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SUMMARY

In September 1999 the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Final Hanford Comprehensive
Land-Use Plan (HCP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (DOE/EIS-0222-F). The HCP EIS
analyzed the impacts of alternatives for implementing a land-use plan for the DOE’s Hanford Site for at
least the next 50-year planning period and lasting for as long as DOE retains legal control of some portion
of the real estate. In November 1999 DOE issued its Record of Decision (ROD), establishing the
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP), which consisted of four key elements:

A land-use map that addressed the Hanford Site as five geographic areas;

A set of nine land-use designations that define the permissible uses for each area of the site;
The land-use policies; and,

The implementing procedures that would govern the review and approval of future land uses.

The CLUP is considered an ongoing program that should be reviewed, per the recommendations in the
HCP EIS as well as Council on Environmental Quality guidance, every five years. As stated in the
HCP EIS this National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) review would be in the form of a
Supplement Analysis (SA), prepared under DOE’s NEPA regulations [10 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 1021]. This SA will help inform DOE’s determination of whether the existing HCP EIS
remains adequate, or whether a new EIS, or a supplement to the existing EIS, should be prepared. This
SA will determine whether further NEPA review is needed due to potential changes in the -
aforementioned four key CLUP elements, as adopted in the ROD.

A qualitative process was developed to identify and evaluate decision documents, actions and reasonably
foreseeable actions (e.g., Notice of Intent to prepare the Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS) from
1999 through September 2007. Documents considered in this assessment included existing NEPA,
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensations and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) documents; DOE Orders, policies, guidelines;
DOE real estate licenses, permits, easements, deed notices; Executive Orders and laws and regulations
addressing land use; and cultural/historical documents. In addition, DOE solicited input from tribal
nations and other interested stakeholders through meetings and a fact sheet as to what other documents
should be reviewed/evaluated in this process. Examples of documents identified through this outreach
effort include the Nez Perce Hanford End State Vision, Preliminary Redevelopment Potential for the
Hanford 300 Area Final Report, the DOE Risk-Based End State document, and the City of Richland
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan. More than 280 documents were initially identified. More than 200 of
those candidate documents were reviewed and evaluated to determine if CLUP policies were followed.

The evaluation process started with an initial review of documents using a key word search to verify the
candidate document had some relationship to Hanford activities. Key words (e.g., CLUP, land use,
residential) were selected because they captured key elements of the CLUP. Documents identified as
pertaining to or potentially affecting land-use issues at Hanford were then put through a multi-level,
eight-stage evaluation process. For those documents that presented insufficient information for
determining a potential land-use effect (such as the Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS Notice of
Intent), or where it was not possible to effectively evaluate how the four key CLUP elements would be
affected because no decision had been reached (e.g., the Draft Hanford Reach National Monument
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement), the most current publicly
available information was evaluated. Also, these potential actions were identified and flagged for
re-evaluation in the next five-year HCP EIS SA review.
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As a result of the document evaluation process, DOE found that other regulatory processes have been
used in addition to the CLUP implementing procedures adopted by the ROD in determining whether
proposed activities at the Hanford Site would be consistent with the CLUP. Due to the increased focus
and attention on Hanford Site cleanup and waste management activities, regulatory processes have been
followed under the CERCLA and RCRA/Hazardous Waste Management Act (HWMA) Corrective Action
in accordance with the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement or
TPA); for RCRA/HWMA permitting actions; and using independent NEPA reviews. These processes
involve the same or expanded representation of Federal, state, and local agencies, American Indian
Tribes, stakeholders, and members of the public to what is contemplated using the CLUP implementing
procedures. Consideration of land use and consistency with the CLUP is actively considered and

- documented using these other public processes. DOE considers these other processes to be acceptable for
purposes of evaluating whether land-use is being implemented at the Hanford Site consistent with the
CLUP.

DOE fully intends to honor the commitments made in the Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan
(HCRMP), Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP), Hanford Site Biological Resources
Mitigation Strategy (BRMiS), and other management plans developed under the CLUP to implement
environmental controls consistently across the Hanford Site. The active development and implementation
of resource management plans have maintained these controls, despite minor changes and evolution in
terms of which specific plan now documents these controls, DOE also has found that the scope of some
originally planned resource management plans that were identified by the HCP EIS for purposes of
implementing controls are now being covered by other plans. For example, the substance of the
Aesthetics/Visual Resources Management Plan is addressed by the HCRMP, which addresses these
resources and requirements under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Archaeological
Resources Protection Act (ARPA), and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA). The Fire
Management and Noxious Weed Resource Management Plans are now sub-components of the existing
BRMaP. The Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) Reserve Comprehensive Conservation Plan,
the Wahluke Slope Comprehensive Conservation Plan, and Columbia River Corridor Area Management
Plan are addressed in the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Draft Hanford Reach National
Monument Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP EIS). Other
plans originally identified in the final HCP EIS (e.g., the Watershed Management Plan, the South
600 Area Management Plan) have not been prepared and are indefinitely deferred pending funding and
roject priorities. U.S. Department of Energy, Richland rations Office (DOE-RL) began development

of a Mineral Resources Management Plan in 2001, but deferred its completion pending finalization of
NEPA documents ad ing these resour e.g., Environmental Assessment; Use of Existing Borrow
Areas, Hanford Site, Richland Washington (DOE/EA-1403, October 2001); Environmental Assessment;
Reactivation and Use of Three Former Borrow Sites in the 100-F, 100-H, and 100-N Areas
(DOE/EA-1454, March 2003); and Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement (HSW_EIS) (January 2004)]. Two resource management plans that
address cultural issues associated with Gable Mountain and Gable Butte (finalized); and Rattlesnake
Mountain (still under development are supplemental to the existing HCRMP. A draft Cultural and
Biological Resources Management Plan was developed by the Pacific Northwest Site Office (PNSO) to
address Hanford Site lands that were reassigned to the DOE Office of Science (SC). All of these plans
continue to implement environmental and resource controls consistent with CLUP policies and
implementing procedures and do not amend, modify, or change the original CLUP land-use designations,
the land-use map, or CLUP policies. These plans continue to support DOE's efforts to streamline and
integrate project reviews and environmental planning at the Hanford Site consistent with the CLUP
policies.

DOE has considered the results of the document evaluation process, the information that has been

developed since 1999 concerning land use, and the procedures and processes that have been used at the
Hanford Site to consider land uses. The use of other formal public processes is consistent with the intent
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of the CLUP policies and implementing procedures. The information that has been developed concerning
land use since issuance of the HCP EIS in 1999 continues to support the land-use designations and stated
policies of the CLUP. DOE continues to improve and enhance resource management planning to ensure
appropriate controls are implemented at the Hanford Site consistent with the CLUP.

On March 23, 2008, DOE issued the draft SA for a 30-day informal public review. This informal public
review period ran for 30 days, from March 24, 2008, to April 23, 2008. As part of the informal public
review process, DOE’s outreach efforts involved the preparation of fact sheets (900 were mailed, and 600
were distributed electronically), and sending e-mails (with links to the SA) to the cooperating agencies
involved with the 1999 HCP EIS. During this timeframe, DOE also met with Native American Tribes,
the Hanford Advisory Board River and Plateau Committee, the Hanford Natural Resource Trustee
Council, and the City of Richland and Benton County.

During the informal public review period, DOE received comments from the Oregon Department of
Energy; the State of Washington Department of Ecology/State of Washington Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the City of Richland. The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation submitted
comments after the close of the informal public review period.

The DOE has considered all comments to the extent practicable. The comment letters received on the
draft SA, and DOE responses, are presented collectively in Appendicies in the final SA. Based on
comments, DOE has made certain revisions to the text of the final SA, which are shown with a double
underline on the specific pages where the revisions were made.

DOE has not identified significant changes in circumstances or substantial new information that have
evolved since 1999 that would affect the basis for its decision as documented in the HCP EIS ROD. DOE
believes that preparation of a new EIS, or a supplement to the existing EIS, is not warranted at this time.
DOE will publish an amended ROD, as appropriate, based on the final determination, to clarify that other
regulatory processes, additional implementation controls, and stakeholder involvement processes are
acceptable methods for addressing whether proposed activities at the Hanford Site are consistent with the
CLUP land-use designations, map, and policies.

Summary-3



DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

This page intentionally left blank.

Summary-4




1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01
CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION........cioiiiitiiiiieeninteietriestste et s seesesesesasssesss st tesasssesesesesessensesesssssssseseseseossaenas 1-1
HCP EIS BACKGROUND ........coivritieitnieieeeiete ettt e tese s st et re et esesssssisssssseessseenas 2-1
2.1 The 1999 HCP EIS ROD....c.couiiiiiiiciecceei ettt e 2-1
2.1.1 HCP EIS ROD, CLUP Land-UsSe Map ........cccccvueurreemerrrerereereeererisssersaesessesesnnns 2-3
2.1.2 HCP EIS ROD, CLUP Land-Use Designations.........ccc.coveuverreeiresrneeeeeeeeenennen. 2-4
2.1.3  CLUP Land-Use PONCIES ......ccueeiiirieriieeireeetecteeeeeteecrete e nens 2-6
2.14 CLUP Implementing Procedures .........coceeeveeieeeeeierieeeieeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeee e 2-6
ENVIRONMENTAL DISCIPLINE ANALYSIS ..ottt cteeereeseeses oo eseesesens 3-1
3.1 Land USE .ottt sttt ettt s s s et et s et en s be e anan e 3-1
32 GE0loZICAl RESOUICES .......cevveteiiieeieiie sttt e et eten e neasenas 39
33 WaAtEr RESOUICES .....ovieiiiiiieicniecret ettt ete et e bbb s e s ennerens 3-10
34 Bi1010gICal RESOUICES.......coueeeiieieeeeiieteeteteee ettt ettt ere e et e s resrereensorens 3-11
35 CUlTUral RESOUITES ....c.civviereriieieieieriereetene e stetet et s ete s e sae et esessessesseressesessesennensanas 3-11
3.6 Visual and Aesthetic RESOUICES ........ccvevieieeieieeiieceieseeee ettt r e ereerean 3-12
37 CONLAMINALION ..ottt e teetere e e st es e teie et e e et e be e beesesbessesaeeseebsennesensersensonsans 3-12
COMPARISON OF CLUP POLICIES WITH CURRENT POLICIES .........cococvvierevereenene 4-1
4.1 Overall Policy and Changes .........ccccceeeieereicirieieeeeeceeeeee et ere e enes e ereeneseenens 4-1
4.1.1 Protection of Environmental Resources and Changes .............cccccueeereceecvennee. 4-2
4.1.2  Protection of Cultural Resources and Changes...........ccccvevvivevveevmvnsevevieienens 4-3
4.1.3 Siting New Development and Changes.........cccceccvevvevvieicvineeieiesecs s 4-3
4.1.4  Utility and Transportation Corridors and Changes ...........cccccceevevvevrereceeneennnnne. 4-4
4.1.5 Economic Development and Changes...........cocvevereeievererienirceerese e 4-4
COMPARISON OF CLUP IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES WITH CURRENT
PROCEDURES ..ottt eriestestes e stesesae st e et et e as st e s e e e sessesaesssessensassnssssaesesseneas 5-1
5.1 Description of Integrated Implementation Procedures............ccceeeeeevieieciecrivecrieeeenrerennes 5-1
52 Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (Resource Management Plans and Area
Management PIans) ........ccccvieierieineecesee ettt e e 5-2
53 Mission-Related Program and Contractor Integration — Status..........ooeveeeveeiveirreveeernenne, 5-6
54 Review Process for Use ReqUests — StatUs.......c.cevieeveerieieecieeeeeieeeeeeeeereveeseeneeveenennes 5-7
5.5 Amendments to the CLUP - StatUS ....cccceeiioricriercieeecereeiecier e cres s s eeaen 5-9
FINDINGS ...ttt ettt s st e e st e se e s e e s e s e esasssnasae stsesesssassossseresstsonssesessaestsarseraesasens 6-1

il




DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01
APPENDICES

A RECORD OF DECISION FOR HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ....ooviiiiiir e, APP A-i

B SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS EVALUATION METHODOLOGY .....covniiiiiiiinienriienee APP B-i

C WRITTEN COMMENTS TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ON
DRAFT HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS FACT SHEET/OUTLINE................. APP C-i

D WRITTEN COMMENTS TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ON DRAFT
HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMEMENT SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS ..o APP D-i

