed sites should include a mixture of native

grasses, forbs and shrubs. The loggerhead shrike, another federal
candidate species, uses shrubs for nesting and elevated hunting perches.

Randv Hill, Wildlife Biologist
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failure and trigger another planting effort. Reclamation should alsa occur on
roads as well as cleanup sites. Irrvigation for revegetation of sites should
be included in the ERA proposal.

Some site names and numbers are not standardized in the document, causing
difficulties for the reader in mactching up text, figures, and appendix data.
The Service suggests defining rthe lecter and number codes for the landfills,
sampling, and military sites and the uss of larger size maps for che figuras
to aid in locating the sices.

The following ava some specific comments.

Page 29, firgt paragraph. The statement beginning as "these analytes are
indicative of spraying residue..."” should be removed. As all samples were

taken several feet below the surface of the ground and some weare in areas wich
vegetation that indicated no previous farming activities, this conclusiomn does
not seem appropriare.

Page 2 ast paragraph. The .information provided addresses potential for
agriculcural development only. Please discuss the potential for residential
development which could ceccur with waste removal.

Page 3 Saction 1. Under the no action altermative, would the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Statement address all the sites or only the two
sites listed under the Tri-Party Agreement? -

Page 30, ordmance survey/cleanup paragraphs. The wording in the document

gives the impression that only the survey will be conducted. Please include
informacion on cleanup activicies.

-3
Page 30, section 7.0. When evaluating alternatives, rhe no-action altermative
needs to be included because it provides a comparison with which the other
alternatives can be measured against. We strongly suggest that the ERA
include protection of environmental health as one of the crictexia. The
section titled "Environmencal Impacts” assesses only the impaet associaced
with cleanup activities. The potential contaminant impacts of not cleaning up
the landfills should also be mentioned. :

Page 32, second paragraph. Waste removal will also impact habitat at the waste
disposal site and any borrow sites needed to acquire backfill material. These

impacts should be discussed.

Page 34, table 7.1. Referring to impacts to vegetation from cleanup as
"temporarily” stressed is misleading when this vegetation type may take
decades to regenerate.

Papge 35, fifth pa raph. This first sentence should read "the waste removal
altexmative..."
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE

c¢/o Department of Ecology
7601 W. Clearwater, Suite 102, Kennewick, WA 99336

July 13, 1993

To: Steve Cross
Wafh;ton De artment of Ecology, Hanford Project
ohn

From:
Habitat Biologist, Hanford Site

Subject: Comments on DOE/RL-93- 47 Rev. (: North Slope Expedited Response Action
Proposal

I have reviewed the cited document and offer the following comments. Please consider
ensuring that these comments are incorporated into the revised document. In general, any
cleanup actions performed in accordance with the North Slope Expedited Response Action
(ERA) should be consistent with the different land-use alternatives that were evaluated for
the North Slope as part of the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). The following specific comments are consistent with that basic
philosophy.

0 Page 1, Section 1.1 Goal: The goal statement should refer to the Hanford Reach
DEIS and stress that remediation will be consistent with each of the alternatives
evaluated by the DEIS so that none of the alternatives is precluded by the ERA.

0 Page 23, Section 2.2.5 2, 4-D Disposal Site: Additional information should be
provided in this section to clarify the status of the tanks. If there is a possibility of
residual herbicide remaining within any portion of the flattened (but mostly integral?)
tanks, then the ERA proposal needs to justify why the tanks are to be left in place.

0 Page 29, Section 5.0 Response Action Alternatives: A reference should be provided
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s ranking of proposed refuge projects.
Moreover, it should be. clarified whether the proposed refuge has the same
boundaries as the entire North Slope area or whether it is only a portion of it. This
clarification would be helpful because only a portion of the North Slope is currently
managed by USFWS as a refuge.
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Steve Cross

July 13, 1993

Page 2
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Pages 30 and 31, Section 5.2 Hazard Mitigation:

- 3rd paragraph: "Local source" of fill is too vague. Fill material should be from an
already approved fill source or from an already otherwise disturbed site. The ERA
should ensure that relatively undisturbed habitat areas are not exploited as sources
of fill. Also, revegetation efforts should include native shrubs if these are naturally
part of the site’s floral components and the disturbed area is extensive.

- 4th paragraph:” A number of birds of prey (raptors) nest in the trees associated with
the military sites. Cleanup activities at these sites need to be timed appropriately
so that the nesting cycle of these birds is not disrupted. Moreover, nest trees are
at a premium on the North Slope. Thus, the trees themselves should be protected
from harm due to cleanup activities.

- Sth paragraph: Who will perform the semiannual survey? Can the ERA commit
any future site landlord to these surveys?

- 10th paragraph: This paragraph is narrowly written in regard to its focus on only
threatened and endangered species. All wildlife species, and especially those
identified by the Washington Department of Wildlife as a Priority Species, should
be considered when attempting to minimize the impact to wildlife by cleanup
activities. _

- 11th and final paragraph: The DEIS No Action alternative should be more clearly
distinguished from the ERA No Action alternative.

