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Summary

Introduction. This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides information and analyses of proposed
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) activities associated with consolidating existing communications
operations and removing excess facilities and infrastructure within the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands
Ecology Reserve (ALE) at the Hanford Site near the City of Richland, Washington.

Purpose and Need. To meet long-term federal agency missions, DOE needs to reduce indirect costs and
potential safety impacts, as well as protect sensitive cultural and ecological resources, by reducing the
impact of people and infrastructure within ALE. DOE proposes to reduce the facilities and infrastructure
on ALE to those that are necessary to continue to provide operational or communications support to local,
regional, state, and federal emergency service and commercial organizations. DOE also needs to
appropriately manage the wastes resulting from activities that consolidate existing facilities and
infrastructure, reducing the overall footprint on ALE.

Proposed Action. DOE proposes to remove most facilities on ALE, except for those needed by DOE and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and communications equipment used by local governments
and other organizations. Existing communications capabilities would be consolidated into a single
facility on the ridgeline, consisting of an equipment building and two towers to support multiple antennas
and radio repeaters. In addition, DOE would remove miscellaneous debris that is located across ALE
from past activities and repair the ALE boundary fence as necessary.

Affected Environment. The affected environment for the proposed action consists of four major areas
within ALE: 1) an area along the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain, 2) the former Nike missile base at
the northeastern base of the mountain, 3) the Rattlesnake Springs area near the northwestern base of the
mountain, and 4) other areas within ALE between the former Nike missile base and the springs where
various types of debris remain from previous uses.

The ridgeline area on Rattlesnake Mountain encompasses habitats and wildlife that are common to
shallow stony soils found throughout eastern Washington. These shallow soils support scattered short-
statured shrubs and grasses. The top of the ridge provides habitat for a variety of wildlife and is
considered an important high-elevation stopover point for migratory birds. All of ALE is designated as
an Important Bird Area by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Audubon Washington.

The base area on the lower slopes of the Rattlesnake ridgeline within ALE supports both shrub-steppe and
native bunchgrass habitats. Wildfires that burned much of ALE in 2000 and 2007 have removed a large
portion of the sagebrush-dominated habitat, leaving large areas of steppe vegetation. Vegetation and
habitat in previously disturbed areas consist of mixtures of weedy and native species, except where
crested wheatgrass was planted to stabilize soils. Wildlife using the steppe grasslands on ALE is diverse
and includes small and large mammals, birds, and reptiles.

The aquatic ecology laboratory at the Rattlesnake Springs area sits between riparian vegetation associated
with the stream and upland shrub-steppe vegetation. The roadway and parking area surrounding the
building are mostly unvegetated, with occasional Russian thistle or cheatgrass. The riparian corridor is
dominated by coyote willow, black cottonwood, and chokecherry along with numerous weedy species.
The riparian area associated with Rattlesnake Springs provides important nesting and stopover habitat for
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over 70 migratory and resident bird species. Elk and mule deer use this water source in addition to
porcupine, badger, and other small mammals similar to those found elsewhere on ALE. The Great Basin
spadefoot toad may be found within the riparian area and the adjoining uplands.

During recent ecological surveys, no federal- or state-threatened or endangered species, species proposed
for listing, or critical habitats were observed in any of the areas potentially affected by the proposed
action.

Cultural and historical resources have been identified within some portions of the areas affected by the
proposed action, and appropriate measures for their management have been established.

According to the 2000 Census, the population residing within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of ALE was about
349,000, and the region contained some concentrations of minority and low-income populations. No
prime farmland, scarce geological resources, or floodplains are within the proposed construction and
cleanup sites.

Environmental Impacts of Proposed Action. Environmental impacts associated with construction of
the proposed Combined Community Communications Facility (CCCF) are expected to be similar to those
for any facility of comparable size. The facility would be located within a previously disturbed area and
be compatible with existing land-use designations established by DOE and Benton County. Resources
required for construction consist of commonly available materials and fuels that are not unique or in short
supply, and the labor required represents a small fraction of the local market. Consolidation of existing
communications facilities to a smaller footprint is expected to have a net positive effect on visual
resources in the near field.

The proposed demolition and cleanup activities would further disturb the areas associated with facilities
and debris, which are largely sites that have been disturbed at some time in the past, although some have
remained undisturbed for several decades. Activities in these areas, therefore, present the opportunity for
disruption of ecological resources that have become established in the interim or for discovery of cultural
and historic sites that were previously unrecognized.

The proposed demolition and cleanup sites are not currently known to contain sensitive ecological
resources or critical habitats that would be affected by the proposed activities. Restoration of previously
disturbed areas would have a beneficial effect on ecological resources and habitats, and removal of
unused facilities and debris is expected to have a net positive effect on visual resources in the near field.
Management of known cultural and historic resources, as well as any discovered during construction and
cleanup activities, would be in accordance with regulatory requirements and agreements among DOE and
other responsible agencies or parties.

Health and safety risks to workers and members of the public from construction and cleanup activities are
projected to be small, although the environment in the ridgeline area presents some unique hazards (such
as adverse weather and road conditions) that are not normally present at other Hanford cleanup sites. The
proposed activities might have short-term impacts on local traffic and noise levels, and temporary impacts
on air quality could also occur. However, because of the remoteness of these activities from occupied
areas, they would be unlikely to exceed regulatory standards for noise levels or air concentrations of
criteria pollutants and particulates. Effluents and wastes generated during demolition and cleanup would
be minimized to the extent practicable and would be managed using existing facilities.
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Operational impacts are expected to be minimal, consisting of occasional use of the CCCF by
communications providers and access for road maintenance. The workforce would remain at about
current levels, resulting in little, if any, incremental impact on community infrastructure, socioeconomic,
or transportation resources. Because the impacts from facility operations are projected to be small in all
cases, there would be no opportunity for both high and disproportionate adverse impacts on minority or
low-income populations, nor would noticeable cumulative impacts with other ongoing operations in the
region be expected.

Mitigation of Environmental Impacts. Mitigation of environmental impacts associated with
construction of the proposed CCCF and cleanup activities would take place as required by existing
regulations, agreements, and policies. Restoration of disturbed areas would return them to a more natural
state, and cultural and historic resources would be managed in consultation with regulatory agencies and
Tribal Nations. Health and safety risks would be managed under existing Hanford Site policies and
procedures with implementation of special measures as necessary to reduce the risks from working in the
unique environment within ALE.

Final Environmental Assessment Sum-3 July 2009






U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

Contents
SUIMIMATY ..uviieiie ettt et e et e e sbeeetteeeabeeesteeessseeasseeessseaassaeassseeassesassseesssaeassseesmeseeassesensseenssenns Sum-1
Acronyms and ADDIEVIATIONS .......cccviieiiiieiiieiiieeiieeeree ettt et e steeesreeebeeesbeeseseeessaeessseessseeessseesseessseens AC-1
GLOSSATY ..eeitieeiieeetee ettt et e ettt e et e et e et e e esbeeetbeeesbeeessaeeasseessseeessseeassaeessseeassaaassestessbeeensaeessaeensaeenssenn G-1
Unit ConVErSION CRATT .........iiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt e b e b e s bt e st e st e eateebe e beesbeesaeesateeateenee G-3
1.0  Introduction; Purpose and Need for AZency ACHION .......c.ececiieiiieeiiiieiieeciee et e reeeavee e 1
2.0 BACKGIOUNG .....oviiiiiieiiiecee ettt ettt e ettt e tb e e e bt e e tbaeeabaeestbeessseeessseessseeessseeasstessseennsaeessseaans 3
2.1 RIAZEING ATCA......uiiiceiiiiiiieiieeeiee ettt et e e st e et e e tbeesebee e aveeesbeeessaeesbeeessaeessseesssasensseessseeanses 3
2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base ........cccceiiiiiiiiiiiiieniiiiecee et 3
2.3  Base Area—Rattlesnake SPIiNgS......c.ccciecviieiieriiiriieiiieriesieere e ereereeieesteesreseaesssesseesseesseenns 5
2.4 DIEDIIS ATCAS ...uvieeuiieieiieeiieesiee ettt estteestteeseteessteeesseessseeassseessseeessseessseeassseessseeansseensseesnseesnseeensns 5