E  U.S.DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS ON
DRAFT HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS ..o APP E-i

F CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA INDIAN NATION
REQUEST FOR EXTENSION AND U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESPONSE ........ APP F-i

FIGURES
Figure 2-1. Final CLUP Land-Use Designations, as presented in the HCP EIS ..o 2-3
Figure 2-2. DOE’s Land-Use Planning Areas, as presented in the HCP EIS......cc..coooeiiicininninnn 2-5
Figure 3-1. Hanford Site, Showing Land-Use Designations Including the Hanford Reach National
MONUITIENL. ....eeetveriieieeererieriueesseeesasreeesstesaesonneasstosas st essessasessnsssssasbsasssasesseaas st tasttesaessnseenaees 33
Figure 3-2. Central Plateau Areas of ANalyses. .......ccovvieiiiiemiiieiiiinine 3-5
Figure 5-1. Review Process for Use ReqUESLES. .....ceerrrireniiiiiiieciinienisiciec i 5-8
TABLES
Table 2-1. Hanford Site Land-Use DeSignations. .......ccccevviveemimmiiiiiniisiinetsreiesie s e nses s 2-4
Table 5-1. CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPS).........cooeoriininecncccnciis 5-3
v




ACHP
AIRFA
ALE
AMP
ARAR
ARPA
BLM
BoR
BRMaP
BRMiS
CBRMP
CCp
CCP EIS

CEQ
CERCLA

CFR
CLUP
CTUIR
DOE
DOE-RL
EA
Ecology
EIS

EM
EPA
ERDF
EUZ
FAR
FFTF
FH
FPMR
FR
GNEP
GTCC
HAB
HCP
HCP EIS

HCRMP
HSW EIS
HWMA
INL
LANL
LLW
MLLW
Monument
MOU
NCO

DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

TERMS

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation |

American Indian Religious Freedom Act |

Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology |

area management plan

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements

Archaeological Resources Protection Act

Bureau of Land Management

Bureau of Reclamation

Hanford Biological Resource Management Plan

Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy

Cultural and Biological Resources Management Plan

Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Draft Hanford Reach National Monument (Monument) Comprehensive
Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980

Code of Federal Regulations

Comprehensive Land-Use Plan

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office

Environmental Assessment

Washington State Department of Ecology

Environmental Impact Statement

DOE Office of Environmental Management

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility

exclusive use zone

Federal Acquisition Regulations

Fast Flux Test Facility

Fluor Hanford

Federal Property Management Regulations

Federal Register

Global Nuclear Energy Partnership

Greater-Than-Class-C

Hanford Advisory Board

Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan

Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact
Statement

Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan

Hanford Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement

Hazardous Waste Management Act

Idaho National Laboratory

Los Alamos National Laboratory

iow-level waste

mixed low-level waste

Hanford Reach National Monument

Memorandum of Understanding

NEPA Compliance Officer

v




NEPA

NHPA

NRC

NTS

ORR

PHMC
PNNL

PNSO

PSF

RCRA

REO

RL

RMP

ROD

SA

SC

SEPA

SHPO

SMB

SPAB

SRS
TC&WM EIS
TGD
Tri-Party Agreement or TPA
USFWS '
WIPP

DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Historic Preservation Act
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Nevada Test Site

Oak Ridge Reservation

Project Hanford Management Contract
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Pacific Northwest Site Office

Physical Sciences Facility

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
Real Estate Officer

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
resource management plan

Record of Decision

Supplement Analysis

DOE Office of Science

State Environmental Policy Act of 1971
State Historic Preservation Officer

Site Management Board

Site Planning Advisory Board

Savannah River Site

Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

technical guidance document

Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant



DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

HANFORD COMPREHENSIVE LAND-USE PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In September 1999 the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued the Final Hanford Comprehensive
Land-Use Plan (HCP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (DOE/EIS-0222-F). The HCP EIS
analyzed the impacts of alternatives for implementing a land-use plan for the DOE’s Hanford Site for at
least the next 50-year planning period and lasting for as long as DOE retains legal control of some portion
of the real estate. In November 1999 DOE issued its Record of Decision (ROD), establishing the
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan (CLUP), which consisted of four key elements:

e A land-use map that addressed the Hanford Site as five geographic areas;

e A set of nine land-use designations that define the permissible uses for each area of the site;
s The land-use policies; and,

e The implementing procedures that would govern the review and approval of future land uses.
The HCP EIS states that,

“The CLUP is a living document designed to hold a chosen course over an extended
period of development and management of resources, yet the plan is flexible enough
to accommodate a wide spectrum of both anticipated and unforeseen mission
conditions. A fundamentally good plan can do this for a relatively short period of
time (five years), during which monitoring, data gathering, and analysis for the
purposes of “fine tuning” and improving the plan by Amendment should be an
ongoing program. It is recommended that a reassessment of the CLUP should occur
every 5 years, in the form of a NEPA Supplemental Analysis per 10 CFR 10217
(Section 6.6.5, Amendments to the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan).

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the NEPA (National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969) [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1500, Section 1502.9(c)]
state that an agency shall prepare supplements to a final EIS if (a) the agency makes substantial changes
in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (b) there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns bearing on the proposed action or its
impacts. Further, the CEQ in their response to the question “Under what circumstances do old EISs have
to be supplemented before taking action on a proposal?” states that “As a rule of thumb, if the proposal
has not yet been implemented, or if the EIS concerns an ongoing program, EISs that are more than 5 years
old should be carefully reexamined to determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel preparation of an
EIS supplement.” [40 Most Asked Questions About Compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), Question and Response No. 32, Vol. 46 Federal Register (FR) Page 18026, March 23, 1981;
as amended, 51 FR 15618, April 25, 1986]. The CEQ goes on to state that, “If an agency has made a
substantial change in a proposed action that is relevant to environmental concerns, or if there are
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts, a supplemental EIS must be prepared for an old EIS so that the agency has
the best possible information to make any necessary substantive changes in its decisions regarding the
proposal. Section 1502.9(c).”

The CLUP is considered an ongoing program that should be reviewed, per the recommendations in the

HCP EIS as well as CEQ guidance, every five years. As stated in the HCP EIS this review would be in
the form of a Supplement Analysis (SA). DOE’s implementing procedures for NEPA [10 CFR Part 1021,
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Section 1021.314(c)] state that “When it is unclear whether or not an EIS supplement is required, DOE
shall prepare a Supplement Analysis” that shall discuss the circumstances that are pertinent to deciding
whether to prepare a supplemental EIS, pursuant to CEQ regulations at 40 CFR Section 1502.9(c). Based
on the SA, DOE will determine whether there have been substantial changes in the CLUP; or there have
been significant changes in circumstances or new information since the issuance of the CLUP in 1999 that
are relevant to environmental concerns bearing on the CLUP or its impacts. This SA will help inform
DOE’s determination of whether the existing HCP EIS remains adequate, or whether a new EIS, or a
supplement to the existing EIS, should be prepared. This SA will determine whether further NEPA
review is needed due to potential changes in the four key CLUP elements, as adopted in the ROD: (1) the
land-use designations; (2) the land-use map, depicting the desired future patterns of land use on the
Hanford Site; (3) CLUP land-use policies; or (4) CLUP implementing procedures described in Chapter 6
of the final HCP EIS, as well as (5) impacts of the changes in items 1 through 4.

Since the issuance of the Final HCP EIS and ROD there have been numerous actions taken and decision
documents issued pertaining to the Hanford Site that potentially could impact the CLUP. For this SA the
analysis focuses on a qualitative evaluation of those actions, decisions, and “reasonably foreseeable
activities” that have the potential to affect the four key CLUP elements (i.e., the land-use map, land-use
designation, land-use policies, and implementing procedures) since issuance of the HCP EIS in
September 1999 and the ROD in November 1999, through the end of fiscal year 2007 (September 30,
2007).

Changes in circumstances and new information and their potential impacts on the CLUP are assessed
through a review of the universe of potential actions and decisions presented in various Hanford Site
documents and analyses. This SA assumes that any significant actions or decisions implemented on lands
under the authority of DOE at the Hanford Site that pertain or potentially affect the CLUP, would be
documented and publicly available. The implementation of the actions/decisions identified in these
Hanford Site documents is verified by management walk-throughs, surveillances, and other reviews
conducted by field representatives. Documents considered in this assessment include:

Existing NEPA documentation directly related to, or generally pertaining to, the Hanford Site;

o Existing Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA) documentation directly related to the Hanford Site;

s Existing Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) documentation directly related to
the Hanford Site;

e Resource management plans and area management plans (and revisions) that were originally
identified in Chapter 6 of the Final HCP EIS and dny developed since 1999;

¢ DOE Orders, policies, guidelines (as referenced in the HCP EIS) pertaining to tand use and their
updates;

¢ DOE real estate licenses, permits, easements, deed notices;
Executive Orders and laws and regulations addressing land use; and

¢ Cultural/historical documents.

Although not required by the NEPA regulations discussed previously, documents suggested in
stakeholder comments were included in the review of the universe of candidate documents that could
implicate or affect the CLUP land-use designations.

More than 280 candidate documents were initially identified. More than 200 of those documents were
reviewed further and evaluated to determine if CLUP policies and procedures were followed. The
evaluation process started with an initial review of documents using a key word search to verify the
document had some relationship to Hanford activities. Key words (e.g., CLUP, land use, residential)
were selected because they captured fundamental elements of the CLUP. Documents identified as
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pertaining to or implicating land use at Hanford were then put through a multi-level, eight-stage
evaluation process. The review process followed a logic sequence for evaluating each candidate
document. Each successive step in the review subjected the action or decision described in the document
to a more rigorous evaluation relative to its impacts or effect on the CLUP land-use map, land-use
designation, land-use policies, and implementing procedures. A description of the evaluation process is
provided in Appendix B; the details of this evaluation process are described fully in Document Evaluation
Process Supporting Preparation of a National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 Supplement Analysis to
the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (HNF-36772) and an
addendum (HNF-37846).

On March 23, 2008, DOE issued the draft SA for a 30-day informal public review. This informal public
review period ran for 30 days, from March 24, 2008, to April 23, 2008. As part of the informal public
review process, DOE’s outreach efforts involved the preparation of fact sheets (900 were mailed, and 600
were distributed electronically), and sending e-mails (with links to the SA) to the cooperating agencies
involved with the 1999 HCP EIS. During this timeframe, DOE also met with Native American Tribes,
the Hanford Advisory Board River and Plateau Committee, the Hanford Natural Resource Trustee
Council, and the City of Richland and Benton County.

During the informal public review period, DOE received comments from the Oregon Department of
Energy; the State of Washington Department of Ecology/State of Washington Fish and Wildlife Service,
and the City of Richland. The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR)

submitted comments after the close of the informal public review period.

The DOE has considered all comments to the extent practicable. The comment letters received on the
draft SA, and DOE responses, are presented collectively in Appendies in this final SA. Based on
comments, DOE has made certain revisions to the text of the aforementioned final SA, which are shown

with a double underline on the specific pages where the revisions were made.
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2.0 HCP EIS BACKGROUND

The DOE prepared the Final HCP EIS to evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementing a comprehensive land-use plan for the Hanford Site for an extended timeframe. With the
exception of the required No-Action Alternative, each of the six alternatives represented a Tribal, Federal,
state, or local agency's Preferred Alternative. The DOE's Preferred Alternative anticipated multiple uses
of the Hanford Site, including: consolidating waste management operations in the Central Plateau,
allowing industrial development in the eastern and southern portions of the Site, increasing recreational
access to the Columbia River, and expanding the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife Refuge to include all
of the Wahluke Slope and Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology (ALE) [managed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)].

The nine cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments that participated in the preparation of
the Final HCP EIS are: the U.S. Department of the Interior [Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau
of Reclamation (BoR), and the USFWS)]; the City of Richland, Washington; Benton, Franklin, and Grant
counties; the Nez Perce Tribe, Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management; and the
CTUIR. Although not a cooperating agency, the Yakama Nation participated at points throughout the
seven-year-long HCP EIS process and submitted comments on the draft EIS, which were addressed by
DOE in developing the final EIS.

The HCP EIS ROD which established the CLUP was signed on November 2, 1999, and published in the
Federal Register (64 FR 61615, November 12, 1999). This section briefly addresses the decisions set
forth in the HCP EIS ROD; the ROD in its entirety is provided in Appendix A.