Pages 31 and 32, Section 5.3 Waste Removal: The same comments, in regard to fill
source, raptor disturbance, and Priority Species, discussed for Section 5.2 above apply
here as well. ‘

Page 36, Section 8.0 Preferred Remedial Alternative:

- 1st paragraph: More importantly, establishment of the North Slope as a wildlife
refuge is the proposed alternative of the Hanford Reach DEIS.

- 3rd paragraph: This paragraph is unnecessary and, moreover, contradictory to the
first paragraph of this section in which it is assumed that land use of the North
Slope will be as a wildlife refuge.

cc: Ted Clausing, WDOW
Ron Friesz, WDOW -
Dibakar Goswami, WDOE
Darci Teel, WDOE
JAH: LB/File
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Dibakar Goswami
July 8, 1993
Page 2

o Page 1, Section 1.1 Goal: The goal statement should refer to
the Hanford Reach DEIS and stress that remediation will be
consistent with each of the alternatives evaluated by the DEIS
so that none of the alternatives is precluded by the ERA.

o ¢ -, Sect'om ..2.5 2, 4-D ™° sal £°%e: Additione”
inrormation should be provided in tnis section to clarity the
status of the tanks. If there is a possibility of residual
herbicide remaining within any portion of the flattened (but
mostly integral?) tanks, then the ERA proposal needs to justify
why the tanks are to be left in place.

o Page 29, Section 5.0 Response Action Alternatives: A reference
should be provided for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
ranking of proposed refuge projects. Moreover, it should be
clarified whether the proposed refuge has the same boundaries
as the entire North Slope area or is only a portion of it.

This clarification would be helpful because only a portion of
the North Slope is currently managed by USFWS as a refuge.

o Pages 30 and 31, Section 5.2 Hazard Mitigation:
3rd paragraph. "Local source' of fill is too vague. Fill
material should be from an already approved fill source or
from an already otherwise disturbed site. The ERA should
ensure that relatively undisturbed habitat areas are not
exploited as sources of fill. Also, revegetation efforts
should include native shrubs if these are naturally part of
the site”s floral components and the disturbed area is
extensive.

- 4th paragraph: A number of birds of prey (raptors) nest in
the trees associated with the military sites. Cleanup
activities at these sites need to be timed appropriately so
that the nesting cycle of these birds is not disrupted.

- 5th paragraph: Who will perform the semiannual survey? Can
the ERA commit any future site landlord to these surveys?

- 10th paragraph: This paragraph is narrowly written in
regard to its focus on only threatened and endangered
species. All species identified by the Washington
Department of Wildlife as Priority Species should be
considered when attempting to minimize the impact to
wildlife by cleanup activities.

- 11th and final paragraph: The DEIS No Action alternative
should be more clearly distinguished from the ERA No Action
alternative.

o Pages 31 and 32, Section 5.3 Waste Removal: The same comments,
in regard to fill source, raptor disturbance, and Priority
Species, discussed for Section 5.2 above apply here as well.
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o Page 36, Section 8.0 Preferred Remedial Alternative:

- 1st paragraph: More importantly, establishment of the North
Slope as a wildlife refuge is the proposed alternative of
the Hanford Reach DEIS.

- 3rd paragraph: This paragraph is unnecessary and, moreover,
¢ 11tradictory to the first paragraph of this section in
which it is ass1 :d that ! 1d use of t} North Slope will be
as a wildlife refuge.
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Mr. Dib Goswami

Department of Ecology

7601 W. Clearwater, Ste 102
Kennewick, WA 99336

ib” :t: H "FORD’S NORTH S] ?E EXPEDITED 1 3PONSE ACTION;
COMMENTS ON--

Dear Mr. Goswami:

Thank you for the opportunity to make preliminary comments on the
"North Slope Expedited Response Action" (ERA). This ERA is in
response to an agreement by Washington State Department of Ecology
(WDOE), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the United
States Department of Energy (USDOE}.

1. A natural resource damage assessment should be conducted to
determine the extent of injury to the natural resources in this
area, as well as an estimate of the injury and damages following
remediation.

2. The ERA should include action to remediate Treaty fishing sites

.an the shore of . Columbia River within the North Slope area, as

necessary. Such sites were actively used prior to the beginning of
the Hanford project.

In considering the clean up activities and scenarios for clean up,
the effects of air borne releases from the 0ld reprocessing

.._. _facilities.. . to. the south should be considered for cumulative

contamination in the groundwater and soil. For example, zones on
the North Slope where plumes of radioactive materials from
reprocessing facilities in the 200 West Area impinged on the upward
sloping ground should be checked for I-129 contamination in the
soil and groundwater beneath the impingement zone.

3. DOE should consider applications of new technology when the
mitigation alternative is determined to be appropriate. Such
action is consistent with EPA rule 40 CFR 300.430 (a) (E)
concerning RI/FS’s.