2.5 Related Actions under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, 42

USC 900T €1 SEQL)euvveeeereeeriiieiiieeiteesttesitteesteesseesstreessseessseeasseessseesssseasssessssseessseessseessssesssseenns 5
2.5.1 Decisions for the 1100 Area Operable Units under CERCLA .............ccceeovierieeenenns 5
2.5.2  Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement
[0 00 S 2 1) TSRS 6
2.5.3 Hanford Reach National Monument Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (CCP EIS) ........cccooviiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee e 6
2.5.4 The Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
(TCEWM EIS) ...ttt ettt sttt et ee e 7
3.0 Description of the Proposed Action and AItErNAtiVES ..........ccuverierieecrieciieieerieseeesee e ereesreereesseeens 9
3.1 ProOPOSEA ACHION ..ecuviiiieiiiciieiieieett et et e seesaestvesbeesbeesseesse e saesssessseasseesseesseessaesseesssenssesssensss 9
3.1.1 Combined Community Communications Facility...........ccccccvrerievierierierierieniennens 10
3.1.2  Demolition of Public and Private Communications Facilities .............cccccervvervvernenns 12
3.1.3 Demolition of Inactive DOE Facilities/Structures ............ccccvevververiervervenresiveaneans 13
3.1.4 Cleanup of Miscellaneous DEDIiS..........ccvevviirieiieiiieiie e e eesreeveesneens 16
3.1.5 Recontouring and REVEZEIAtION ........cceeveerirrirreiiieiieieesieesee e sreereereeseesseeseneseneens 17
3.1.6  Pollution Prevention and Waste MinimiZation............cceeeverevrecreesieerieeneeseesnesivessneens 17
3.1.7  Emergency Preparedness........ccoocieoierienieniiiieeit ettt sttt 18
3.2 Alternatives Considered but Not Evaluated in Detail .............ccoveieiiiiiiiiiiicicceccee e, 18
3.3 NO-ACHON AICINALIVE .....eiiiiiiiiii ettt et ettt e ete e eaae e seveeeteeetseeeareeesaseenens 19
4.0  Affected ENVITONIMENT ........ciiiiiiiiieciiieciee ettt ettt e et e eeiteeeteeestbeesabeeeaaeesavesesseeseseeesaeenseeesssens 21
4.1 LA USE ..uviieiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt e et e et e e et e e e bt e e e b e e e ta e e e beeetae e tbeeetaeeeabeeearaaans 21
411 RIAZEINEG ATCA.....cceiiiieiieiieeiie ettt ettt te ettt et e st e saaeenbeenseenseeseenseens 22
4.1.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base .........c.cccceieiiiiiciiiiiiicceeee e 22
4.1.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake SPrings Ar€a........ccccoceeveeririeriinenienienieiene e 22
414  DEDIIS ATCAS ...uiiicuiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt e ettt e et e e ete e e e veeeeta e e et e e eteeestbeeeareeeteeeeareeereeas 22
4.2 Cultural and Historical RESOUICES ..........ceiuieiiiiriieiieriieie ettt 23
4.2.1  RIAZEINE ATCa......oiiiiiieiiiieiiie ettt ectee ettt et e et eesbeeetteeebeeesbeeesaseessseeensseenssenas 24
4.2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base .........cccceoceiriiniiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 25
4.2.3  Rattlesnake SPrings ATEa ......cceevieiiiieiieeitietieriieete ettt ettt et et e sttt ebeeneeas 27
4.2.4  DEDIIS ATCAS .. .eetietieitieeiieeie et e et et e et e et e e bt et esatesb e e s at e e be e beesbeeeaeesateeabeenbe e bt enaeenaeas 27

Final Environmental Assessment TC-1 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

4.3 EcologICal RESOUICES .....ccvieiieiieiieiiieiiieieeteesteesteesitesereesbeesseesseessaessaesssessseesseessaesssesssesssensss 28
4.3.1  RIAZEINEG ATCA.....cccuiiiiiiieiiesiiecte ettt ettt e ee s eestbessbeesbeesbeestaessaesssessseasseessansseens 28

4.3.2 Base Areca—Former Nike Missile Base .........ccccccueriiiiiiniienieniesie e 29

4.3.3 Base Arca—Rattlesnake SPrings Ar€a........c.cccvvvcveevierieeniiesiiesiesreenesreereeseesseesseens 29

O B B o) o) 4 (AN < TSR 30

O R 2 1 1 o o) 15 10 o LU SRUT 30
4.5 Human Health and Safety..........ccccceviiriiiiiiiiieiierieecee ettt ere et sraeseaessaesnbeenes 31
4.6 Waste MANAZERIMENT ......ccueiriuieeeiieeiieecieeesieeeeteesteeestteesbeeesteessseesnseeasnseesnseeesseesnsaesnsseesnseeans 31
4.7 ViISUAL RESOUICES .....vviiviieiiieiieiiesieeie et et et e steesteestvessteesseesseesseessaesssessseesseesseesseesssesssesssensss 32
4.8 Other RESOUICE ATCAS.....ccuiecvieiieiieriieiieeteeteeteesteesttesstesssessseesseessaessaesssessseasseesseesseesseesssensses 32
481 AT QUALEY ..ottt s b et sae et eae s 32

4.8.2  Ge0logy And SOIIS ....cceeviiiiieiieieetesterte ettt et e enb e eennaenaas 32

4.8.3  INOISC..uierieiierieeieieiteesteesteesteesttesstessseasseesseeseessaessseasseasseesseessaessaeasseanseasseesseesseensnearsens 32

4.8.4 Floodplains and Wetlands ..........cccccverieriiiiieiieiieeesee et ensas 33

4.8.5 Socioeconomics and Environmental JUSLICE ........cccccververireiieerieerienienre e e e 33

5.0 Impacts of Proposed Action and the No-Action AIternative ...........ccoceeceevereriencneenieneneeeneeeene 35
R R 5 Vo < TR UTUURPRRR 35
R B B T P o) U1 TN - PP 35

5.1.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base ........ccccccveevieiiierienienienieeie e 36

5.1.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake SPrings.......cccoccveceevierienienieniecie ettt 36

R B B 151 o) 6 AN (< 1SS 36

5.2 Cultural and Historical RESOUICTES .........coverieeciieiieiieiieriieste ettt et sae e eseeseensee s 36
52,1 RIAZEIHNE ATCA.....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeteetete ettt sttt st st 36

5.2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base ..........ccccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieciie e 37

5.2.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake SPrifgs.........coocevervierinieniininieneseeeseeteese e 37

5.2.4  DEDIIS ATCAS ..eeueieuiieiieiieit ettt ettt ettt et e s ate et be e sb e e s bt e s ae e eat e et e e bt e beesbeesaneeareen 38

5.3 EcolOZICal RESOUICES ......ceciiiieiieiiiieciie ettt ettt e et e e st e estaeesebeeestaeesbeeesseeesseenens 38
5.3, 1 RIAGEINE ATCa.....ccccuiiieiiieiiieeiee ettt et et e e vt eestveesbeeetaeessbeeesbeeessseassseeesseessseeans 38

5.3.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base ..........ccoccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee 38

5.3.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake SPrings.........cccecuieiiieeciieiieeciie et 39

5.3.4  DEDIIS ATCAS .eeeueieiietieitieetie ettt et et e s ettt e e te e bt e sbeesheeeut e et e e bt e bt e bt e e beeenteeteeteen 39

5.4 TranSPOItAtION ....c..eeiiiieiiiieitie et eeteeeeieeeereeeteeestbeesbeeessbeessseeesseessseeessseessseeassseessseesnssssesensses 39
5.5 Human Health and Safety...........cociiiiiiiiiiiiii et 40
5.6 Waste Management ........cooueeiiiiiiiieiitieiie ettt ettt ettt e st e et e bt e st e e bt e st e ebee e sabeeeabaes 41
5.7 ViSUAL RESOUICES ....uvviiiiiiiiieeiiieeciie et e stteete e st eestaeeseteesbeessseessseesssaeessseesnseeesseesnsesssssensnes 41
5.8 Other IMPACES ....vvieeiieeiiieiiieciie et ee et ettt e et e e st eesteeesebeesssteessseesssaeesssasssseeessseesssessssesensses 42
581 AT QUALIEY ..ottt ettt ettt et ettt ettt ettt et et st et e ene e e e ateeaeen 42

5.8.2  Floodplains, Wetlands, and Water QUality..........ccccccvevviieeriiienciieeiieeiee e 42

5.8.3  Geology and SOILS ....ccccueiiiiiiiiiieieeee et e b e e etae e nereeens 42

584 NI ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e b e bt e ht ettt et e b e e bt she e et e e bt e b e e bt e nbeeeaes 43

5.8.5 Socioeconomics and Environmental JUStICE .........cccverriiivciienciieniieciie e 43

5.8.6 RESOUICE USE.....iiiiitiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt sttt et e beesbeesaeeeate e 43

5.9 Cumulative IMPACES......veeeiuiieiiieeciieeeieeeieeeteeeteeeeeesetee e bt eesereesbeeessaeessseeessaeessseesssesesseensses 44
5.10 Mitigation of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action ..........cceevveeeciiieniienciieeie e 45
5.11 Environmental Impacts of the No-Action AIternative ...........cccceeereereneeienenieneneeeeeeee 45
6.0 Environmental Permits and Regulatory ReqUIr€mMents ............cceevveeeiierieerieenienienieereesieeseesenesneens 47

Final Environmental Assessment TC-2 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

7.0 Notice to Tribal and Government Agencies and Other Interested Parties ..........ccccevevevverienieennnnns 49
B0 REIETEICES ..ueeiutiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt et e b e s b e s bt e at e et e bt e bt e sb b et e sbeesatesate e 51
8.1 Regulations, NotiCes, and LaWS .....c..cccieerieriiirierieiiesreeieeie et esteeseesaeesressseeseesseessaessnessneens 51

8.1.1 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) ........cccceeviiiiiiiiieniienieciccie e 51

8.1.2  Federal Register (FR) NOLICES .....ccviiiiirieiieiieieesieesteereere e ereeeeeseeeseneseneesseenneenns 51

8.1.3  United States Code (USC)..ccuiiiiiiieiieiieiieriesie ettt et ereestaesseeseaesssesssessseenseesseenens 52

8.1.4 State of Washington Administrative Code (WAC) .....ccceeveevierierieeieere e 52

8.2 Reference DOCUIMENLS ........cocueiiriiiiiitieietee ettt ettt sttt st e be et e e nees 53
Appendix A: Rattlesnake Ridgeline Communications Providers ............ccoceeeerinieninieneneneeeceeeee Al
Appendix B: Cultural RESOUTICES. .....cccvivciieiieiieriieiieiee st ere ettt seesae s e ssseesbeessaessaessaesssesssessnenssas B.1
Appendix C: Ecological RESOUICES........cvccvieriiiiieiie e sieeie ettt ettt e e es e esbeeseestaessaestaessnesssessnenssas C.1
Appendix D: Comments on the Draft EA and DOE ReSpONSes .........cccvevvveriierierienienie e e eieeeeenenens D.1