2.1 The 1999 HCP EIS ROD

DOE’s decision was to adopt the Preferred Alternative land-use map as shown in the HCP EIS and to
implement the DOE Preferred Alternative as evaluated in the EIS, using the land-use policies and
implementing procedures described in Chapter 6. DOE selected the Preferred Alternative over the other
alternatives, including the Environmentally Preferable Alternative (Alternative One) because it offered
the best balance between DOE’s mission needs and the need to protect environmental resources. In
response to comments received during the public review of the Revised Draft HCP EIS, DOE modified
the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS, bringing it closer to the Environmentally Preferable Alternative
by increasing natural resource protection while still providing for anticipated DOE mission needs. These
modifications included changing all Conservation (Mining and Grazing) designations to Conservation
(Mining), and extending the national wildlife refuge designation (Preservation, from the Environmentally
Preferable Alternative, which was Alternative One) to include the entire geographic areas of the Wahluke
Slope, the Columbia River islands not in Benton County, the Riverlands, the McGee Ranch, and the ALE
Reserve. A portion of the ALE Reserve was set aside and designated Conservation (Mining) as a
“tradeoff” for including the McGee Ranch as part of the national wildlife refuge designation (see SA
Section 3.2). Also, as stated in the “DOE’s Decision” section of the ROD:

“Future individual project land-use requirements would be irreversible and irretrievable committed
through appropriate NEPA, or NEPA, CERCLA, or RCRA integrated processes as described in
Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS.”

The ROD established the CLUP and required that its implementation occur through the processes
described in Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS. There are four key elements to the CLUP’s implementation:
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The DOE land-use map (refer to SA Section 2.1.1, Figure 2-1), that depicts designated land uses for
areas of the Hanford Site. The land-use map supports full implementation of DOE mission elements
assigned to Hanford.

The land-use designations (refer to SA Section 2.1.2, Figure 2-2 and Table 2-1) that define the
purpose, intent, and principal use(s) of each geographic area shown by the final CLUP land-use map.

The land-use policies that direct land-use actions (refer to SA Section 2.1.3). The policies will help to
ensure that individual land-use actions collectively advance the CLUP’s goals and objectives over
time.

The land-use plan implementing procedures that include administrative procedures for reviewing and
approving use requests and making recommendations on actions to be undertaken under the land-use
plan to align and coordinate Hanford Site management plans (see SA Section 2.1.4).
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Figure 2-1. Final CLUP Land-Use Designations, as presented in the HCP EIS
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2.1.2 HCP EIS ROD, CLUP Land-Use Designations

Land-use designations and associated definitions are presented in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. Hanford Site Land-Use Designations.

Land-Use Definition
Designation

Industrial- An area suitable and desirable for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous, dangerous,

Exclusive radioactive, and Nonradioactive wastes. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial-
Exclusive uses. .

Industrial An area suitable and desirable for activities, such as reactor operations, rail, barge transport
facilities, mining, manufacturing, food processing, assembly, warehouse, and distribution
operations. Includes related activities consistent with Industrial uses.

Agricultural An area designated for the tilling of soil, raising of crops and livestock, and horticulture for

commercial purposes along with all those activities normally and routinely involved in
horticulture and the production of crops and livestock. Includes related activities consistent
with Agricultural uses.

Research and

An area designated for conducting basic or applied research that requires the use of a large-

Development scale or isolated facility, or smaller scale time-limited research conducted in the field or within
facilities that consume limited resources. Includes scientific, engineering, technology
development, technology transfer, and technology deployment activities to meet regional and
national needs. Includes related activities consistent with Research and Development.

High-Intensity An area allocated for high-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities (commercial and

Recreation governmental), such as golf courses, recreational vehicle parks, boat launching facilities, Tribal

fishing facilities, destination resorts, cultural centers, and museums. Includes related activities
consistent with High-Intensity Recreation.

Low-Intensity

An area allocated for low-intensity, visitor-serving activities and facilities, such as improved

Recreation recreational trails, primitive boat launching facilities, and permitted campgrounds. Includes
related activities consistent with Low-Intensity Recreation.

Conservation An area reserved for the management and protection of archaeological, cultural, ecological,

(Mining and and natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt,

Grazing) and topsoil for governmental purposes) and grazing could occur as a special use (i.e., a permit
would be required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with
resource conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining and Grazing),
consistent with the protection of archaeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources.

Conservation An area reserved for the management and protection of archaeological, cultural, ecological,

(Mining) and natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand, gravel, basalt,
and topsoil for governmental purposes) could occur as a special use (i.e., a permit would be
required) within appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource
conservation. Includes activities related to Conservation (Mining), consistent with the
protection of archaeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources.

Preservation An area managed for the preservation of archaeological, cultural, ecological, and natural

resources. No new consumptive uses (i.e., mining or extraction of non-renewable resources)
would be allowed within this area. Limited public access would be consistent with resource
preservation. Includes activities related to Preservation uses.

Five geographic areas of the Hanford Site formed the basis for the environmental impacts analysis and
land-use plan (see SA Figure 2-2):

1. Wahluke Slope;

2. Columbia River Corridor;
3. Central Plateau;

4. All Other Areas; and

5. ALE Reserve.
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2.1.3 CLUP Land-Use Policies

CLUP land-use policies as adopted by DOE in the ROD govern land-use actions at the Hanford Site.
These CLUP policies will help to ensure that individual actions of successive managers consistently
advance the adopted CLUP map, goals, and objectives over time. The overall CLUP land-use policy as
adopted by the ROD is to accomplish the following for the Hanford Site: (1) protect the Columbia River
and associated natural and cultural resources and water quality; (2) wherever possible, locate new
development, including cleanup and remediation related projects, in previously disturbed areas;

(3) protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources of the Site for the enjoyment, education, study,
and use of future generations; (4) honor treaties with American Indian Tribes as they relate to land uses
and resource uses; (5) reduce exclusive use zone areas to maximize the amount of land available for
alternate uses while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous operations; (6) allow access for
other uses (e.g., recreation) outside of active waste management areas, consistent with the land-use
designation; (7) ensure that a public involvement process is used for amending the CLUP and land-use
designations to respond to changing conditions; (8) as feasible and practical, remove pre-existing,
nonconforming uses; and (9) facilitate cleanup and Waste Management. These CLUP policies are
intended to provide for protection of environmental resources, protection of cultural resources, siting of
new development, utility and transportation corridors, and economic development.

2.14 CLUP Implementing Procedures

The CLUP Land-Use Implementing Procedures as adopted by DOE in the ROD include:

e Administrative procedures for reviewing and approving requests for use of Hanford Site lands.
Review of land-use requests and/or proposals, to determine if they are “allowable uses,” “special
uses,” or “amendments,” as defined by the CLUP. This review is conducted by the DOE Real Estate
Officer (REO) and NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO). A Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB),
consisting of representatives from DOE, the cooperating agencies with land-use authority, and
affected American Indian Tribes; and the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
(DOE-RL) Site Management Board (SMB), supports the REO and NCO, as appropriate, in evaluating
and making recommendations on use requests that are not “allowable uses.”

e Using "area" and "resource" management plans (AMPs and RMPs, refer to SA Section 5.2) for the
Hanford Site that align and coordinate with the land-use maps, policies and procedures of the CLUP.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DISCIPLINE ANALYSIS

The environmental consequence analyses in the HCP EIS focused on the environmental resource
categories in Chapter 4, “Affected Environment.” The resource categories were land use, geologic
resources, water resources, air resources, biological resources, cultural resources, the socioeconomic
environment, visual and aesthetic resources, noise, environmental monitoring programs, and

contamination. DOE has proposed, and in many instances implemented, many actions at the Hanford Site

since issuance of the HCP EIS ROD in November 1999. Through a series of analyses and decisions
supported by extensive public involvement, DOE has continued to manage land use at the Hanford Site
consistent with the descriptions and analyses in the HCP EIS. Documentation has been prepared by DOE

using other regulatory processes [including NEPA, CERCLA, RCRA, Hazardous Waste Management Act

(HWMA), and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)]; licenses, permits, deed notices,

easements; resource management plans; findings, determinations, and memoranda of agreement), which
identify actions that involve consideration of land use at the Hanford Site. Additionally, these processes
involve documented proposals and activities by other DOE organizations, American Indian Tribes, State
and local governments and stakeholders pertaining to or potentially affecting land-use issues at Hanford.

This SA evaluates whether actions/decisions [as identified in the universe of candidate documents
reviewed (HNF-36772)] in the intervening years since issuance of the HCP EIS and ROD have affected
those same resource categories as they relate to the four key elements of the CLUP (i.e., land-use
designation, land-use map, use of CLUP policies, and CLUP implementing procedures). The following
sections address those actions/decision documents in the context of land use, geologic resources, water
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, visual and aesthetic resources, and contamination.

The document evaluation process (refer to SA Section 1.1 and Appendix B) identified no
actions/decisions presenting land-use considerations or impacts associated with air resources, the
socioeconomic environment, noise, and environmental monitoring programs; as a result, no additional
discussion on those resource categories is provided in this SA.

Based upon the evaluations, DOE has not found actions or decisions made since 1999 that affected the
resource categories as they relate to CLUP land-use designations or the land-use map. There were
instances where impacts occurred on Hanford lands (e.g., the 2000 “24 Command Fire” and the 2007
“Wautoma Fire”); however, no change in CLUP land-use designations or the land-use map resulted.
Current resource management plans [i.e., Hanford Biological Resource Management Plan (BRMaP,
DOE/RL-96-32, 2001 http://www.pnl.gov/ecomon/Docs/brmap/BRMAP.html) and Hanford Site
Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy (BRMiS, DOE/RL-96-88, 2003
http://www.pnl.gov/ecomon/Docs/BRMiS.pdf)] continue to be used as guidelines in protecting and
sustaining native species and their habitats on the Hanford Site, consistent with the CLUP. An update to

the BRMaP is expected in calendar year 2008 and will consider the physical changes that have occurred
to the land cover and species distributions at the Hanford Site to reflect current conditions.

3.1 Land Use

Since 1999, DOE documentation pertaining to or implicating land use at the Hanford Site (refer to
HNF-36772) has remained consistent with the land-use map/designations established by the CLUP. To
illustrate some of the developments that have transpired since 1999 and address or potentially affect land
use at the Hanford Site, examples are discussed briefly below.

e OnJune 9, 2000, the Hanford Reach National Monument (Monument) was established by
Presidential Proclamation (http:/clinton5.nara.gov/CEQ/hanford_reach_proclamation.html.) The
195,000-acre Monument, encompassing one of the last free-flowing stretches of the Columbia River,
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is administered by the USFWS under agreement with DOE. The USFWS and DOE could extend
such agreements in the future to lands in the Monument not now managed by USFWS when
appropriate cleanup has been completed. The Monument would not affect cleanup of surrounding
lands, the operations of Bureau of Reclamation’s Columbia Basin Project or the Federal Columbia
River Transmission System facilities already located with the Monument. Figure 3-1 depicts the
Monument along with current Hanford Site land-use designations.

The Presidential Proclamation establishing the Monument, in certain cases, mandated more restrictive
uses within the Monument than what DOE had adopted in the HCP EIS ROD in order to protect the
resources for which the Monument was established. Figure 3-1 shows the Monument overlay
resulting from the Proclamation on the CLUP as established by the HCP EIS ROD.

On June 14, 2001, an amendment to the existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between

DOE and the USFWS was signed (Memorandum of Understandin tween the U.S. Department o
the Interior, Fish and Wildli rvice and the U.S. Department of Energyv, Richland Operation
Office for the Fitzner-Eberhart Arid Lands Ecology Reserve at the Hanford Site and the Wahluke
Slope Permit, 2001). This MOU and accompanying permit clarified the relationship between DOE

and the USFWS in light of the new Monument. Under the amended MOU, USFWS continues to
manage land for DOE; the amended MOU did not change any land-use designations under the CLUP.
The ALE real estate remains under DOE’s ownership and control. Despite the change in m in
agency, the lands would still be managed consistent with the DOE’s final CLUP land-use map and
designations, and under the MOU, DOE retained authority to approve the final USFWS
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) (see discussion below).