4. An archeological and cultural survey should be conducted and
attached to the required RI/FS. There are approximately 32 known
archeological sites, including three burial sites, located in the
North Slope area. These should be identified to cognizant cleanup

1

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 865-5121
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personnel via a non-public document, since the mitigation or
removal activities may disturb or affect these sites.

Actions should be required to avoid disturbance of these sites.
New sites revealed in the requested survey should be added to the
list of. known sites to provide an adequate base for conducting
remediation/removal of contamination,

5. The selection of the clean up alternatives should assure that
YIN rights for usage of the subject land and riverine area are in
no way diminished now or in the future, beyond the time when
institutional controls can be relied upon to protect human health
and the environment.

Additl " »al detailed comments are contained in Attachment A to th:
] :ter.

Sincerely,

H ok

F. R. Cook, Technical Analyst

Environmental Restoration/Waste Management Program
Yakima Indian Nation

1933 Jadwin Avenue

Suite 110

Richland, WA 99352

ATTACHMENT A: DETAILED COMMENTS TO YIN LETTER OF JULY 19, 1993
REGARDING HANFORD NORTH SLOPE REMEDIATION

cc. Jim Warner, DOE/EM (fax)
Thomas Grumbly, DOE/EM
Mary Riveland, WDOE
K. Clarke, DOE/RL
Jim Peterson, DOE/RL (5YP)
R. Jim ER/WM, YIN (fax)
M. Dick Squeochs, YIN
Carroll Palmer, YIN
Mike Bauer, YIN
C. Sanchey, YIN
Washington Gov., M. Lowry
U. S§. Congressman, J. Inslee
U. 8. Senator, P. Murray
Joe Stohr, WA Dept of Ecology
David Berick
Michael Campbell
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ATTACHMENT A: DETAILED COMMENTS TO YIN LETTER OF JULY 19, 1993
REGARDING HANFORD NORTH SLOPE REMEDIATION

1. Several contaminants, including 2,4-D, JP-3 fuel, red fuming

“nitric acid (RFNA), aniline, hydrazihe, heavier than diesel liquids

and trichloroethylene have been associated with the Nike missile
sites. Soil surveys should be conducted to determine if these
contaminants are present and their danger to future generations and
other users described in the subject ERA for all potential
contamination areas. Sampling of sites is insufficient to assure
that all sites are uncontaminated.

2. Further tests should be conducted at the land fill for the 2,4-
D ¢ 11l site S| tti la Riv = to ¢ mine if tl
concences of the barreis have leached to the soils.

3. deleted

4. Further surveys should be accomplished to determine the DDT
usage in the area. Although not having been used for years, it is
still evident in the ecosystem. The July 15, 1993 issue of the
Tri-City Herald, contains an article concerning excessive residual
DDT in the Yakima River.

5. Residues of red fuming nitric acid (RFNA) were identified in
the subject ERA as potentially having been discarded in acid
neutralization pits, potential without neutralization. Nitrate
levels in the ground water could be excessive as a result of
disposal of nitrates. Each of these pits should be individually
surveyed for nitrates; and, if any excessive nitrate is found in
the soils, the ground water should also be surveyed to determine
the need for groundwater remediation. Groundwater should in
general be remediated to allow use for domestic purposes or for
watering livestock, consistent with Treaty usage rights pertaining
to the pasturing of stock.

6. All carcinogenic contaminants should be removed from the area
or destroyed, including petroleum hydrocarbons and asbestos in
order to provide safe access to YIN members exercising usage rights
under the Treaty of 1855.

7. The ERA suggests that a flora and fauna survey will be
conducted where ground disturbance will occur. We request that the
YIN ER/WM Program be notified of these surveys to so as to allow
YIN participation. These surveys are discussed in Appendix D, page
D-3.

8. Although the North Slope remediation may not directly affect
the Salmon spawning on the Columbia, care during clean up
activities should be taken to avoid river pollution.
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9., The flora of the North Slope area, especially along the Columbia
River, should be identified in a remedial investigation to identify
species that are endangered and to provide information for
improving the habitat and replenishing species lost because of
Hanford operations. More specifically, two plants that are
currently on the State endangered and Federal candidate species
lists should be addressed. Columbia yellowcress (Rorippa
columbiae), and the Silky northern wormwood (Artemisia campestris
ssp. borealis var. wormskioldii) are on these lists. Populations
of Columbia yellowcrest are known to inhabit shoreline sites along
the Hanford Reach, including the North Slope. The Silky northern
wormwood has been found further up the Columbia River and on the
same side as the "North Slope" area. Although the silky northern
wormwood has not been found on the Columbia Reach, surveys thus far
have been minimal. Another rare species that is listed as State
threatened and on the federal candidate 1list is the Columbia

milkvetch (Astragalus columbianus). And this plant is near the
"Riverland" area upr the river from the "North Slof ' ar 1. Aagain
none have been four in the "North S! ' 1 but that may 1

to minimal surveys.
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Mr. Dib Goswami
Department of Ecology
7601 W. Clearwater Ste 1(
Kennewick WA 99336
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