Appendix E: Finding of No Significant Impact for the Combined Community Communications
Facility and Infrastructure Cleanup on the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve,
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington ............cccvevierieriieniiniisiieieeieesee e see e esre e sseesenesenes E.1

Final Environmental Assessment TC-3 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

Figures
2.1, ALE and SUIrOUNAING AT@AS ......cccueeiuieitieitieeiieeie et eieesttesttesiteeteesteesteesaeesatesbeebeesseesseesnsesseesaeesnseenne 4
3.1. Three Principal Areas Proposed for Facility Consolidation and Cleanup: Ridgeline Area, Base
Area—Former Nike Missile Base, and Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs Area, Overlaid on a
2006 Aerial PhOtOGIAPN .....coouiiiiiiiie ettt et e et et e st e et e et e e eneesneeenees 9
3.2. Communications Facilities Proposed for Demolition and Proposed Combined Community
Communications Facility Site, Overlaid on a 2006 Aerial Photograph .........c..cccccveveniienincnncnene. 10
3.3. Energy Northwest COmMMUNICAIONS ST ....eeuviiiriirierierieetertieieetent ettt sttt e e 12
3.4. Conceptual Design of Proposed Combined Community Communications Facility. .......c..ccccc.cceuee. 12
3.5. Facilities at the Former Nike Missile Base AT€a..........cceeveerierienieiiieieeieeieeiteiee e 14
3.6. 646 Aquatic Ecology Field Laboratory, Rattlesnake Springs Base Area.........c.cccoveeeieeerveencreeenennn. 16
3.7. Location and Type of Debris Identified To Date on ALE .........ccccooviiiiiiiiiiicieceeeeeee e 16
Tables
3.1. Communications Towers Currently Located on the Ridgeline.............cccceevviiviiiiiiiiniiicieeeiee 12
4.1. National Register-eligible Former Nike Missile Base Buildings and Mitigation Status................... 26

Final Environmental Assessment TC-4 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy

AASTA
ACHP
ALE

BLS

CAIRS
CCCF
CCP EIS

CEQ
CERCLA
CFR

DART
DOE
DOE-RL

EA Environm
EIS

EPA

ERDF

FONSI

FR Federal
ft feet

ft* square
ft* cubic

ha hectare(
HCP EIS
HVAC

km kilom
LIGO

MBTA
mm

m’ square
m’ cubic
MEI

mi mile(s)
MOA

MSA Metropolitan

NEPA
NHPA

DOE/EA-1660F

Acronyms and Abbreviations

Alliance for the Advancement of Science through Astronomy
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
The Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve

Bureau of Labor Statistics

(DOE) Computerized Accident/Incident Reporting System

Combined Community Communications Facility

Hanford Reach National Monument Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Days Away (from work), Restricted, or Transferred
U.S. Department of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office

ental Assessment
Environmental Impact Statement
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility

Finding of No Significant Impact
Register

feet
feet

s)
Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement
Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (system)

eter(s)
Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
eter(s)
meter(s)
meter(s)
maximally exposed individual

Memorandum of Agreement
Statistical Area

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Historic Preservation Act

Final Environmental Assessment AC-1 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

NPL
OSHA

PA Programmati
PNNL
PUD

RCRA
ROD

SHPO

TC&WM EIS
TCP
TRC

US United
USC
USFWS

WAC Washington
WCH Washington

National Priorities List
U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration

¢ Agreement
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Public Utility District

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
Record of Decision

State Historic Preservation Office(r)

The Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
Traditional Cultural Property
Total Recordable Case(s)

States
United States Code
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Administrative Code
Closure Hanford

Final Environmental Assessment AC-2 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

Glossary

Construction site (proposed Combined Community Communications Facility [CCCF] construction site).
A portion of the currently occupied portion of the ALE ridgeline area where the proposed CCCF would
be constructed.

Hazardous chemical. Any chemical that is a physical or health hazard.

Physical hazard—any chemical for which there is scientifically valid evidence that it is a:
¢ flammable or combustible liquid
e compressed gas
o cxplosive
o flammable solid
e oxidizer
e peroxide
e pyrophoric

e unstable (reactive) or water-reactive substance.

Health hazard—any material for which there is statistically significant evidence that acute or chronic
health effects may occur in exposed individuals. Such materials include:

e carcinogens

e mutagens

e teratogens

e toxic or acutely toxic agents

e reproductive or developmental toxins

e irritants

e corrosives

e sensitizers

e liver, kidney, and nervous system toxins

e agents that act on the blood-forming systems

e agents that damage the lungs, skin, eyes, or mucous membranes.
Hazardous waste. Waste that contains chemically hazardous constituents regulated under Subtitle C of

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended (40 CFR 261) and regulated as a
hazardous waste and/or mixed waste by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
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Low-level (radioactive) waste. Radioactive waste that is not high-level waste, spent nuclear fuel,
transuranic waste, byproduct material (as defined in Section 11e[2] of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended), or naturally occurring radioactive material.

Mixed low-level waste. Low-level waste determined to contain both source, special nuclear, or byproduct
material subject to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and a hazardous component subject to
the RCRA, as amended, or Washington Administrative Code 173-303-140.

Pollution Prevention. The use of materials, processes, and practices that reduce or eliminate the
generation and release of pollutants, contaminants, hazardous substances, and waste into land, water, and
air. For the Department of Energy, this includes recycling activities.
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Into metric units

Unit Conversion Chart

DOE/EA-1660F

Out of metric units

If you know | Multiply by To get If you know | Multiply by To get
Length Length
Inches 2 5.40 Millimeters Millimeters 0.03937 inches
Inches 2. 54 Centimeters Centimeters 0.393701 inches
Feet 0 3048 Meters Meters 3.28084 feet
Yards 0 9144 Meters Meters 1.0936 yards
miles (statute) 1.60934 Kilometers Kilometers 0.62137 miles (statute)
Area Area
square inches 6.4516 square square 0.155 sq uare inches
centimeters centimeters
square feet 0.09290304 square meters square meters 10.7639 square feet
square yards 0.8361274 square meters square meters 1.19599 square yards
square miles 2.59 square square 0.386102 sq uare miles
kilometers kilometers
Acres 0.404687 Hectares Hectares 2.47104 acres
Mass (weight) Mass (weight)
ounces (avoir.) 28.34952 Grams Grams 0.035274 ounces (avoir.)
pounds (avoir.) 0.45359237 Kilograms Kilograms 2.204623 pounds (avoir.)
tons (short) 0.9071847 tons (metric) tons (metric) 1.1023 tons (short)
Volume Volume
ounces 29.57353 Milli liters Milliliters 0.033814 ounces
(U.S., liquid) (U.S., liquid)
quarts 0.9463529 Liter ] Liters 1.0567 quarts
(U.S., liquid) (U.S., liquid)
gallons 3.7854 Liter s Liters 0.26417 gallons
(U.S., liquid) (U.S., liquid)
cubic feet 0.02831685 cubic meters cubic meters 35.3147 cubic feet
cubic yards 0.7645549 cubic meters cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards
Temperature Temperature
Fahrenheit subt ract 32 Celsius Celsiu s multiply by Fahrenheit
then multiply %/s™  then add
by /o™ 32
Energy Energy
kilowatt hour 3,412 British thermal British thermal 0.000293 k ilowatt hour
unit unit
kilowatt O 94782 British thermal British thermal 1.055k ilowatt
unit per second unit per second
Force/Pressure Force/Pressure
pounds (force) 6.894757 Ki lopascals Kilopascals 0.14504 pounds per
per square inch square inch
torr 1 33.32 Pascals Pascals 0.0075 torr

06/2001

Source: Engineering Unit Conversions, M. R. Lindeburg, PE, Third Ed., 1993, Professional Publications,
Inc., Belmont, California.

Final Environmental Assessment

G-3

July 2009







U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

1.0 Introduction; Purpose and Need for Agency Action

This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides information and analysis of proposed U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) activities to consolidate existing facilities and reduce the footprint of facilities and
infrastructure within the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE) in Benton County,
northwest of the City of Richland, Washington. Information contained in this EA will be used by DOE to
determine if the proposed action is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. If the proposed action is determined to be a major action with potentially significant
environmental impacts, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required. If the proposed
action is not determined to be a major action that could result in significant environmental impacts, a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) would be issued, and the action may proceed. This EA is
prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended

(42 USC 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 1500—1508); and the DOE
National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures (Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Part
1021).

Purpose and Need for Agency Action. The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce indirect costs
and potential safety impacts as well as to protect sensitive cultural and ecological resources by reducing
the impact of people and infrastructure within ALE. DOE needs to reduce the number of facilities and
infrastructure on ALE to those that are necessary to continue to provide operational or communications
support to local, regional, state, and federal emergency services and commercial organizations. DOE also
needs to appropriately manage the wastes resulting from activities that consolidate existing facilities and
infrastructure, reducing the overall footprint on ALE.

The availability of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 funding has provided DOE with an
opportunity to identify actions that could be accelerated and accomplished earlier than previously
planned. DOE proposes to undertake this activity to ensure continued emergency communications for
Energy Northwest, local, and regional agencies and to reduce the physical footprint by consolidating other
communications facilities and removing other unneeded facilities and infrastructure located on ALE. The
proposed action would also fulfill the DOE responsibility to preserve and protect important cultural,
historical, and ecological resources. This is consistent with the Preservation land use designation for ALE
in the record of decision (ROD) for the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS (64 FR 61615)
and the incorporation of the area within the Hanford Reach National Monument (65 FR 37253). The
proposed activities are intended to produce net beneficial effects for this unique and sensitive
environment as well as protect the public's interest in maintaining an effective emergency
communications network.
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2.0 Background

The proposed activities described in this EA would take place within the boundaries of ALE, as shown in
Figure 2.1 and described in Section 4. Historically, parts of this area were privately owned and were used
for agricultural purposes, ranching, and some natural gas exploration. Landowners were evicted in 1943
when the area was incorporated into the Hanford Site, which was established as part of the Manhattan
Project during World War II. Initially, the area served as a safety and security buffer zone for Manhattan
Project activities and contained facilities designed to defend Hanford Site operations from possible attack
during and after the war. No weapons-production or waste-management activities were conducted on
ALE.