The Draft H rd Reach National Mon nt (Monument mprehensive Conservation Pla

d
Environmental Impact Statement (CCP EIS, refer to SA Appendix B), was prepared by the USFWS
with DOE as a cooperating agency and issued for public comment in December 2006. The final CCP,
when issued, will provide direction to the USFWS on management of the Monument. The approved
plan will provide the framework for managing the protection of natural, cultural and recreational
resources; visitor use; development of facilities; and day-to-day operations of the Monument. The

raft CCP EIS specifically acknowledges that the CLUP is still the active plan for the DOE-controlled
rtions of the Hanford Site (including portions of the Monument still owned by DOE but managed
USFWS r the MO described in the precedin ragraph), and that the CLUP will remain

in effect until such time as jurisdiction is transferred to another entity or is superseded by another
DOE plan. The USFWS may have different access controls and management philosophy under the

P, but the land-use designations remain consistent with the CLUP.

The Industrial-Exclusive designation for the Central Plateau was established by the CLUP to allow
for continued waste management operations within the Central Plateau geographic area. The

inition of Industrial-Exclusive includes treatment, storage and disposal of all categories of wastes
and related management activities (e.g., radiation safety, worker training, etc.). Figure 3-1 shows the
Industrial-Exclusive area established by the CLUP within the Central Plateau. As stated in the Final
HCP EIS [Section 3.3.2.3.3],

“This [Industrial-Exclusive] designation would allow expansion of existing facilities
or development of new compatible facilities. Designating the Central Plateau as
Industrial-Exclusive would be consistent with the Working Group’s
recommendations, current DOE management practice, other governments’
recommendations, and many public stakeholder values throughout the region.”
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Figure 3-1. Hanford Site, Showing Land-Use Designations Including the
Hanford Reach National Monument.
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The “Working Group” refers to the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group, which provided an
important contribution to the EIS analysis in the form of six geographic study areas for planning
purposes. The Central Plateau was one of these original geographic areas, but was slightly
modified for purposes of the EIS analysis to focus only on the central waste management area, not
the buffer area. The nine Hanford Site land-use designations and their definitions as described in
the Final HCP EIS were partly drawn from the final 1992 Report of the Working Group, and were
co-written by the cooperating agencies and consulting Tribal governments. [HCP EIS, Sections
3.2.2 and 3.2.5]. The existing CERCLA RODS were also considered in developing the land-use
alternatives evaluated in the HCP EIS. [HCP EIS, Section 1.3]. One of DOE’s underlying
assumptions for the Industrial-Exclusive land-use designation within the Central Plateau was that
remediation activities at the Hanford Site would continue and, where necessary, require
institutional controls and deed restrictions for at least the next 50 years. [HCP EIS, Section
3.3.2.2].

As stated in the HCP EIS (Section 1.1.3) and confirmed in DOE’s responses to public comments,
the cleanup mission at Hanford is DOE’s primary mission, and the land-use planning effort
complements that mission. It is the cleanup mission that provides the reason to implement a land-
use plan that does not address individual cleanup sites, but looks at the entire Hanford Site instead.
The evaluation of impacts associated with individual remedial actions, including groundwater
impacts, would be deferred to the CERCLA/Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (Tri-Party Agreement) process. [HCP EIS, pgs. P-1 (Preamble), 1-11, F-6, F-12, F-20].

Since the Final HCP EIS and ROD were issued in 1999, the CLUP has been used in many
different analytical contexts at the Hanford Site. One of these analytical contexts is the
development of cleanup goals that are then incorporated into cleanup decisions under the Tri-Party
Agreement. With respect to the Tri-Party Agreement, CERCLA risk analyses are the primary
analytical tool used to evaluate potential exposure scenarios to determine human health risks
associated with an individual unit or site being studied. These analyses are based on the
anticipated future land use associated with the site. This is the CLUP designated land use, which
lasts for as long as DOE retains control of the land (HCP EIS, Sections 1.0, 1.4, 6.0). Atthe
Central Plateau, CERCLA risk analyses have also considered other risk €Xposure scenarios
associated with other hypothetical land uses besides the designated Industrial-Exclusive land use
established by the CLUP.

Figure 3-2 shows the areas in the Central Plateau that have been included in these other CERCLA
risk analyses for purposes of comparison to the risks based on an Industrial-Exclusive land use
(see also, HCP EIS Section 3.2.5). This does not mean that the land-use designation under the
CLUP is being changed as a result of the CERCLA/Tri-Party Agreement analysis; rather, these
other risk analyses are being done to better inform the determination of cleanup levels and the
remedy selection decision process. As the HCP EIS observes,
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“[1]f the remediation process cannot support the proposed land use within the National
Contingency Plan’s (NCP’s) 10™ to 107 risk range, then this EIS contains a proposed process
for changing the “highest and best use” of the land while maintaining institutional controls
(see Chapter 6).” [HCP EIS, Section 1.0, pg. 1-2].

And as stated in the HCP EIS and response to comments,

“. . .The restrictions posed by approved CERCLA RODs were taken into
consideration in the development of the land-use alternatives in this Final HCP EIS.
Conversely, the land-use alternative selected for implementation in the ROD for this
EIS would be useful for remediation decisions yet to be made in other areas of the
Hanford Site. The EPA, Ecology, and DOE consider land-use designations in a given
area when determining cleanup levels. If the desired “highest and best use” land use
cannot be attained because of remediation-linked technical or economic constraints, or
if the remedial action required to achieve that land use would cause unacceptable-
unavoidable impacts, then the land use designation of this EIS would be amended
using the policies and implementing procedures in Chapter 6 to the next “highest and
best use” land use. If required by the CERCLA ROD/RCRA Permit, a deed
restriction would be filed with the local land-use jurisdictional agency to conditionally
implement the land use.” [Final HCP EIS, Section 1.3; Comment Response CR-53]

Thus, the CLUP’s forward-looking vision for land use at the Hanford Site anticipated that the
ongoing remediation process could require adjustments to land-use designations. In the ROD,
DOE adopted a NEPA process to accomplish such changes to the existing land-use designations,
using the policies and implementing procedures identified in Chapter 6 of the Final HCP EIS
(CLUP ROD, “DOE’s Decision”; see Appendix A). No formal changes to the CLUP land-use
designations have been proposed or occurred since 1999, despite ongoing CERCLA remedial
action processes.

Another analytical context where the CLUP is being used is in the calculation of potential impacts
to land use from the proposed action and alternatives under evaluation in the Tank Closure &
Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS). Although the Draft
TC&WM EIS is still under development, a Technical Guidance Document (TGD) was issued in
2005 to help guide the vadose zone and groundwater impact analyses. This document identifies
the points of calculation and locations at which analysis results will be reported in the EIS. These
locations coincide with the Central Plateau Industrial-Exclusive geographic area established by the
CLUP, as shown in SA Figure 3-2 (see also, HCP EIS Section 3.2.5). The TC&WM EIS is a
comprehensive EIS being prepared by DOE with the participation of the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology) as a cooperating agency, in order to satisfy counterpart State
Environmental Policy Act of 1971 (SEPA) requirements. The EIS will include analysis of
associated impacts to Hanford Site land uses as a result of the proposed actions and alternatives,
and identify any mitigations that may be taken to offset these impacts. The results of the final

TC&WM EIS will be factored into future reviews of the HCP EIS, using the implementing

procedures of Section 6.0.
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Additional land-use related developments since 1999 include:

There have been real estate licenses, permits and easements issued by DOE between 1999 and 2007.
Some of the associated activities dealt with continued permits for existing telecommunication
facilities in place at the time that the HCP EIS ROD was issued. The majority of proposals for real

estate licenses, permits and easements involved activities in Industrial land-use designation areas
., use of 300 Area buildings, operations around Energy Northwest). A real estate ment was

issued to allow installation of fiber optics along an existin te route utili rridor. A real estate

permit was issued to USFWS to preserve the White Bluff§ bank, which is located in a Conservation
(Mining) designated area. These are all examples of the kinds of real estate documents that have been

i since 1999, consistent with the existing land-use plans and policies set forth in the CL and
have not altered current land-use designations for specific locations.

On March 14, DOE issu notice that DOE would work with each tenant residing on Rattlesnake

Mountain to phase out existing real estate instruments (permits, easements and licenses), remove

improvements, and restore the premises to a condition consistent with the surrounding natural setting
Letter, D, Brockman, RL, to Addressees, # 08-1S1-0002, “U.S. De ent of Ener E) poli

for Access to Rattlesnake Mountain,” dated March 14, 2008). This action is consistent with the goals

-of the “Preservation” designation for lands on Rattlesnake Mountain managed by DOE. The

"Preservation" land-use designation, as stated in the HCP EIS (Section 6.1), directs that a specific
geographic area be managed to preserve archaeological, cultural, ecological, and natural resources.
Limited public access would be consistent with resource preservation.

There have been land transfers by DOE between 1999 and 2007. Examples of land transfers include
transfer of a fragment of an old railroad right-of-way (28,500 square feet) located in downtown
Richland to a private owner'; and transfer of land (approximately 75 acres) near the Hazardous
Materials Management and Emergency Response (aka Volpentest HAMMER Training and Education
Center) to the National Utility Training Services’. Under the CLUP these lands were designated
“Industrial.” Land transfers have been conducted consistent with the existing land-use plans and
policies set forth in the CLUP following appropriate NEPA review, and have not altered current

land-use designations for specific locations. As stated in the HCP EIS (Section 1.4.3),

“Land transfer is a complicated and separate process from the CLUP and, once property leaves DOE
control, DOE has no control over the use of that land unless the property was conveyed with deed or
other legal restrictions.”

As an example of land reassignment that has occurred since 1999, DOE-RL continues to work with
the Pacific Northwest Site Office (PNSO) regarding activities related to the construction of new
laboratory space on PNSO-assigned land and the proposed continued use of four buildings located in
the 300 Area. In August 2004, approximately 130 acres of land in the southern most portion of
Hanford, designated as “Industrial” under the CLUP, was reassigned from DOE Office of
Environmental Management (EM) to the DOE Office of Science (SC). This land was subsequently
annexed into the City of Richland (City of Richland Ordinance No. 09-07A, dated May 1, 2007).
The purpose of the re-assignment was to establish a federal SC Site to be managed separately from
the EM-managed portion of the Hanford Site that would support SC’s long-term goals of a continuing
science and technology mission at Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL). Soon thereafter,
230 acres adjacent to the 130 acres (also designated primarily as “Industrial” under the CLUP, but
also including a small section designated as “Preservation” to protect a historic Native American

! Letter, # 9-D-WA-1197, R. Holm, GSA, to R. G. Grant, dated September 10, 2002.
2 Letter, M. Hughes, U.S. Department of Education, to R. Holm, U.S. General Services Administration, dated
April 11, 2005.
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cemetery’) was reassigned from EM to PNSO to further expand the PNNL Site. Prior to construction
on the Physical Science Facility (PSF), an Environmental Assessment (EA) was completed
(DOE/EA-1562, January 2007). A Finding of No Significant Impact was issued on January 29, 2007.
Additional buildings are planned for the future within the 130-acre parcel; however, no construction
is planned for the 230-acre parcel. As stated in DOE/EA-1562, «.. .establishing [research and
development] operations at the proposed site would be consistent with the intent of the Industrial
designation for that land, as provided for in the [HCP EIS] ROD.” Further, in January 2008, DOE
clarified that the land, although reassigned to SC's PNSO, is still part of the Hanford Site and is
subject to the same consultations and environmental protection requirements as when it was under the
responsibility of EM's Richland Operations Office*.

A draft Cultural and Biological Resources Management Plan (CBRMP) is being prepared by PNSO
for these reassigned lands. The CBRMP is to identify the actions that will be taken to ensure that
important cultural and biological resources continue to be protected. The CBRMP incorporates all
relevant sections of the Hanford Cultural and Historic Resources Management Plan (HCRMP)
(DOE/RL-98-10, http://www.orp.doe.gov/doe/history/?history=rmp) and the BRMaP that pertained to
these lands prior to their reassignment from the Richland Operations Office to PNSO. As part of
managing these reassigned lands, PNSO is working with the City of Richland to provide a utility
corridor easement and services to the new and existing buildings to be used by PNSO, and providing
additional right-of-way along Horn Rapids for the city to widen/realign the road, construct sidewalks
and intersection traffic lights, and upgrade the railroad crossing signal. This land reassignment was
conducted consistent with the existing land-use plans and policies set forth in the CLUP and
following appropriate NEPA review, and has not altered current land-use designations. The PNSO
will continue to manage these lands in a manner that is consistent with the CLUP’s goals and policies.

¢ CERCLA decisions under the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) have resulted in determinations to clean up
various locations on the Hanford Site to specified clean-up level(s). These specified clean-up level(s)
are established based on reviewing legally applicable, relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARS) of Federal and more stringent state laws, regulations, and criteria in order to meet the
statutory decision factors required under CERCLA. Land-use designations under the CLUP for the
locations being cleaned up have not been changed despite DOE’s analysis of various risk assessment
exposure scenarios which may include other hypothetical future land-uses. DOE does not agree that
all of these hypothetical scenarios are reasonable in terms of future anticipated uses of the Hanford
Site, but does not object to using the scenarios for purposes of better informing the remedy selection
decision process.

Selected remedies may result in cleanup to more restrictive levels than would otherwise be associated
with the existing CLUP land-use designations. This does not mean that the land-use designation has
changed or should be changed. However, in the future, if cleanup decisions cause DOE to revisit
applicable land-use designations for a particular geographic area on the Hanford Site, such proposals
would be addressed using the implementing procedures in Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS. At this time,
DOE has not determined, based on its review as documented in this SA, that any formal changes in
land-use designations for areas of the Hanford Site are warranted.

* PNSO recognizes the importance of the area of cultural significance to regional Tribes and will abide by the
protective requirements of the Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan "Preservation" land use for the parcel. That
designation protects unique resources and requires active management practices to preserve existing resources. In
the future, PNSO plans to work with DOE-RL staff and the Tribes to implement a consistent approach for protection
of culturally sensitive areas, which is expected to result in a separate Plan for this site and similar sites at Hanford.

* Letter, R. Orbach and J. Rispoli, DOE, to A. Minthorn, CTUIR, dated January 10, 2008.
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e New information including land-use considerations pertaining to the ongoing Hanford Site cleanup
under the Tri-Party Agreement is continually assessed against existing decision bases. As the
information is received, it is evaluated for potential impacts on the ongoing cleanup and to determine
whether an amended decision document is needed. For example, in 2002, an expansion of the
existing Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) was considered for projected disposal
of Hanford Site remediation waste. To support this expansion, and after conducting appropriate
public processes under CERCLA and the TPA, the DOE, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and Ecology concurred on an Amended Record of Decision, Decision Summary and
Responsiveness Summary, U.S. Department of Energy, Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility,
Hanford Site-200 Area, Benton County, Washington (January 2002). Where the assessment of new
information indicates that it could trigger a reconsideration of requirements in an existing decision
document, it is recognized through the CERCLA five-year review process. Land-use considerations
under the CL re also addressed in the CERCLA five-year revi rocess (refer t

DOE/RL.-2006-20 http://www?2.hanford.gov/arpir/?content=findpage& AKey=DA02464937),

e A 300 Area industrial re-use study conducted by the City of Richland (Preliminary Assessment of
Redevelopment Potential for the Hanford 300 Area, Final Report, March 2005) led to land-use
amendments being adopted by the City of Richland. DOE reviewed this study and the land-use
amendments to determine if any of the CERCLA remedial action decisions that had been established
in RODs would be affected. DOE concluded that the recommendations from the study would be one
of the factors that would be taken into consideration if DOE re-evaluates CLUP land-use designations
for the Hanford Site in the future (Letter, K. Klein, RL, to J. Darrington, City of Richland, “300 Area
Reuse Proposals Report,” 05-AMRC-0175, dated April 12, 2005). Until then, DOE determined that
the City of Richland study did not warrant a change to the current or reasonably anticipated future
land uses for the 300 Area, as established in the Hanford CLUP. Subsequent to the transmittal of this
letter, the SC determined to continue using existing 300 Area buildings as an integral part of its

cience-related missions at Hanford, including the 325 Building (Radiomaterials Chemistry Buildin
and the 331 Building (Life Sciences Building). As a result, industrial uses consistent with the CLUP
land-use designation for the 300 Area are in fact still occurring. Because DOE anticipates the

possibility of future missions for the 300 Area, there are no current plans to transfer this land out of
DOE’s management control for the foreseeable future.

| 3.2 Geological Resources

Actions and decisions that have occurred associated with Hanford Site geological resource issues include:

e DOE has engaged in continuing discussions on use of Area C borrow materials. Area C has been
included in several NEPA reviews, beginning with the HCP EIS in 1999. The HCP EIS set aside a
portion of the ALE Reserve (including Area C) as a quarry site instead of the M Ranch.

The latter location was originally included as part of DOE’s Preferred Alternative due to the extensive
basalt rock and silty soil materials located there which would be needed for Hanford Site remediation
activities. However, based on input from the cooperating agencies, the USFWS, the Washington
Department of Fish & Wildlife, and the public concerning the importance of a wildlife corridor and
shrub-steppe habitat located through the McGee Ranch/Umtanum Ridge area, DOE modified its
Preferred Alternative so that the McGee Ranch would instead be designated as Preservation and
included within a USFWS managed wildlife refuge. In exchange, and to support DOE’s need for
appropriate quarry materials, a portion of the ALE Reserve was set aside and designated as
Conservation (Mining) (see HCP EIS Sections 3.3.2, 3.3.6, and Appendix D). This tradeoff was

subsequently acknowledged by the USFWS in its CCP EIS (refer to SA Appendix B, Table B-2).

e Subsequently, two project-specific EAs were prepared by DOE. DOE evaluated proposals to address
use of geological materials for new facility construction, maintenance of existing facilities and
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transportation corridors, and fill and capping material for remediation and other sites [e.g.,
Environmental Assessment; Use of Existing Borrow Areas, Hanford Site, Richland Washington
(DOE/EA-1403, October 2001) and Environmental Assessment; Reactivation and Use of Three
Former Borrow Sites in the 100-F, 100-H, and 100-N Areas (DOE/EA-1454, March 2003)]. These
proposals did not affect or change the existing CLUP land-use designations or land-use map.

In the Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Environmental Impact Statement
(HSW EIS), issued in January 2004 (DOE/EIS-0286F) DOE analyzed the impacts of removing
borrow materials from Area C (for use in ongoing Hanford Site waste management and cleanup
actions) (see HSW EIS Sections 5.4 and 5.10). Use of Area C borrow materials for purposes of
carrying out the proposed actions and potential alternatives also is being evaluated in the pending
TC&WM EIS (DOE/EIS-0391). Area C has also been the subject of ongoing discussions and
consultations with local American Indian Tribes under the NHPA Section 106 process (see discussion
below in Section 3.5). All of these proposals have had (or will have, in the case of the TC&WM
EIS) appropriate NEPA review, and none of the proposals concerning the use of materials from Area
C have led to changes in the land-use designation or land-use map established by the CLUP for Area
C [that is, Conservation (Mining)]. DOE will continue to implement the policies described in the
HCP EIS, as adopted in the ROD, as well as honor the commitments made in resource management
plans that apply to Area C and other sources of geological materials at the Hanford Site.

Water Resources

Examples of actions and decisions that have occurred associated with Hanford Site water issues include:

On January 9, 2006, DOE and the State of Washington entered into a settlement agreement
(Settlement Agreement re: Washington v. Bodman, Civil No. 2:03_cv-05018-AAM, January 6, 2006)
leading to a final order and dismissal of the challenge to the HSW EIS (DOE/EIS-0286F). The State
of Washington initiated the litigation under NEPA due to alleged inadequacies in DOE’s final HSW
EIS. Under the terms of the settlement agreement, DOE committed to combining the original scope
of the HSW EIS with the then-pending Tank Closure EIS scope (now called the Tank Closure &

Waste Management, or TC&WM EIS). This commitment inclydes updating or revising various
analyses, particularly groundwater analyses associated with proposed waste management actions
evaluated in the HSW FEIS, after DOE identified and reported some quality assurance issues.
However, land use was not a resource area affected by the settlement agreement. Both the HSW EIS,
which remains in effect for non-groundwater related analyses, and the TC&WM EIS include
evaluation of potential impacts to land use at the Hanford Site associated with the proposed action(s)
and alternatives. However, the proposed actions and alternatives under evaluation in the TC& WM
EIS do not include proposed changes to the CLUP land-use designations or land-use map.

Wastewater discharges from Hanford Site operations continue to be allowed under the provisions of
State Waste Discharge Permit Number ST 4511 (issued by Ecology on February 16, 2005; expires
February 16, 2010). These continued land application wastewater discharges and shoreline
discharges have not led to changes in the land-use designation or land-use map established by the
CLUP.

At this time, potential impacts to the Hanford Site unconfined aquifer from the proposed Black Rock
Reservoir are being evaluated. A draft EIS (Draft Planning Report/Environmental Impact Statement,
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Feasibility Study, Yakima Project, Washington, January 2008) has
been prepared and issued for public comment by the Bureau of Reclamation with DOE as a
cooperating agency. This EIS (refer to SA Appendix B, Table B-2) will continue to be evaluated by
DOE for potential implications or impacts to the CLUP land-use designations, map, policies, and
procedures.
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34 Biological Resources

Examples of actions and decisions that have occurred associated with Hanford Site biological resources
include:

e From June 27, 2000, through July 1, 2000, the 24 Command Wildland Fire burned nearly 300 square
miles of both public and private lands, including portions of the ALE Reserve and the Hanford Reach
National Monument (U.S. DOE Response to the 24 Command Wildland Fire on the Hanford Site —
June 27-Julyl 1, 2000, DOE/RL-2000-63 http://www.hanford.gov/docs/rl-2000-63/).

e From August 16, 2007, through August 18, 2007, the Wautoma Fire damaged approximately
67,000 acres, burning parts of the ALE Reserve, the Hanford Reach National Monument, Benton
City, and parts of the Hanford Site (Wautoma Wildland Fire, PHMC Lessons Learned, FHI,
2007-RL-HNF-0039, dated October 23, 2007).

e  On June 28, 2007, the U.S. Department of the Interior took the American bald eagle off the Federal
List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. The bald eagle will still be protected by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.

While the two fires resulted in impacts to the land itself the CLUP land-use designations and map did not

change as a result of the fires. Resource management plans that existed in draft prior to finalizing the
HCP EIS [i.e., Hanford Biological Resource Management Plan (BRMaP) (DOE/RI.-96-32, 2001
http://www.pnl.gov/ecomon/Docs/brmap/BRMAP.html) and BRMiS (DOE/RL-96-88, 2003
http://www.pnl.gov/ecomon/Docs/BRMiS.pdf)], were subsequently finalized and continue to be used as
guidelines in protecting and sustaining native species and their habitats on the Hanford Site, consistent
with the CLUP. An update to the BRMaP is expected in calendar year 2008 and will consider the
physical changes that have occurred to the land cover and species distributions at the Hanford Site to
reflect current conditions. The updates to the BRMaP and/or BRMiS may affect DOE’s ongoing
management of biological and ecological resources on these lands.

Removal of the bald eagle from the Endangered Species List also did not affect land-use designations.
If appropriate, the BRMaP will update the guidelines for management of the bald eagle and associated
habitat to reflect the current status. DOE will continue to apply the CLUP policies for protection and
management of this species as well as the others that occur on the Hanford Site lands along with habitat

and associated resources. DOE fully intends to honor the commitments made in the BRMaP and BRMiS
along with the other management plans developed under the CLUP to ensure appropriate controls are
implemented consistently across the Hanford Site.

3.5 Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) provides that sites
with significant national historic value be placed on the National Register of Historic Places, which is
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. The implementing regulations for this act are located in

36 CFR 800, “Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties.” The major provisions of the act that affect
DOE are Sections 106 and 110. Both sections aim to ensure that historic properties are appropriately
considered and preserved in planning Federal initiatives and actions. No permits or certifications are
required under the act; however, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), American Indian tribes, and the public is required if
a Federal undertaking might impact a historic property resource. This consultation might result in a
memorandum of agreement that includes stipulations to minimize adverse impacts on the historic
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resource. Coordination with the SHPO is undertaken to ensure that potentially significant sites are
properly identified and appropriate mitigation measures are implemented.