Following the war, the area was used for various environmental research purposes, some of which
continue to the present. The ALE was formally established by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission in
1967 as a preservation area because of its unique habitat that had remained essentially undisturbed for
several decades. In 1971, it became the Rattlesnake Hills Research Natural Area. It was proclaimed a
National Environmental Research Park in 1977 and became the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology
Reserve by an act of Congress in 1993. In 2000, most of ALE was incorporated into the Hanford Reach
National Monument along with other designated units within the Hanford Site (65 FR 37253), and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) manages most of ALE.

Four major areas within ALE are the subject of proposed actions in this EA: 1) an area along the ridgeline
of Rattlesnake Mountain, 2) the former Nike missile base at the northeastern base of the mountain, 3) the
Rattlesnake Springs area near the northwestern base of the mountain, and 4) other areas within ALE
between the former Nike missile base and the springs, mainly along a gravel road, referred to as the
1200-foot road, where various types of debris remain from previous uses. Historical uses of these areas,
as related to the proposed action, are described briefly in the following sections.

2.1 Ridgeline Area

After World War II, the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain was the site of a control station for a Nike
missile base located at the base of the mountain with associated administrative and barracks buildings.
The area currently contains concrete foundations and several buildings originally associated with the
former Nike missile base control center. Since the 1960s, an astronomical observatory was constructed
on the ridge as well as a meteorological station and communications towers and equipment buildings for
various commercial and governmental entities. Wooden power poles and electrical lines along the ridge
supply power to the facilities. The concrete foundation for a radio telescope remains just below the
southeastern end of the ridgeline.

2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

The area near the northeastern base of the mountain contained the Nike missile base that was established
during the 1950s and abandoned in 1960 just prior to the closure of Camp Hanford in 1961. The base
consisted of two underground missile storage areas and two launch sites with associated administration
and service buildings, barracks, and recreation facilities. The launch site and buildings in this area later
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Miles

Kilometers

Figure 2.1. ALE and Surrounding Areas
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became the ALE headquarters, which were used for environmental research from the 1970s into the early
1990s. The ALE was a preferred field ecological research site because it was relatively undisturbed
(aside from grazing and a small amount of agriculture), had a closed intermittent stream, convenient
access, roads, electrical power, and it was close to the City of Richland (Fritz et al. 2003). One of the
underground missile storage facilities is currently being used for gravitational physics research, and other
pre-existing and recently constructed buildings in this area are used by the USFWS.

2.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs

A small metal structure near Rattlesnake Springs was used for research from the late 1960s through the
early 1990s. Portions of the springs and surrounding shoreline have been fenced to provide a restoration
and study area protected from damage by large wildlife. Miscellaneous debris also exists in the area near
the former research building.

2.4 Debris Areas

The area along the base of the ridge has been used for a number of purposes over the years. Before World
War II, the area was used for grazing livestock, agriculture, and some natural gas exploration. Later uses
included areas for various types of environmental research, such as plant and animal ecology, climatology
and meteorology, desert stream ecology, soil and water dynamics, hydrology, geology, and paleoecology.
Structures and debris from these uses still remain in the area, including buildings, foundations and other
cement structures, cisterns, asphalt debris, fencing, utility poles, electrical equipment, wire and cable,
piping, a waste site known as the Horseshoe Landfill, and other miscellaneous items.

2.5 Related Actions under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA, 42 USC 9601 et seq.)

DOE, in consultation and cooperation with other agencies, has evaluated options for cleanup and
management of ALE in a number of previous and ongoing studies. Decisions and results arising from
those studies are summarized in the following sections.

2.5.1 Decisions for the 1100 Area Operable Units under CERCLA

Two main areas within ALE were placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) as part of Operable Unit
1100-1U-1: the former Nike missile base control station at the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain and the
launch site and administration area for the former missile base. Limited field investigations were
conducted based on the potential for contamination with hazardous substances near the former Nike
missile base control station at the ridgeline area and the launch site at the base area. Both areas were
potentially contaminated with hazardous materials, and radioactive materials were later used for research
projects in and near facilities remaining from the former Nike missile launch site. The CERCLA record
of decision (ROD) for the 1100-EM-2, -EM-3, and -1U-1 operable units specified offsite disposal of soils,
debris, and structures contaminated with solvents, polychlorinated biphenyls, and other potentially
hazardous substances. It also provided for continuation and expansion of groundwater monitoring to
track attenuation of existing contamination. A later decision (EPA 1996) provided for onsite disposal of
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certain wastes from Hanford cleanup activities in the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility
(ERDF), including wastes from the 1100 Area operable units that met ERDF waste acceptance criteria.
Remediation of the sites was completed in 1995 by stabilization in place, incineration, or removal of
hazardous substances and disposal in appropriate facilities. The sites were removed from the NPL in
1996 (61 FR 51019). Subsequent sampling activities at the Horseshoe Landfill resulted in removal of
additional contaminated soil and onsite disposal at ERDF, which was completed by Washington Closure
Hanford (WCH 2005).

2.5.2 Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement
(HCP EIS)

The purpose of the HCP EIS was to facilitate decision-making about the Hanford Site’s uses and
facilities. DOE’s decision attempted to balance its continuing land-use needs at Hanford with its desire to
preserve important ecological and cultural values of the site and allow for economic development in the
area. Land use for most of ALE was designated as Preservation in the 1999 DOE ROD for the HCP EIS
(64 FR 61615). The exception was a section in the north-central part of the reserve known as Borrow
Area C, which was designated in the 1999 ROD as Conservation (Mining) to provide borrow materials
for waste management activities at the Hanford Site.

In the HCP EIS, the land use designations related to ALE were defined as follows:

Preservation: An area managed for the preservation of archeological, cultural, ecological, and natural
resources. No new consumptive uses (i.e., mining or extraction of nonrenewable resources) would be
allowed within this area. Limited public access would be consistent with resource preservation and
DOE’s need to provide a buffer zone.

Conservation (Mining): An area reserved for the management and protection of archeological,
cultural, ecological, and natural resources. Limited and managed mining (e.g., quarrying for sand,
gravel, basalt, and topsoil for governmental purposes only) could occur as a special use within
appropriate areas. Limited public access would be consistent with resource conservation.

A Supplement Analysis (DOE 2008) and an amended ROD issued in 2008 (73 FR 55824) supported the
conclusions and clarified the decisions published in the 1999 ROD. Although existing communications
facilities on the ridgeline were grandfathered as existing uses at the time the final HCP EIS was issued in
1999, the actions evaluated in this EA would propose changes to the existing uses. As a result, the
procedures for special uses described in the final HCP EIS would apply, including seeking input from
cooperating agencies with land-use authorities. This EA, which includes opportunity for review by
regional and local agencies, Tribes, stakeholders, and the public, is intended to satisfy these procedures.

253 Hanford Reach National Monument Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (CCP EIS)

The CCP EIS establishes USFWS goals and objectives for management of the Hanford Reach National
Monument for the next 15 years (USFWS 2008). DOE participated in the preparation of the CCP EIS as
a cooperating agency. The subsequent CCP to be issued by the USFWS is intended to provide the
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framework for conserving natural, cultural, and recreational resources; managing visitor use; developing
facilities; and addressing day-to-day operations of the Monument.

The ROD, signed on September 25, 2008, selected the USFWS-preferred alternative, which provided for
protection and conservation of ecological, geological, paleontological, and cultural resources by creating
extensive areas that are free of facility development (73 FR 72519). Restoration was a top priority, with
some areas open to public use. New facilities and public access points would be consolidated to minimize
impacts to the Monument and to provide economies of scale in management and maintenance. Vehicle
access into the interior of the Monument would be limited primarily to routes that are currently available;
however, much of the Monument would be open to nonmotorized access.

2.54 The Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
(TC&WM EIS)

The draft TC& WM EIS is being prepared to address proposed actions relating to closure of single-shell
tanks, current and expanded waste management activities, and the decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (71 FR 5655). It also provides a comprehensive analysis of the cumulative impacts of
remediation activities taking place or planned at the Hanford Site, including those proposed for ALE. It
considers the potential for consolidating or removing unneeded facilities and equipment on Rattlesnake
Mountain and Gable Mountain, some of which are included within the scope of activities described in this
EA. The EIS also includes analysis of potential impacts on cultural, historical, paleontological, and visual
resources, as well as Native American interests; and it presents a discussion of potential mitigation actions
that could be taken to reduce or minimize impacts associated with the proposed actions and alternatives.
In parallel with the EIS, DOE has initiated the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106
process, based on a determination that the TC& WM EIS proposed actions would likely result in adverse
effects as defined under that law. An initial draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been
exchanged with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), and local area tribes. DOE plans to continue consultations on this draft MOA after
considering the comments received on the draft EIS. A primary outcome of this process would be the
development of appropriate stipulations to protect and further minimize the potential adverse effects to
historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places as a result of
implementing any actions evaluated in the EIS.

DOE has prepared this interim action EA to facilitate completing the proposed actions on ALE in a timely
manner, taking advantage of the unique funding opportunity provided by the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009. Consistent with the requirements of Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CFR 1506.1(c)), DOE does not anticipate that the proposed consolidation and remediation
activities on ALE would prejudice its decision or limit its ability to select from among the proposed
actions being evaluated in the TC& WM EIS concerning closure of the single-shell tanks; supplemental
technologies to augment the high-level waste treatment process at the Waste Treatment Plant; continuing
or expanding waste management capabilities; and determining an appropriate end state for the Fast Flux
Test Facility.