Examples of actions/decisions that have occurred concerning Hanford Site cultural issues include:

e In the land reassignment from DOE-RL to PNSO (DOE/EA-1562), the 230-acre expansion area
includes a small section designated as “Preservation” to protect a historic Native American cemetery.
As discussed previously (refer to Section 3.1), the PNSO has prepared a draft CBRMP consistent
with the HCRMP and BRMaP to identify the actions that will be taken to ensure that important
cultural and biological resources continue to be protected, including this culturally sensitive site.

¢ DOE has completed development of the Gable Mountain and Gable Butte Resource Management
Plan (DOE/RL-2008-17, Revision 0, February 2008) that addresses specific cultural issues associated
with Gable Mountain and Gable Butte as a supplement to the HCRMP. DOE has initiated a similar
cultural resource management plan for Rattlesnake Mountain which will also supplement the existing
HCRMP. These plans continue to implement environmental and resource controls consistent with
CLUP policies and implementing procedures and do not amend, modify or constitute changes to the
land-use designations, land-use map, or CLUP policies.

e DOE has engaged local American Indian Tribes, through the NHPA Section 106 consultation process,
to address DOE’s proposed use of borrow materials from the entire 2,280 acres of Area C (refer to SA
discussion in Section 3.2). This process is being conducted in coordination with the TC&WM EIS.

3.6 Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Construction and demolition activities at the Hanford Site consider visual and aesthetic resources in work
planning. Project activities associated with Area C may affect the viewshed of Rattlesnake Mountain.
Appropriate documentation and mitigation measures are being developed in consultation with the SHPO
and local American Indian Tribes. A draft Visual and Aesthetics Management Plan (a resource
management plan referred to in Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS), was prepared by the contractor for DOE-RL
review but was never approved by DOE. The HCRMP captures the substance of visual and aesthetic
resources, which arises under provisions of the NHPA, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA), the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), and NEPA. Future revisions of the
HCRMP will include as subsets the proposed Rattlesnake Mountain Cultural Resource Management Plan
and the newly issued Gable Mountain and Gable Butte Resource Management Plan (for the latter two
plans, also refer to SA discussions in Sections 3.5 and 5.2). All of these plans continue to implement the
policies and controls established by the CLUP, as described in the final HCP EIS. NEPA review of visual
and aesthetic resources at the Hanford Site was included in the HCP EIS and in the HSW EIS (DOE/EIS-
0286F, January 2004). The TC& WM EIS, currently under development, will also address visual and
aesthetic resources. Given the actions and decisions that have taken place since issuance of the HCP EIS
ROD in 1999, no changes to land-use designations, the land-use map, or CLUP policies have occurred.

3.7 Contamination

There have been substantial reductions in Hanford Site contamination levels since the HCP EIS and ROD
were issued. These reductions have resulted primarily from ongoing cleanup activities via Tri-Party
Agreement remediation activities to specified clean-up level(s), including cleanup at major facilities (such
as K Basins and Plutonium Finishing Plant) and remediation of waste sites. As noted in SA Section 3.1,
land-use designations under the CLUP for the locations being cleaned up have not been changed despite
analysis of various risk assessment exposure scenarios which may include other hypothetical future land
uses. As the clean-up progresses over the foreseeable future, DOE will continue to monitor those

3-12



DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

decisions and actions for consistency with the CLUP and report that information in appropriate forums
(including future HCP EIS SAs).
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40 COMPARISON OF CLUP POLICIES WITH CURRENT POLICIES

The following sections present a summary of CLUP policies. These sections follow the outline of policy
topics addressed in Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS.

4.1 Overall Policy and Changes

The policies adopted by the ROD for the Hanford Site are:

e Establish land-use mitigation procedures

e Establish hierarchies, priorities, and standards relating to land use, resource use, and Valueé
e Integrate competing land and resource goals and objectives

e Provide reference points for addressing unanticipated circumstances and making actual Amendments
to the CLUP when necessary

e Identify which Resource Management Plans (RMPs) or Area Management Plans (AMPs) will be
considered for development or revision as part of the CLUP implementation.

The following elements are integrated into the CLUP policy for the Hanford Site:
1. Protect the Columbia River and associated natural and cultural resources and water quality.

2. Wherever possible, locate new development, including cleanup and remediation related projects in
previously disturbed areas.

3. Protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources of the Site for the enjoyment, education, study,
and use of future generations.

4. Honor treaties with American Indian Tribes as they relate to land uses and resource uses.

5. Reduce exclusive use zone (EUZ) areas to maximize the amount of land available for alternate uses
while still protecting the public from inherently hazardous operations.

6. Allow access for other uses (e.g., recreation) outside of active waste management areas, consistent
with the land-use designation.

7. Ensure that a public involvement process is used for amending the CLUP and land-use designations
to respond to changing conditions.

DOE’s overall land-use policy at the Hanford Site has not changed since the 1999 HCP EIS and ROD.
DOE has repeatedly restated its position on land-use and real property controls and the attendant role of
the CLUP. A recent example is found in Section 3.2.4.1 of Sitewide Institutional Controls Plan for
Hanford CERCLA Response Actions (DOE/RL-2001-41, Revision 2, June 2007
http://www2.hanford.gov/arpir/?content=findpage& AKey=00099819):

“...The land-use management process and the real property management process are integrated
and managed together. They comply with DOE P 430.1, Land and Facility Use Planning; DOE
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P 580.1, Management Policy for Planning, Programming, Budgeting, Operation Maintenance
and disposal of Real Property; and DOE) 430.1B, Real Property Asset Management.

The land-use policies, real property management process, and implementing procedure
requirements are integrated into the DOE Integrated Management System and contractor
procedures. The comprehensive land-use plan for the Site is presented in DOE/EIS-0222-F,
Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement, and contains the
land-use map, land-use definitions, and the land-use policies that the DOE uses to manage land
use and its interactions with the local governments.

The DOE manages changes to land use and the use requests through a process involving the local
stakeholders, Tribal Nations, and affected local governments. Chapter 6.0 of DOE/EIS-0222-F
describes how the cooperating agencies with land-use authority and affected Tribal governments,
advise the DOE on land-use and resource-management issues such as considering proposals for
changes to land-use requests that are not in conformance with DOE/EIS-0222-F.

The review process for site-specific land use and use requests is defined in Chapter 6.0 of
DOE/EIS-0222-F [The Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS]. To ensure compatibility
with DOE/EIS-0222-F, any proposed changes in land use must be submitted to the DOE Real
Estate Office.

The DOE-RL Site Realty Office reviews and approves the disposition of land. Before the
transfer, sale, or lease of any property subject to cleanup under CERCLA is conducted, the DOE
assesses whether the property is subject to institutional controls requirements based on the
corresponding CERCLA decision documents. The DOE will notify the EPA and the state before
any such transaction in accordance with the Sitewide institutional controls requirements and
applicable requirements in the CERCLA decision documents and work plans. Notification of a
land-use action or a real property action occurs in accordance with Tri-Party Agreement
requirements.”

The SA’s evaluation of actions/decisions and supporting documents considered that land-use and
resource-related decisions, actions, and programs should neither conflict with, nor be inconsistent with the
adopted CLUP map and policies. Actions related to policies should be feasible and practical, and policies
should be consistently applied on a continuous basis.

4.1.1 Protection of Environmental Resources and Changes

The CLUP policy for protection of environmental resources is:

¢ Implement DOE’s Land- and Facility-Use Policy (DOE P 430.1), which is to protect and sustain
native species and their habitats on the Site.

¢ Within land-use designations other than Conservation and Preservation, mitigate significant
unavoidable (residual) impacts at locations by enhancing habitats within the Conservation or
Preservation designations. Specific actions to accomplish this are described in the HCP EIS
(Section 6.3.2).

¢ Require that projects have reasonable setbacks from the Preservation and Conservation features of
importance.

The Conservation and Preservation land-use designations remain the primary land-use controls to
accomplish protection of environmental resources and changes, as implemented through DOE P 430.1.
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Current and/or updated revisions to resource management plans (e.g., BRMaP and BRMiS; refer to
Section 5.2) will continue to be evaluated and modified (as appropriate), and used as guidelines in
protecting and sustaining native species and their habitats on the Hanford Site. This continues to
implement the CLUP policies as set forth in the HCP EIS and ROD (refer to Appendix A).

4.1.2 Protection of Cultural Resources and Changes

The CLUP policy for protection of cultural resources is:

e Implement DOE P 430.1 which is to protect and sustain cultural resources on the Site. The
Conservation and Preservation land-use designations are the primary land-use controls to accomplish
this policy. The HCRMP (DOE/RL-98-10, http://www.orp.doe.gov/doe/history/?history=rmp)
addresses those actions where land-use controls are not the appropriate mitigation (i.e., if a cultural
resource is found in an Industrial designation, provisions of the HCRMP would be applied to mitigate
impacts to the resource). Within the Conservation and Preservation designations, land uses shall be
consistent with the purpose of the designation and significant impacts mitigated. Implementation
mechanisms such as the HCRMP, and habitat management plans augment these designations for
sitewide reviewing and approving proposed development. Developments for public access and
recreation should be according to adopted AMPs depicting management of use, and siting of support
facilities.

e Proposed developments within all areas should be reviewed consistent with the BRMaP and the
HCRMP, and reflected in the applicable AMP.

Protection of cultural resources on the Hanford Site is implemented through the HCRMP. The HCRMP
(or the PNSO’s CBRMP, when finalized for land areas now managed by SC) provides guidance and
strategies for protecting cultural resources specific to Hanford. The guidelines and strategies have been
developed based on Hanford’s unique cultural resources and in consultation with local American Indian
Tribes; interested public; and state, local, and other federal agencies that have a desire to ensure the
protection of resources that are intimately linked to our shared heritage. Activities include periodic
consultations with Tribal Councils and regularly-scheduled staff-to-staff interactions with local American
Indian Tribal cultural representatives regarding Hanford Site projects. This is consistent with the policy
set forth in the HCP EIS and ROD (refer to Appendix A), and with the terms of the HCRMP. DOE fully
intends to honor the commitments made in the HCRMP and other applicable management plans

developed to implement the controls specified under the CLUP in a consistent manner across the Hanford
Site.

4.1.3 Siting New Development and Changes
The CLUP policy for siting new development is:
e Locate and approve new developments in areas consistent with the adopted Hanford CLUP.

e Locate proposed projects, as feasible and practical, in those areas of the Hanford Site where the
adopted CLUP and the local cities’ and counties’ land-use maps are consistent.

e  Within all land-use designations, previously disturbed areas (as identified by the BRMaP and
HCRMP) should be developed first, followed by the acreages with the least sensitive biological and
cultural resources. Within the site plan of any proposed new development, the acreages with the most
sensitive biological and cultural resources should be worked into natural open space for landscaping,
buffers, natural drainage areas, etc.



DOE/EIS-0222-SA-01

DOE focuses on existing infrastructure and developed areas for new projects within a land-use
designation, and where extensions of infrastructure are necessary those extensions are minimized. This
policy is consistent with the CLUP as set forth in the HCP EIS and ROD (refer to Appendix A).

4.1.4 Utility and Transportation Corridors and Changes
The CLUP policy for utility and transportation corridors is:

e With to-be-identified exception(s), existing utility and transportation corridor right-of ways are the
preferred routes for expanded capacity and new infrastructure.

¢ Existing utility corridors that are in actual service, clearly delineated, and of defined width, are not
considered “nonconforming” uses in any land-use designation.

e Utility corridors and systems that are not clearly delineated or of defined width are considered to be
nonconforming uses and shall be identified in the applicable RMP or AMP.

¢ Avoid the establishment of new utility corridors within the Conservation and Preservation
designations unless the use of an existing corridor(s) is infeasible or impractical.

¢ Avoid the location of new above-ground utility corridors and systems in the immediate viewshed of
an American Indian sacred site. Prioritize for removal, as funding is available, existing
nonconforming utility corridors and systems in such areas.

DOE continues to avoid, where possible, establishment of new utility corridors within the Conservation
and Preservation designations. Existing utility and transportation corridor right-of-ways are always

considered first for proposed expanded capacity and new infrastructure. This policy is consistent with the
CLUP as set forth in the HCP EIS and ROD (refer to Appendix A).

4.1.5 Economic Development and Changes
The CLUP policy for economic development is:
e Multiple land uses for both the private and public sector.

¢ Protection and maintenance of existing functional infrastructure and utilities for use in economic
development and Site transition.

¢ Future Federal missions and programs, consistent with the provisions of the CLUP.

¢ Protection of natural, historic, and cultural resources to assure continued biodiversity and cultural
values as essential elements of a recreation and tourism economy.

* Reduction or elimination of existing conditions which are impediments to the realization of the land-
use designations (e.g., scattered withdrawn Public Domain land, contamination, and nonconforming
and abandoned developments).

DOE policy continues to promote additional missions/programs; for example, the reassignment of lands
in the 300 Area from EM to SC to better support PNSO research missions (refer to Section 3.1). The
economic development policy also provides for protection of natural, historic, and cultural resources
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(refer to the PNSO’s CBRMP), which also is consistent with the CLUP policy as set forth in the HCP EIS
and ROD (refer to Appendix A).
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5.0 COMPARISON OF CLUP IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES WITH CURRENT
PROCEDURES

The implementation of the CLUP, as established by the HCP EIS ROD, consisting of a land-use map,
land-use designations, land-use policies, and land-use plan implementation procedures, is integrated
across the Hanford Site. DOE’s program implementation at Hanford is described in the "Federal Trust
Asset Program" and "Federal Trust Assets" cross-cutting process and is integrated with DOE’s NEPA
compliance, described in the "NEPA Analysis at Hanford" cross-cutting process, and DOE real property
management, described in the "Real Estate and Real Property" cross-cutting process. In addition, the
"Environmental Management System Program" provides a systematic and structured set of management
crosscutting processes that include land management and resource programs, such as "Hanford Cultural
and Historical Resources".

The ROD adopted the EIS Chapter 6 implementing procedures, requiring consideration of the CLUP at
the threshold decision points of all authorizations, operational plans (e.g., the current Hanford Strategic
Plan), and actions. This includes contracts and budget proposals that directly or indirectly affect land use
on the Site so they will not create conflicts with the CLUP, or fail to follow its map and policy objectives
where the opportunity and ability to do so exists.

The following actions are taken to ensure that the CLUP is implemented consistently:

¢ Streamline and integrate procedures for project review, including ensuring project consistency with
the CLUP, pre-planning for large areas, siting new developments, providing and using infrastructure
and utilities, managing resources, notifying the public, and conducting environmental review.

¢ Make decisions on the use of lands and resources on the Site within the frame work of existing DOE
legal and administrative procedures, with an implementation process that parallels, and efficiently
coordinates with local land-use regulatory processes, and provides similar accountability and
tracking.

e Make adjustments in existing DOE administrative structures as necessary to efficiently implement the
CLUP.

¢ Ensure contractor implementation of the CLUP through contractual provisions and appropriate
contractor implementing processes (e.g., HNF-RD-15332, Rev. 7, Environmental Protection
Requirements) that ensure consistent screening of proposed activities at the Hanford Site for
environmental considerations that may apply, including cultural, ecological, NEPA, and land-use.

These objectives are carried out through the following requirements which include use of implementing
procedures, implementing controls, and appropriate management stakeholder organization input.

5.1 Description of Integrated Implementation Procedures

DOE’s land-use implementation procedures are integrated with the CLUP, such that Hanford Site project
activities are consistent with, and carry out, the CLUP over time.

DOE’s real estate and real property crosscutting process is intended to meet requirements in DOE

Order 430.1B, Real Property Asset Management; the Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR),
41 CFR 101; the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR); and other requirements in managing real
property at the Hanford Site. The future management of DOE facilities must meet the Site Strategic Plan
while managing to these requirements. Certified Realty Officers are responsible for the acquisition
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(in-grant only), management, disposition, and disposal of all site facilities including identification,
movement, and use of real government property, according to this process.

DOE’s long-term stewardship mission at Hanford is to manage DOE's post-closure responsibilities and
ensure the future protection of human health and the environment for those lands that have been
cleaned up on the Hanford Site. DOE has control and custody for that land (as well as structures and
facilities) and is responsible for maintaining the land at levels suitable for its long-term use, which
currently is designated in the CLUP and shown in the land-use map. Long-term stewardship is
implemented through DOE Orders (DOE O 200.1, Information Management Program; DOE O
430.1B, Real Property Asset Management;, DOE O 413.3A, Program and Project Management for the
Acquisition of Capital Assets), Policies (DOE P430.1, Land and Facility Use Planning; DOE P 454.1,
Use of Institutional Controls), and DOE Guidelines (DOE G 430.1-2, Implementation Guide for
Surveillance and Maintenance during Facility Transition and Disposition; DOE G 430.1-3,
Deactivation Implementation Guide; DOE G 430.1-4, Decommissioning Implementation Guide, and
DOE G 430.1-5, Transition Implementation Guide).

Public involvement is a key component to reaching decisions at Hanford that may potentially affect
public health, safety, and the environment. This includes involving Tribal representatives, Federal,
State and local officials, interest groups, and members of the general public. As part of the overall
CLUP policy identified in Chapter 6 of the final HCP EIS, representatives of the cooperating agencies
with land-use authority and area Tribal governments (including the Yakama Nation, CTUIR,
Wanapum, and the Nez Perce Tribe), would be involved in review of proposed activities potentially
affecting land management that are not “aliowable uses” as defined by the CLUP. Whether this occurs
using the HCP EIS Chapter 6 procedures (e.g., the Real Estate Officerin coordination with the NEPA
Compliance Officer decides to convene the SPAB), or through involvement in other stakeholder and
regulatory processes at Hanford (e.g., the NEPA process or the CERCLA/TPA process), DOE wiil
ensure appropriate review by these entities.

Public and stakeholder forums and processes implemented under (i) CERCLA/the Tri-Party
Agreement for cleanup activities, (i) RCRA/HWMA for ongoing waste management actions
including permits and closure, and (iii) NEPA to address proposals for new or modified activities,
remain important to Hanford stakeholders. These processes are broader in scope and complexity and
address numerous issues potentially relevant to a proposed activity at Hanford. These forums have
evolved into important vehicles for airing relevant issues and considerations, including land-use, with
stakeholders and the public as DOE proceeds with the cleanup program at Hanford.

DOE considers these other regulatory processes and stakeholder forums to be consistent with the
intent of the CLUP and achieve a similar level of review of the consistency of proposed or ongoing
activities occurring at the Hanford Site with CLUP land-use designations and policies.

5.2 Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (Resource Management Plans and Area
Management Plans)

The current status of the CLUP implementing controls originally identified in Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS
is provided in SA Table 5-1. For comparison purposes, refer to Table 6-4 in the HCP EIS to view the
status of these management plans at the time the HCP EIS was issued in September 1999. DOE has
found that the scope of some originally planned resource management plans identified in the HCP EIS is
now being covered by other plans. For example, the substance of the Aesthetics/Visual Resources
Management Plan is captured by the HCRMP, which addresses aesthetic and visual resources under the
requirements of the NHPA, ARPA, and the AIRFA.
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Table 5-1. Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPs)".

To Be Current | Current | Revision 2008 Status
Prepared Draft Final Planned
Resource Management Plans (RMPs)

Hanford Cultural Resources X X DOE/RL-98-10,

Management Plan (HCRMP) Revision 0, February
2003 [revision planned
for 2008]

Gable Mountain and Gable Butte X DOE/RL-2008-17, Final

Resource Management Plan (sub-tier to February 2008

HCRMP)

Rattlesnake Mountain Cultural X Currently under

Resource Management Plan (sub-tier to development

HCRMP)

Aesthetic and Visual Resources X X DOE/RL-2001-61,

Management Plan (sub-tier to HCRMP) Revision 0, Aesthetic
and Visual Resources
Management Plan, Draft
2001. No plan to
finalize; substance
captured in HCRMP.

Hanford Biological Resources X X DOE/RL-96-32,

Management Plan (BRMaP) Revision 0, August 2001
[revision planned for
2008]

Hanford Site Biological Resources X X DOE/RL-96-88, draft

Mitigation Strategy (BRMiS)(sub-tier issued in 1996; Final

document to the BRMaP) 2003 [revision planned
for 2010]

Fire Management Plan (sub-tier to X X Addressed in BRMaP

BRMaP) (DOE/R1L-96-32);
[revision to BRMaP
planned in 2008]

Noxious Weed Management Plan (sub- X Addressced in BRMaP

tier to BRMaP) (DOE/RL-96-32);
[revision to BRMaP
planned in 2008]

Ecological Compliance Assessment X DOE/RL-95-11,

Management Plan Revision 2, September
2006.

Hanford Bald Eagle Management Plan X X Bald Eagle Site
Management Plan for
the Hanford Site, South-
Central Washington;
Final 2003 [revision
planned for 2008]

Threatened and Endangered Species X DOE/RL-2000-27.

Management Plan, Salmon and

Steelhead (T&ESMP-SS)

Chinook Salmon-Upper Columbia X Addressed in T& ESMP-

River Spring run Hanford Management SS (DOE/RL-2000-27).

Plan [sub-tier to Threatened and
Endangered Species Management Plan,
Salmon and Steelhead (T& ESMP-SS)]
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Table 5-1. Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPs)’.

To Be Current | Current | Revision 2008 Status
Prepared Draft Final Planned

Steelhead-Middle Columbia River run X Addressed in T&ESMP-

Hanford Management Plan [sub-tier to SS (DOE/RL-2000-27).

Threatened and Endangered Species

Management Plan, Salmon and

Steelhead (T&ESMP-SS)]

Steelhead Upper Columbia River run X Addressed in T& ESMP-

Hanford Management Plan [sub-tier to SS (DOE/RL-2000-27).

Threatened and Endangered Species

Management Plan, Salmon and

Steelhead (T&ESMP-SS)]

Facility and Infrastructure Assessment X HNF-25939, Revision 0,

and Strategy Hanford Infrastructure
Closure Alignment Plan,
Draft November 2005.
Working draft, to be
replaced through
contractual provisions.

Mineral Resources Management Plan X DOE/RL-2001-61,

(i.e., soils, sand, gravel, and basalt) Industrial Resources
Management Plan, Draft
2001. Indefinitely on
hold pending funding
and project priorities

Hanford Site Watershed Management Not prepared due to

Plan higher priority work.
Indefinitely on hold
pending funding and
project priorities

Hanford Site Ground-Water Protection X DOE/RL-2002-68,

Management Plan Hanford’s Groundwater
Management Plan:
Accelerated Cleanup and
Protection, March 2003,

Groundwater Vadose Zone Integration X DOE/RL-2007-20,

Project Summary Description Hanford Integrated
Groundwater and
Vadose Zone
Management Plan, June
2007.

Hanford Institutional Control Plan (i.e., X DOE/RL-2001-41,

long-term stewardship plan) Revision 2, Sitewide
Institutional Controls
Plan for Hanford
CERCLA Response
Actions, Final June 2007
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Table 5-1. Current Status of CLUP Implementing Controls (RMPs and AMPs)"

To Be Current | Current | Revision I 2008 Status
Prepared Draft Final Planned
Area Management Plans (AMPs) .

ALE Reserve Comprehensive X Addressed in USFWS’s

Conservation Plan Draft Hanford Reach
National Monument
(Monument)
Comprehensive
Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact
Statement (CCP/EIS),
December 2006 (refer to
Table 1). Final EIS
expected to be issued by
USFWS in FY09.

Wahluke Slope Comprehensive X Addressed in CCP/EIS.

Conservation Plan

Columbia River Corridor Area X Addressed in CCP/EIS.

Management Plan

South 600 Area Management Plan Not prepared due to

(includes 300 Area) higher priority work.
Indefinitely on hold
pending funding and
project priorities

Other Implementation Controls |

Hanford Long-Term Stewardship X DOE/RL-2003-39,

Program and Transition: Preparing for Revision 0, August 2003

Environmental Cleanup Completion

*See HCP EIS Chapter 6, Table 6-4, for the original listing of management plans under CLUP

The Fire Management and Noxious Weed Resource Management Plans are sub-components of the
existing BRMaP. The ALE Reserve Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Wahluke Slope Comprehensive

Conservation Plan, and Columbia River Corridor Area Management Plan are addressed through the
USWES Draft CCP EIS.