The schedule for accomplishing the near-term consolidation and remediation activities described in this
EA roughly coincides with the expected schedule for completion of the ongoing TC& WM EIS process.
Implementing appropriate follow-on mitigation actions such as revegetation and recontouring may not be
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fully completed until after the Final EIS and ROD are issued. The TC&WM EIS would address the
potential mitigation actions that may be appropriate in order to implement the DOE-selected preferred
alternative(s). Some of these mitigation actions may also benefit the areas within ALE that are the subject
of this EA. The final TC&WM EIS and the final MOA under NHPA Section 106 would be based on
DOE’s consideration of all the Tribal Nation input and public comments that it receives. Any

ROD issued based on the final TC&WM EIS analyses provides DOE with the opportunity to address any
further mitigation concerns that may be associated with implementing the preferred alternative(s) or the
consolidation and remediation activities proposed in this EA.
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3.0 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

This section describes DOE’s proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action, including the No-
Action Alternative. It should be noted that facility decommissioning plans and construction details
described for the proposed action are based on conceptual plans. The final designs, plans, and schedules
as ultimately approved for implementation may differ somewhat from those discussed in this EA.
However, the nature, scope, and environmental impacts of the proposed action described here are
expected to substantially reflect and adequately encompass those associated with actual project
implementation.

3.1 Proposed Action

DOE proposes to demolish most of the facilities on ALE, except for those needed by DOE, USFWS, and
communications providers. Existing emergency communications capability must be maintained. A
facility would be constructed to combine communications operations at a single site to allow the
demolition of most of the existing antennas and radio repeaters on the ridgeline. In addition, DOE would
remove miscellaneous debris from past activities across ALE and repair the fence as necessary on the
boundary of ALE. Refer to Figure 3.1 (Borrow Area C is excluded from the proposed action).

Kilometers
0 45 9 18 27 36

i e USRI suate Route 240 [0

Former Nike Missile Base
Project Area

Legend
Primary Project Areas

—— Primary Access Roads ¥ 5 ;
[ ALE Boundary ﬁ Ridgeline Project Area [fif}

@ Debris ltems -

Figure 3.1. Three Principal Areas Proposed for Facility Consolidation and Cleanup: Ridgeline Area,
Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base, and Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs Area,
Overlaid on a 2006 Aerial Photograph
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Because of the high elevation and the potential for high winds and bad weather on ALE, the field season
for construction and demolition is relatively short. Therefore, depending on the decision reached by DOE
regarding the proposed action, subsequent field activities could be limited to the summer months as well
as shoulder months in the spring and fall.

In addition, because of the sensitive natural resources present on ALE and because the proposed action
includes activities that traverse substantial acreage, ongoing cultural and ecological resource reviews
could be conducted over several years. Although overall surveys of sensitive cultural and ecological
resources have been conducted and are summarized in this EA, follow-on reviews of individual sites are
expected to continue at appropriate times of the year and as necessary to support project schedules.
Essentially, resource surveys would be phased to coordinate with project schedules and ensure that
environmental data are available as they are needed to support implementing the proposed action and
avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive resources.

3.1.1 Combined Community Communications Facility

There are eight emergency management and communications facilities and towers located on the
ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain on ALE (seven towers, with two towers co-located at a single site, and
a small structure for telephone service). This infrastructure provides public safety and emergency
communications support for organizations such as DOE, Energy Northwest, Benton and Franklin
counties, regional cities, and local, state, and federal agencies. In addition, a number of commercial
entities use facilities on the ridgeline to provide communications for business and safety operations
(Figure 3.2). A list of current users is provided in Appendix A.

Kilometers
15

Energy Northwest, 6652-U, Franklin County,
T520-6 (Day Wireless)and location of proposed CCCF

6652-C, 6652-D, 6652-C Shed, Observatory and Verizon

623-A DOE Repeater Communication Facility

L

o
L s T
Abandoned Radio Telescope
- Fi

—

Figure 3.2. Communications Facilities Proposed for Demolition and Proposed Combined Community
Communications Facility Site, Overlaid on a 2006 Aerial Photograph
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DOE’s proposed action would support continued communications operations on the ridgeline by
consolidating and co-locating services to reduce the number of facilities and overall footprint, lessening
both the visual impact and the impact of people on the sensitive habitat on the ridgeline. To combine
communications facilities as much as possible, detailed information regarding frequencies, transmitter
receiver specifications, effective transmitted power, antenna types, antenna gain, feedline type and length,
and other information was collected to determine the requirements for the combined facility size and
configuration.

Based on this information, a preliminary engineering study was conducted, focusing on radio frequency
analysis, to determine what interference and/or propagation issues could influence the vertical alignment
and spacing between antennas on each tower and specific harmonics that could introduce interference
effects (Energy Northwest 2009). The study determined that two towers would be sufficient to support
radio communications for multiple users without interfering with each other. One tower would be an
existing 100-foot Energy Northwest tower that would be extended by 20 feet. The second would be a
new 180-foot tower constructed near the first tower, which is an expansion of the existing facility. Both
towers would be self-supporting metal lattice construction (without guy wires). A maintenance and
operation building would be constructed between the towers. The building and new tower would be
constructed on previously disturbed ground, within what is currently a graveled parking area. The new
tower’s foundation would require an excavation of about 6 to 10 feet deep in an area about 80 by 80 feet
(new tower footprint). A borehole approximately 2 inches in diameter and about 20 feet deep may be
necessary for soil analysis. A subsurface grounding system would run underneath the new tower to the
building and connect with the existing tower’s grounding system. In addition to the subsurface grounding
grid, 8-foot ground rods would be driven vertically to establish an effective earth ground.

A new maintenance and operation building would be constructed to provide features such as power
supply (primary and backup), equipment bays, fire protection, HVAC, telephone, and security for each
user. Based on these requirements, a modular building with dimensions of about 9 by 18 m (30 by 60 ft)
would be constructed between the towers. Conceptual designs indicate that the building and its
foundation would be manufactured offsite and then moved by truck to the proposed site within the
existing parking lot and erected. The foundation is expected to be a preformed concrete cell block-type
structure to minimize the need for excavation. The building would provide a key-controlled bay area for
each user to support maintenance, operations, and storage of components. The total footprint of the
facility, including towers, grounding system, building, and parking area, is expected to be about 3700 m”
[40,000 ft* (approximately 100 by 400 feet)], which would be entirely encompassed within the footprint
of the previously disturbed area. Refer to Figure 3.3 and Figure 3.4 for the proposed location and
conceptual design of the Combined Community Communications Facility (CCCF).

As a part of the proposed action, DOE would modify its existing property lease with Energy Northwest or
provide a new real estate instrument to allow Energy Northwest to proceed with construction and
operation of the CCCF.

Maintenance of the existing road to the ridgeline would be performed as necessary to support construction
of the new tower and support building as well as to allow access for periodic maintenance requirements
by communications facility users. The existing one-lane road is sufficient for these purposes, so
maintenance is expected to largely consist of filling potholes, making minor repairs of the existing
roadbed, and occasional snowplowing to keep the road in a safe and passable condition. The fence on the
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boundary of ALE would also be repaired as needed and moved as necessary to accurately mark the
property boundary.

Figure 3.3. Energy Northwest Communications Site.  Figure 3.4. Conceptual Design of Proposed
The Energy Northwest lattice tower is on the left; all ~ Combined Community Communications
of the other facilities are proposed to be demolished.  Facility.

3.1.2 Demolition of Public and Private Communications Facilities

The existing communications facilities on the ridgeline would be demolished after the CCCF is
constructed. Refer to Table 3.1 for a list of existing communications facilities.

Table 3.1. Communications Towers Currently Located on the Ridgeline

Tower Height

Provider (Meters) (Feet) Tower Type

Day Wireless 27 90 Guyed

s . 930 Guyed
Tri-Cities Amateur Radio Club 2170 Guyed
Columbia Communications 23 75 Guyed
Energy Northwest (proposed for continued use) 30 100 Self-Supporting
Crown Castle 50 165 Guyed
623A (DOE) 30 100 Guyed
Total 190 630

When the CCCEF is operational, the following communications infrastructure would be removed from the
ridgeline:

e Six existing towers and associated support buildings.

e One concrete structure used by Verizon for telephone service and an associated unneeded buried
phone line that runs to sites with towers that would be demolished.

o Unneeded power lines that run to existing tower sites (about 2,300 linear meters or 7,500 linear feet).
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o Several feeder roads to existing communications sites.

Approximately 460 m? (5,000 ft*) of buildings and structures would be demolished. The resulting site
footprint reduction would be from about 467,500 ft* ' down to about 40,000 ft*, which is a net reduction of
about 427,500 ft*, or about 91 percent. Approximately 630 vertical feet of towers presently on the
ridgeline would be reduced to about 300 vertical feet.

Infrastructure removal over the project lifetime is expected to include the following steps:
e Set up equipment staging, parking, and material laydown areas.

e Remove any fluids, hazardous substances, and waste from the support buildings and any remaining
equipment. Materials would be characterized, packaged, and transported for use, reuse, recycling, or
disposal as waste.

e Remove potentially reusable assets such as towers, generators, and other equipment and transfer for
use elsewhere.

e Demolish the buildings using standard demolition equipment, such as backhoes, trackhoes, and
front-end loaders. Break into sections suitable for transport offsite, probably by truck. The materials
could be recycled, reused, or disposed of as waste.

e Using a hydraulic hoe-ram or similar equipment, break up foundations into sections suitable for
transport offsite, probably by truck. The materials could be recycled, used as fill elsewhere, or
disposed of as waste.

e Remove the electrical lines in existing rights-of-way that currently serve existing tower sites. The
wooden support poles would be removed as well, or a few might be left in place to serve as wildlife
structures (e.g., elk scratching posts).

e Remove buried phone lines in existing rights-of-way to tower sites.

o Close unnecessary feeder roads.