Other plans originally identified in the final HCP EIS (e.g., the Watershed Management Plan, the South
600 Area Management Plan) have not been prepared and are indefinitely deferred pending funding and
project priorities, In 2001 DOE-RL developed a draft Mineral Resources Management Plan, but deferred
its completion pending finalization of NEPA documents addressing these resources [e.g., Environmental
Assessment; Use of Existing Borrow Areas, Hanford Site, Richland Washington (DOE/EA-1403, October
2001); Environmental Assessment; Reactivation and Use of Three Former Borrow Sites in the 100-F,
100-H, and 100-N Areas (DOE/EA-1454, March 2003); and Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and
Hazardous) Waste Program EIS (HSW EIS) (January 2004)]. The scope of the HSW EIS has now been
merged into the pending TC&WM EIS, which will also address the impacts associated with potential use
of geological materials from the Hanford Site. The draft TC& WM EIS is currently projected to be issued
for public review in FY09. Two resource management plans that address specific cultural issues
associated with Gable Mountain an le Butte (finalized); and Rattlesnake Mountain (still under

development) are supplemental to the existing HCRMP,

Two of the key plans implemented at the Hanford Site as a result of the CLUP, the Hanford Biological
Resource Management Plan and Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan, are used for all DOE
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and Contractor activities on the Hanford Site. DOE staff and Contractors work closely with the NEPA
Compliance Officer and Realty Officer, which includes working with assigned resource plan Subject
Matter Experts to assure that adequate resource review and consultation are achieved. The Realty
Officer, NEPA Compliance Officer, Subject Matter Experts and Environmental Management System
Program steward work together and consult with each other as required to ensure respective Hanford Site
processes and activities are consistent with the CLUP land-use map, land-use designations, and land-use

policies. Appropriate screening of proposed activities at the Hanford Site for environmental

considerations that may apply, including cultural, ecological, NEPA, and land use, is conducted using
applicable contractor procedures. This approach has supported DOE’s oversight with the goal of ensuring

the CLUP is implemented and carried out consistent with the HCP EIS and ROD.

All of the management plans that have been developed and issued by DOE since 1999 continue to
implement environmental and resource controls consistent with CLUP policies and implementing

rocedures, and do not amend, modify, or change the original CLUP land-use designations, the land-use
map, or CLUP policies. These plans continue to support DOE's efforts to streamline and integrate
project reviews and environmental planning at the Hanford Site consistent with the CLUP policies,
Through periodic reviews and updates to management plans where appropriate, DOE seeks to improve
and enhance resource management planning to ensure appropriate controls are implemented at the
Hanford Site, consistent with the CLUP.

5.3 Mission-Related Program and Contractor Integration — Status

There 1s a flowdown of land-use management requirements from DOE to the Hanford Site Contractors
via incorporation into prime contracts, such as implementation of DOE Order 430.1B (Real Property
Asset Management); the FPMR, 41 CFR 101and 102; the FAR; DOE Order 451.1, National
Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program; and DOE Order 450.1 Environmental Protection
Program. Each DOE Contractor is required to implement the CLUP as part of its scope of work. For
example, Fluor Hanford (FH) manages the Project Hanford Management Contract (PHMC) and is
assigned the responsibility for assisting DOE with the implementation of the CLUP. The Contractor
follows the internal process developed consistent with the CLUP to manage proposed land-use requests at
the Hanford Site. In addition, FH administers and manages the Site Selection and Excavation Permit
processes across the Hanford Site as a streamlined and integrated procedure for project review, ensuring
consistency with the CLUP and its objectives. A formal site evaluation is required for ail land
development, disturbances, or improvements including new facilities, structures, and infrastructure
systems both permanent and temporary on the Hanford Site. A Site Selection Team comprised of the
DOE Realty Officer (in an oversight role), and representatives from the Contractors ensures active
reviewing, approving and documenting propose land uses. Applicable contractor procedures

(e.g., HNF-RD-15332, Rev. 7, Environmental Protection Requirements) ensure consistent screening of

proposed activities at the Hanford Site for environmental considerations that may apply, including
cultural, ecological, and land use. NEPA reviews for proposed land uses are conducted to provide an

additional level of review, normally in the form of a NEPA environmental checklist that is then forwarded
to the DOE NEPA Compliance Officer for review to determine what level of NEPA review is
appropriate,

The CLUP envisioned that the land-use policies and map would be considered early on in project reviews
and planning, and be taken into account at the threshold decision points of developing all authorizations,
operation plans, and actions associated with Hanford Site activities. This includes contracts and budget
proposals that directly or indirectly affect land use on the Hanford Site. This practice of early
consideration is consistent with the policy adopted in the ROD.
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5.4 Review Process for Use Requests — Status

During the SA document review and evaluation process DOE found that the review process described in
Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS involving the use of a Site Planning Advisory Board (SP was never

formally used. Under the CL he SPAB would be the Real E Officer 0) to obtain

input on use requests (i.e., proposals to land or a facility for an activity different from what is
rrently taking place t are not otherwise “allowable uses” termine the REO (Fi 5-1

which ill he ¢ t CLUP review process DOE is following for use request d in

Section 6.4 of the HCP EIS,
“The REO receives notice (e.g., NEPA checklist, SEPA checklist, CERCL A RIFS review

request, CERCI A review request, RCRA permit request, etc. roposed project or
ivity and initiates, with the NEPA Compliance Officer (NC rdinated project
review (Figure 6-2). As an initial step in the review process, the REO determines whether
the project is an “Allowable Use,” “Special Use,” or “Amendment” to the CL For
rojects that require Special Use Permits or Plan Amendments, the REO obtain
comments and recommendations from the SPAB on the suitability of the pro “Use”

with respect to the existing CLUP map, land-use policies and implementing procedures.
For CLUP Amendments, review includes a final RL Site Management Board (S

affirmation, or the SMB can refer a proposed Plan Amendment back to the REO for

further review. Figure 6-2 icts the route of review for proposed projects.”

Shortly after issuance of the HCP EIS ROD, DOE formally solicited interest in convening the SPAB from
the cooperating ggenciess, but received limited reggonsgﬂ Since that time, DOE’s review of use requests

- whether in the form of proposals for new lopment, conduct of CERCI A remediation activitie
execution of leases, land reassignments, land transfers, and the like - has followed th licabl

regulatory and public processes under the NEPA/State Environmental Policy Act of 1971

RCRA/HWMA, CERCLA/Tri-Party Agreement, and NHPA, as well as associated public involvement
reviews, consultations and meetings with American Indian Tribal representatives, and scheduled briefings
with the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB), as the primary vehicles for review of all potential
environmental issues, including land use and consistency with the CLUP. The DOE Real Estate Officer
and NEPA Compliance Officer, as envisioned by the CLUP review process, actively coordinate and
participate in project reviews to integrate applicable requirements under the CLUP.

These processes have worked well in keeping regulators, American Indian Tribal representatives, local
agencies and other stakeholders informed on land-use issues that may be involved with proposed Hanford
Site activities. These other public processes often result in formal exchanges of comments and responses
that become part of the public record supporting ongoing actions at Hanford. [A recent example was the
Second CERCLA Five-Year Review Report for the Hanford Site (DOE/RL-2006-20
http://www2.hanford.gov/arpir/?content=findpage&AKey=DA04570094) process. DOE considers these
other processes to be acceptable with the review process for use requests envisioned by the CLUP, as
described in the HCP EIS and they help ensure that proposed and ongoing activities at the Hanford Site
are consistent with the CLUP.

5 Letter, K. Klein, RL, to Addressees, “Invitation to Participate as a Member on the Hanford Governmental Site
Planning Advisory Board,” 00-MSD-027, dated December 30, 1999.

® Two responses: Letter, R. Jim, Yakama Nation, to K. Klein, RL, “Re: Invitation to Participate as a Member of the
Hanford Governmental Site Planning Advisory Board (SPAB),” dated January 25, 2000; and Letter, M. Benitz,
Benton County Board of County Commissioners, to K. Klein, RL, no subject, dated February 8, 2000.
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REVIEW OF PROPOSED PROJECT AS A USE REQUEST'

Real Estate Officer (REO) receives application for proposed
project and initiates processing, which includes determining
whether the proposal is an Allowable Use, Special Use, or
Amendment to the Plan.

REO forwards DOE's recommendation

REO coordinate SPAB
recommendations with sen

i REO forwards DOE’s
RL management/NCO recommendation

SPAB reviews proposed use for
consistency with the Plan Map and
Policies and recommends
approval, approval with conditions,

or denial to REO

F Y

NCO reviews
and approves
Categorical
Exclusions
(CXs) and
resolution/
coordination of
EAs (FONSI or
EIS
determination)
and EISs/RODs
with SEPA,
CERCLA/TPA,
RCRA/HWMA,
and NHPA
reviews/permits/
RODs

REO coordinate SPAB REO forwards
recommendations with senior DOE's initial
RL management/NCO ecommendatio|
SPAB reviews proposed .
use for consistency with the RL Site Managem
Plan Map and Policies and

ent
Board (SMB) reviews
recommends approval DOE recommendation
. and forwards approval or
denial back to the REO

REO forwards
DOE's final
ecommendatio

approval with conditions, or
denial to REO

[ Associated Public involvement reviews

Consultations/meetings with American Indian Tribal representatives

\ Associated briefings with Hanford Advisory Board

and polici
CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
CX = categorical exclusion
DOE = U.S. Department of Energy
EA = environmental assessment
EIS = environmental impact statement
FONSI = finding of no significant impact
HWMA = Hazardous Waste Management Act
NCO = NEPA Compliance Officer
NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NHPA = National Historic Preservation Act
RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
REO = Real Estate Officer
RL =U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
ROD = record of decision
SEPA = State Environmental Policy Act of 1971
SMB = Site Management Board
SPAB = Site Planning Advisory Board

Tri-Party Agreem

ent = Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order

Figure 5-1. Review Process for Use Requests.
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5.5 Amendments to the CLUP - Status

There have been no amendments to the CLUP since the ROD was issued. The CLUP contains specific
procedures to be used to address any amendments that may be proposed, or that could result from
activities taking place at the Hanford Site (refer to Chapter 6 of the HCP EIS). “Amendments” are
defined in the HCP EIS to include (1) any change to the map land-use designation of an area, (2) any
change to CLUP policy, and (3) any change in the use of land or an existing facility to a use that is
inconsistent with the land-use designation (HCP EIS Section 6.2). Processing amendments to the CLUP
requires review by the DOE REO and NCO, obtaining input from the SPAB and a DOE Site Management
Board, and would likely result in the preparation of additional NEPA documentation (Figure 5-1). This is
consistent with overall CLUP policy to “ensure that a public involvement process is used for amending
the CLUP and land-use designations. . . .” (HCP EIS Section 6.3.1). Other regulatory processes, such as
the TPA/CERCLA, RCRA/HWMA, and NHPA are not used to make amendments to the CLUP.

The CLUP continues to be a living document designed to hold a chosen course over an extended period of
development and management of Hanford Site resources. In keeping with DOE’s commitments in the
HCP EIS Chapter 6, and current NEPA guidance (refer to Section 1.0), it is expected that another SA for
the HCP EIS would occur in approximately five years. That period could be shorter if (a) the agency
makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (b) there
are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts.
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6.0 FINDINGS

DOE has found that other regulatory processes have been used in addition to the CLUP implementing
procedures adopted by the ROD in determining whether proposed activities at the Hanford Site would be
consistent with the CLUP. Due to the increased focus and attention on Hanford Site cleanup and waste
management activities, regulatory processes have been followed under the CERCLA and RCRA/HWMA
in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement; or for RCRA/HWMA permitting actions; or using
independent NEPA and NHPA reviews. These processes involve the same or expanded representation of
Federal, state, and local agencies, American Indian Tribes, stakeholders, and members of the public to
what is contemplated using the CLUP implementing procedures. Consideration of land use and
consistency with the CLUP land-use designations and land-use map is actively considered and
documented using these other processes. DOE considers these other processes to be acceptable and
complementary methods for the specific purpose of evaluating whether land-use is being implemented at
the Hanford Site consistent with the CLUP.

The active development and implementation of resource management plans has maintained appropriate
environmental controls, despite minor changes and evolution in terms of which specific plan now
documents these controls. DOE has found that the scope of some originally planned resource
management plans that were identified by the HCP EIS is being covered by other plans. Some plans (e.g.,
Watershed Management plan, South 600 Area Management Plan) have not been prepared due to higher
priority work. Two plans [addressing Gable Mountain and Gable Butte (finalized); and Rattlesnake
Mountain (still under development)] are sub-tier documents to the HCRMP to provide more specific
guidance concerning cultural resource management at these locations. However, these changes and
evolution have n