3.1.3 Demolition of Inactive DOE Facilities/Structures

In addition to demolishing communications facilities, a number of DOE facilities would be removed on
ALE, including several on the ridgeline, most of the buildings at the former Nike missile base area, and
one building near the Rattlesnake Springs base area. Several still-serviceable structures would remain in
place for use by the USFWS in management of the National Monument. The following buildings are
among those expected to be demolished:

e Ridgeline Area Structures—the total square footage of DOE buildings at the ridgeline to be
demolished is about 750 m* (8100 ft%).
o Rattlesnake Mountain observatory foundation and associated support structures (the
observatory itself was recently dismantled by the owner for reassembly at another site for future
use).

o Excess transformer.

" Includes the area for support buildings, parking areas, towers, and the footprint under the guy wires for each tower.
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6652-C and nearby shed (army barracks/administration building).
Concrete structure (served radio telescope research).

6652-U (army upper pump house and tank).

6652-D (army pump house and tank).

o O O O O

6652-T and associated water lines (army fire protection lower pump house).

o Former Nike Missile Base Area—the total square footage of DOE buildings at and near the base area
to be demolished is about 3300 m” (35,500 ft*) (Figure 3.5).

o 6652-G (army barracks).

6652-H (army mess hall).

6652-1 (army administration, recreation, and storage building).

6652-] (army barracks).

6652-L (underground former Nike missile base storage and launch facility).
6652-M (Type C army latrine).

6652-S (army sentry post).

6652-R (army paint shed)(DOE-RL 2002).

O O O O O O O

G652G 6521
ALE Field
Storage Bldg

DIOE (inactive)
s e -

6652M
Fallout Laks
DIOE [inactive)

66520
Storage
Building
USFWS

Warshouse
LUSFWS

Figure 3.5.  Facilities at the Former Nike Missile Base Area. Several buildings would remain in place
to support USFWS management of the National Monument.
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Rattlesnake Springs Area
o 646 (PNNL aquatic ecology field laboratory, 6 by 12 meters (20 by 40 feet) metal building, see
Figure 3.6) (O’Connor and Rickard 2003).

Demolition over the project lifetime is expected to include the following activities:

Set up equipment staging, parking, and material laydown areas.
Establish temporary administrative trailers on pre-disturbed areas to facilitate demolition work

Remove any fluids, hazardous substances, and waste from the buildings. Materials would be
characterized, packaged, and transported for use, reuse, recycling, or disposal as waste.

Remove potentially reusable assets and transfer for use elsewhere.

Demolish the buildings using standard demolition equipment, such as backhoes, trackhoes, and
front-end loaders. Break into sections suitable for transport offsite, probably by truck. The materials
could be recycled, reused, or disposed of as waste.

Use a hydraulic hoe-ram or similar equipment to break up foundations into sections suitable for
transport offsite, probably by truck. The materials could be recycled, used as fill elsewhere, or
disposed of as waste.

Close unneeded wells.

Close unnecessary feeder roads.
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Figure 3.6. 646 Aquatic Ecology Field Laboratory, Rattlesnake Springs Base Area

In addition to demolishing unneeded DOE buildings, DOE intends to move the primary ALE access gate
closer to State Route 225 to improve access control and increase security.

3.14 Cleanup of Miscellaneous Debris

Although several cleanups have occurred on ALE over the years, there are still isolated items located
across the area. A number of these are still in use; for example, many fence posts are established to mark
ecological transit routes and research areas, extensive corrals constitute elk and deer exclusion research
areas, and several solar-powered telemetry antennas are used to track radio-collared wildlife. Because

many of these features continue to be used for environmental research, it is expected that they would be
left in place.

In addition to items still in use, there are a number of abandoned items. Examples include fence posts
that were installed to support the Basalt-Waste Isolation Project in the 1980s, coiled remains of wire cable
and barbed wire, conduit, rusted metal buckets and barrels, broken bricks, chunks of concrete, boards, and
wooden posts. There are also larger items, including vehicles, a rock and cement foundation, several

cisterns, and the concrete remains of past research projects. Refer to Figure 3.7 for the types and
locations of debris on ALE.
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In addition to the known items, it is possible that additional debris could be found. This EA is intended to
address future finds as well as identified debris as long as the general size and type of such items are
similar to and essentially bounded by the types of debris found to date.

Because the habitat on ALE is quite sensitive to human disturbance, care must be taken to ensure that
debris removal efforts do not result in more harm than the continued presence of the debris itself. In all
cases, efforts would be taken to minimize damage to the ecosystem. The methods selected to perform the
cleanup would depend on the size and weight of the item to be removed and the distance from the nearest
road. Workers would collect items by hand when possible, returning collections to the nearest road for
transport, or they might use fat-tired vehicles when necessary to minimize damage. It is likely that a truck
might be required to collect some items. It is possible that a helicopter might be used to remove some
items. Ifit is determined that the habitat damage caused by collecting the debris outweighs the
environmental benefits of the cleanup, items might be left in place.

3.1.5 Recontouring and Revegetation

Removing buildings and foundations would result in numerous shallow depressions at the ridgeline and
base areas. In addition, the unneeded feeder roads at the base and ridgeline, the buried water line from the
6652-T pump house and other buried utilities, and electrical power corridors are expected to require
rehabilitation.

However, especially at the ridgeline, the environment is harsh, and the native plant communities are
extremely susceptible to disturbance. Thus, the rehabilitation efforts themselves can have undesirable
adverse ecological impacts. Therefore, rehabilitation plans would be developed for each site on an
individual basis, focusing on recontouring and revegetating, and would be designed to minimize the
overall environmental impacts. Appendix C provides additional information.

Specific recontouring procedures would depend on the severity of surface disturbance resulting from the
demolition and the availability of suitable fill material. When practicable, nearby constructed berms
might be used as fill material. At other locations, nearby rocks and fill material might be used to
recontour the sites. Because of the risk of bringing in weed seeds and roots of noxious or alien plant
species, fill material for recontouring from ALE would be preferentially used. However, especially at the
base areas, it might be necessary to use suitable fill material from the Hanford Site or acquire clean soil
offsite. Before implementation, these options would be evaluated to avoid disturbances to ALE sites.

Revegetation would be performed using appropriate native species that are typical of the site and
surrounding plant communities. Plant materials used in revegetation would be locally derived. Boulders
or other barriers might be used to prevent vehicle access during rehabilitation.

3.1.6 Pollution Prevention and Waste Minimization

Consistent with the requirements and guidance of regulations and executive orders, including the
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 USC 13101), DOE incorporates pollution prevention and waste
minimization practices in construction and demolition activities. Pollution prevention is defined as the
use of materials, processes, and practices that reduce or eliminate the generation and release of pollutants,
contaminants, hazardous substances, and wastes into land, water, and air. Pollution prevention includes
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practices that reduce the use of hazardous materials, energy, water, and other resources along with
practices that protect natural resources through conservation or more efficient use. Within DOE,
pollution prevention includes all aspects of source reduction as defined by The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and incorporates waste minimization by expanding beyond the EPA definition
of pollution prevention to include recycling. Pollution prevention is applied to all DOE pollution-
generating activities, including facility construction and demolition activities.

Pollution prevention would be achieved through:

e Equipment or technology selection or modification, process or procedure modification,
reformulation or redesign of products, substitution of raw material, and waste segregation.

o Efficiency in the use of raw materials, energy, water, or other resources.

e Recycling to reduce the amount of waste materials and pollutants destined for release, treatment,
storage, and disposal.

3.1.7 Emergency Preparedness

DOE Order 151.1C, Comprehensive Emergency Management System (DOE 2005), provides the
framework for development, coordination, control, and directions of all emergency planning,
preparedness, readiness assurance, response, and recovery actions. DOE staff members participate in
regularly scheduled exercises to train emergency personnel who would respond to potential accidents and
other events. Emergency services at ALE are provided by the Hanford Patrol, the Benton County Sheriff,
and the Hanford Fire Department.

3.2 Alternatives Considered but Not Evaluated in Detail

Several alternatives to the proposed action were evaluated qualitatively, including two alternatives that
are essentially subsets of the proposed action.

1. DOE could construct the CCCF and subsequently remove the other communications facilities on the
ridgeline without removing the rest of the DOE structures at the base areas, or

2. DOE could remove unneeded DOE structures at the base areas without implementing the
communications consolidation and subsequent removal of other communications facilities on the
ridgeline.

After evaluation, DOE considers that the proposed action adequately encompasses these activities while
still allowing program flexibility.

In addition, a third alternative was considered:

3. Moving the communications facilities to another promontory in the region. Although this alternative
is not within the scope of DOE’s authority, Energy Northwest funded a study to evaluate the
possibility of moving the communications towers currently located on the ridgeline to another
location within Benton or Franklin Counties. In 2008, the alternative siting study (LMSI 2008)
evaluated the availability of the following features:

e Adequate site elevation, allowing acceptable radio frequency propagation.
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e Tower and support building siting availability.
e Year-round access road.

e Power and HVAC capabilities.

Nineteen sites were evaluated in the two counties, including Badger Mountain, Candy Mountain, Flat
Top, Jump-Off Joe Butte, Wahitas Peak, Red Mountain, and Prosser Butte. Of the nineteen sites, nine
were rejected because of inadequate radio frequency propagation; several sites were rejected because of a
lack of access road or because of poor road conditions; and a few sites were determined to work for one
or more communications users, but not for all of them. Use of the alternative sites would require
intermodulation studies to ensure that the antennas would not interfere with existing operational radio
systems, tower structural analyses, site development plans, and modifications to all 12 Energy Northwest
emergency sirens and all 10 DOE river-based emergency sirens (e.g., replace some antennas, extend
antennas higher on mast, or modify some siren radios).

Based on this study, it was determined that no location exists in Benton or Franklin County that could
provide the broad level of coverage currently provided at the ALE ridgeline. An adequate level of
coverage is required by the communications users to protect citizens, provide services, and, in the case of
Energy Northwest, meet the regulatory requirements of the Columbia Generating Station Emergency Plan
as approved by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

It is possible that in the future, new technologies might be developed that could eventually allow the
removal of the CCCF on the ALE ridgeline. New technologies might conceivably extend the effective
range of communications systems or allow tower placement on lower promontories.

3.3 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, a CCCF would not be constructed. Instead, communications users
would continue to use the seven towers and associated facilities and the telephone facility currently
located on the ridgeline. DOE would continue to maintain and operate the towers, feeder roads, telephone
cable, and power lines as necessary for emergency management and commercial communications
requirements. The access road to the ridgeline would be maintained to allow users to access and maintain
the communications equipment.

The unneeded DOE facilities present at the base areas and ridgeline would remain in place with little
ongoing maintenance. The boundary fence would continue to degrade and in places, inaccurately identify
the property boundary. The debris located across ALE would be left in place.

Environmental impacts of the No-Action Alternative are discussed in Section 5.11.
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4.0 Affected Environment

Aspects of ALE and its environs that might be affected by the proposed action are described in this
section. In accordance with DOE’s “sliding scale” guidance (DOE 2004), the description of the affected
environment in this section emphasizes the resource areas and considerations most likely to be affected by
the proposed action and highlights information that is necessary to assess or understand the potential
environmental impacts.

4.1 Land Use

The habitat at ALE has been protected since the 1940s, initially to serve as a buffer for Hanford
operations and for the purposes of ecological research and education. Since then, there have been a
number of land use designations and protections of ALE over the years:

e In 1950, the U.S. Army began development of a Nike Ajax missile defense system in the area, as a
part of Camp Hanford, which was established to provide air defense of Hanford.

e In 1967, the area was reserved for desert ecology research and education by the Atomic Energy
Commission.

e Four years later, in 1971, ALE was designated as a Federal Research Natural Area—the Rattlesnake
Hills Research Natural Area—to provide examples of the shrub-steppe communities characteristic of
the most arid portions of the Pacific Northwest (Franklin et al. 1972).

e In 1977, DOE dedicated portions of the Hanford Site, including all of ALE, as a National
Environmental Research Park.

e In 1993, an act of Congress redesignated ALE as the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve
to honor two research scientists who died in a plane crash while studying wildlife near Yakima,
Washington.

¢ In 1997, DOE signed an agreement with the USFWS to manage ALE. Under the terms of the
agreement, DOE remained owner of ALE, but the USFWS supervised it.

e Most of ALE was designated as Preservation land-use in a 1999 DOE ROD for the Final Hanford
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS (64 FR 61615). The exception was a section in the southeastern
part of the reserve known as Borrow Area C, which was designated in the 1999 ROD as
Conservation/Mining to provide borrow materials for waste management activities in the 200 Areas.

e On June 9, 2000, most of ALE became part of the newly created Hanford Reach National
Monument. In June 2001, DOE and USFWS signed a Memorandum of Understanding that covered
USFWS management (Duncan 2007).

e In 2008, USFWS decided to implement a comprehensive conservation plan for the Hanford Reach
National Monument (including ALE) that provides a high level of resource protection while
permitting public access and uses. This decision was established in a 2008 ROD for the Hanford
Reach National Monument Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Final EIS (73 FR 72519). DOE
was a cooperating agency during the development of the CCP EIS.
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Over the years, these land-use designations have focused on the continued protection of the sensitive
habitats and wildlife present on ALE. Since the establishment of the federal Hanford Site, the unique
ecological and cultural characteristics of the area have been recognized.

4.1.1 Ridgeline Area

DOE has leased property at the ridgeline to others for the purposes of emergency and commercial
communications since 1964. Refer to Appendix A for a list of tenants on the ridgeline. In addition, in
1971, Battelle erected an observatory on the ridgeline, installing a 0.8-meter Cassegrain reflecting
telescope for astronomical research. In September 2005, ownership of the observatory was transferred to
a nonprofit group, the Alliance for the Advancement of Science through Astronomy (AASTA). AASTA
is made up of scientists, educators, and community leaders from southeast and southcentral Washington;
its goal is to foster a cooperative relationship between students, educators, amateurs, and professionals to
allow all groups to learn, interact, and actively participate in the exploration of the universe. AASTA,
with help from Battelle, dismantled the observatory in June 2009 and plans to re-install it for use at
another location in eastern Washington.

4.1.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

There are a number of buildings located at the former Nike missile base; most of them were constructed
by the army in the 1950s in response to heightened Cold War tensions. These buildings functioned as the
headquarters for ALE and provided laboratory space and offices for DOE’s national laboratory staff
engaged in research from the late 1970s to the mid 1990s. Nearly all are currently empty and unused,
except for one that was constructed more recently by USFWS as well as support buildings that USFWS
wishes to preserve, such as a pump house, a water tank, and a small building used for storage (6652-K, -
O, and -E, respectively).

In addition, the 6652-L facility currently houses a long-term research effort funded by the National
Science Foundation to measure the gravitational constant, G; test Einstein's weak equivalence principle;
and evaluate whether or not a fifth force exists in the universe compared to the four known forces (strong,
weak, electromagnetic, and gravitational). Team members include PNNL, University of California, and
University of Washington. The current agreement between the team members and DOE allows the
continued use of the facility for research purposes through May 2011.

4.1.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs Area

The 646 Building is an aquatic ecology field laboratory and classroom located at the Rattlesnake Springs
area. The building has not been used for at least 7 years. The building and associated road and graveled
turnaround area are reached by an unimproved road that is used for routine access to the ALE site.
Several large animal exclusion structures are located along the perennial stream in the same general
vicinity.

414 Debris Areas

Research and operational debris remains in many locations across ALE, in areas reserved for ecological
protection and research. Although much of the equipment and research plot markers was used for a
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number of purposes over the years, the areas in which these items are located remain largely undisturbed.
Some of the debris is left from pre-Hanford occupation of local farms, ranches, and roadways that existed
before the land was condemned or otherwise acquired for the Manhattan Project.

4.2 Cultural and Historical Resources

The Hanford Site, including ALE, contains an extensive record of human occupation documenting a
series of overlapping cultural landscapes stretching back thousands of years, each layer of which tells the
story of how people have used the landscape. Three distinct landscapes are defined—the Native
American Cultural Landscape, the Early Settlers and Farming Landscape, and the Manhattan Project and
Cold War Era Cultural Landscape. A detailed description of how each of these landscapes is generally
represented is derived from the NEPA Characterization Report (Duncan 2007) and from the Hanford
Cultural Resources Management Plan (DOE-RL 2003a). This description is reproduced in Section 4.3 of
the cultural resources review report found in Appendix B, which is a redacted version from which specific
archacological site locations have been removed in accordance with 43 CFR 7.

Historical land use patterns associated with each of these three landscapes are evidenced on ALE.
According to the ethnographic literature, tribal elder interviews, and the archaeological resources that
have been identified on ALE, this area has been in use for 13,000 years and is known to be associated
with regional Tribes and the Plateau culture in the Columbia Basin. Rattlesnake Mountain is known in
the Sahaptin language as Laliik, which means “standing above water” (Kennedy et al. 2008). Oral
narratives indicate that Laliik was a place of refuge during an era of flooding, which may refer to the
Pleistocene floods that occurred in the region as recently as 13,000 years ago (Kennedy et al. 2008).
DOE recently determined that the portion of Laliik under its jurisdiction and control is eligible for
inclusion in the National Register as a historical property, and that the property is a Traditional Cultural
Property (TCP) (DOE-RL 2008). Laliik is also the location where several Washat prophets received the
songs of the Seven Drums religion and revived the Washani religion in the region (Kennedy et al. 2008).
It continues to play a role in the practice of the Washani religion today. Rock cairns are dispersed across
the landscape, some of which are evidence of Plateau Indian spiritual and cultural practices that can be
associated with vision questing (Kennedy et al. 2008). In addition, the area was an important resource-
gathering area for hunting, lithic resources, plants, medicines, and roots. Several trails traverse ALE and
connect these traditional resource-gathering areas, including Rattlesnake Springs, where an archaeological
site complex consisting of pre-contact campsites is located at the crossroads between the White Bluffs
Trail and the Cold Creek Valley Road. Sixty-seven archaeological sites evidencing this long-term use
have been identified on Laliik to date.

The first euro-American settlers came to the area that is now ALE in the mid-1800s for cattle ranching,
sheep grazing, and occasional homesteading, with the Benson, Snively, and Porter-Hartmann families
establishing the earliest homesteads (Hinds and Rogers 1991). Homesteaders on ALE depended on
reliable water sources at Rattlesnake and Snively Springs or wells, and succeeded in dryland farming and
raising alfalfa, sheep, and cattle (Hinds and Rogers 1991). Archaeological evidence of this use
(abandoned cisterns, foundations, remnants of the Benson and Snively ranch sites, and historical debris) is
dispersed across ALE. Natural gas was first discovered on ALE in 1913, but was not developed for
commercial use until 1929 (Hinds and Rogers 1991). Production ceased in 1941 when most of the gas
was depleted. The remains of the gas wells and the dwellings are located in the vicinity of the 1200-foot
road.
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In 1943, when the U.S. Government condemned or otherwise acquired land for the Manhattan Project, the
area was originally set aside as a buffer zone to provide additional protection from plutonium production
and storage activities occurring within the interior and central areas of the Hanford Site. No plutonium
production occurred on ALE (DOE-RL 2002). Early military use of ALE in 1943 included construction
of infrastructure to support site security efforts (i.e., road building and construction of the T520-6
Building [Navy Mars Radio Station] on the ridgeline).

In 1955, in response to heightened Cold War tensions, the army supplemented the anti-aircraft artillery
gun emplacements (located mostly in the interior and northern edge of the Hanford Site) with the Nike
surface-to-air missiles (DOE-RL 2002). Two Nike missile facilities were constructed on ALE in 1955:
the 6652-C Building on the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain, which was the control site, and the 6652
Complex (6652-G, -H, -1, -], K, -L, -M, -0, -R, and -S) at the base of Rattlesnake Mountain, which
contained the launch site, missile fueling and warheading area, and various administrative, residential,
and recreational facilities (DOE-RL 2002).

Also in the late 1950s, communications facilities were constructed at the ridgeline with the construction
of the 623-A Building (Microwave Equipment Facility/Radio Relay). Various support facilities, such as
pump houses (6652-T, 6652-U, and 6652-D), electrical lines, and telephone communications equipment
(buried telephone wire and water pipe and above-ground electrical lines), were constructed to support the
6652-C facility and the 623-A Building on the ridgeline as well as at the 6652 Complex at the base area in
the late 1950s. By 1961, the Nike base on ALE was deactivated. Many of the 6652 Complex buildings
were later used as the ALE headquarters in the late 1960s and as offices and field laboratories by Battelle
staff in the early 1990s.

The 646 Building (Radioecology Field Lab), a 20-foot-by-40-foot metal building and associated septic
and electrical power, was constructed in 1961 to support early environmental research conducted on ALE
to understand plant and soil radionuclide contamination (O’Connor and Rickard 2003). During later
years, the 646 Building was also used for educational activities.

Research and educational activities continue to be a primary function on ALE today. As a result of
restricted public access and limited construction, ALE contains substantial areas of pristine to near-
pristine native habitat. Protection of the unique shrub-steppe habitat has been a primary focus at ALE
since the 1960s, as evidenced in the different protective land designations that have occurred over the
years.

4.2.1 Ridgeline Area

Various cultural resource investigations over the past 50 years have recorded several cultural resources in
the ridgeline area of ALE (Kennedy et. al. 2009). These include nine archaeological sites eligible for the
National Register associated with the pre-contact and ethnographic era that are contributing properties to
the Laliik TCP. These archaeological sites consist of rock cairns, isolated lithic flakes and tools, a lithic
scatter, and a temporary campsite near the ridgeline. These sites are located in pockets of undisturbed
ground in close proximity to proposed action activities. Of note is the archaeological site near the
ridgeline spring, which appears to have been partially disturbed by construction of one of the electrical
lines and the 6652-T pump house. Several plant species that are valued by Tribes for traditional uses
were observed at this location, suggesting that this area may be an important traditional resource-
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gathering area. The ridgeline is also a culturally sensitive area that figures prominently in the historical
and cultural significance of Laliik as a TCP.

The buildings on the ridgeline were evaluated as part of the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic
District analysis conducted by DOE and its cultural resources contractors between 1994 and 1998 (DOE-
RL 2002). The Hanford Site Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District Treatment Plan
(DOE-RL 1998) outlined how the future demolition of historic buildings associated with this district
would be mitigated. These mitigations were implemented, including documentation on Historic Property
Inventory Forms and detailed historical overviews of the scientific and engineering attributes of these
buildings in a document entitled, The History of the Plutonium Production Facilities at the Hanford Site
Historic District, 1943-1990 (DOE-RL 2002). The results of this evaluation concluded that three of the
ridgeline buildings are eligible for the National Register, based on their association with the Manhattan
Project and Cold War Era Historic District. These include the T520-6 Mars Radio Station constructed in
1944, the 623-A Microwave Equipment Facility/Radio Relay constructed in 1957, and the 6652-C H-52
Nike Missile Base-Barracks/Administration Building constructed in 1956. Of these, only the 6652-C
Building was recommended as requiring mitigation. Documentation was completed via a Historic
Property Inventory Form and addressed in DOE-RL (2002) (see Table 4.1).

The road up to the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain was constructed in 1943 and is also eligible for
listing in the National Register as a contributing property to the Manhattan Project/Cold War Era Historic
District. A Historic Property Inventory Form for the road was completed in 2007 (Stapp and Dage 2007).
Additional details about the road are documented in DOE-RL (2002), Chapter 2, Section 11.

The remaining buildings and infrastructure located on the ridgeline are not eligible for the National
Register, either because they do not meet the 50-year age criterion for historical designations, or they did
not contribute to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District.

4.2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

There have been several cultural resources investigations at the base area over the past 15 years (Kennedy
et al. 2009). No archaeological sites have been identified within the immediate proposed action area.
Given the extensive disturbance at the base area, the potential for discovery of subsurface archaeological
resources in this area is low. The former Nike missile base buildings and infrastructure were evaluated as
part of the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District analysis conducted by DOE and its
cultural resources contractors between 1994 and 1998 (DOE-RL 2002). The Hanford Site Manhattan
Project and Cold War Era Historic District Treatment Plan (DOE-RL 1998) outlined how the future
demolition of historic buildings associated with this district would be mitigated. These mitigations were
implemented, including documenting the history on Historic Property Inventory Forms and developing a
detailed historical overview of the scientific and engineering attributes of the buildings in DOE-RL
(2002). The results of this historical overview concluded that 14 of the former Nike missile base
structures are eligible for the National Register associated with the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era
Historic District. Of these, 12 are proposed to be demolished (see Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1. National Register-eligible Former Nike Missile Base Buildings and Mitigation Status

Documentation
Theme/Historic Mitigation
Building Number and Description Function Required Docum entation/Mitigation Completed
T520-6 (Navy Mars Radio Station) — Site Security No NA
1944
623-A (Microwave Equipment Communication/ No NA
Facility/Radio Relay — 1957 Administrative
Support

6652-C (H-52 Nike Missile Base — Military Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
Barracks/Administration Building) — Operations engineering history documented in DOE-RL
1956 (2002), Chapter 2, Section 9
6652-G (H-52 Nike Missile Base — Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and

Barracks) — 1956

6652-H (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Mess Hall) — 1956

6652-1 (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Administration, Recreation, and
Storage) — 1955

6652-J (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Barracks) — 1955

6652-K (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Pump House) — 1955 (This building
would be preserved for use by
USFWS.)

6652-L (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Underground Missile Storage
Facility) — 1955

6652-M (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Type “C” Latrine) — 1955

6652-0 (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Missile Assembly and Test
Building) — 1955 (This building
would be preserved for use by
USFWS.)

6652-R (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Aluminum Paint Shed) — 1955

6652-S (H-52 Nike Missile Base —
Sentry Box/Guard Shack) — 1957

engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and

engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Military Operations
Military Operations Yes Military Operations
Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and

engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Military Operations Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

Final Environmental Assessment

26 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

Table 4.1. (contd)

Documentation
Theme/Historic Mitigation
Building Number and Description(a) Function Required Docum entation/Mitigation Completed
Fueling and Warheading Area Military Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
(1955-1956) Operations engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002) , Chapter 2, Section 9
Acid Storage Shed — 1956 Military Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
Operations engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002) , Chapter 2, Section 9
Crow’s Nest/Observation Post — Military Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
1956 Operations engineering history documented in DOE-RL
(2002) , Chapter 2, Section 9
J.P. Fuel Pad — 1956 Military Yes Historic Property Inventory Form and
Operations engineering history documented in DOE-RL

(2002), Chapter 2, Section 9

4.2.3 Rattlesnake Springs Area

The 646 Building at the Rattlesnake Springs area is located near a culturally sensitive area that contains
archaeological and ethnographic resources (Kennedy et al. 2009). Located halfway between primary
riverine and inland resource gathering areas at the crossroads between two historic trails, the Rattlesnake
Springs area is the location of an archaeological site complex and resource-gathering area. The
archaeological site complex includes the National Register-listed Rattlesnake Springs Campsites and
three large lithic scatters and the White Bluffs Trail, all of which are eligible for the National Register.

4.2.4 Debris Areas

There are over 100 debris items dispersed across ALE that have been identified for cleanup. Most of
these are located adjacent to existing roads and have not yet been surveyed for cultural resources. None
of the debris evaluated to date overlap with previously recorded archaeological sites. Based on the
descriptions and photographs, a few items are likely to be 50 years or older and might be recorded as
archaeological sites or isolates and be evaluated for their potential to be eligible for listing in the National
Register. Although the majority of debris items are less than 50 years old, a graded approach to assess the
effects of cleanup of these items would be applied, as described in the cultural resource review in
Appendix B (Sections 7.5 and 7.6).

Follow-on cultural resource surveys and reviews could be conducted in the future for the following
aspects of the proposed action:
e Demolishing electrical lines and the 6652-T Building at the ridgeline.
e Demolishing a small feature known as Hodges Well located near the former Nike missile base area.
e Modifying fences and gates to enhance security and access control.
e Siting temporary trailers and laydown areas for demolition activities.
e Removing buried phone lines at the ridgeline.

e Cleaning up debris items.
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4.3 Ecological Resources

The ecological resources found at the sites where proposed construction, demolition, and cleanup
activities would occur vary with elevation and location on ALE. Ecological reviews of these areas were
conducted in the spring of 2009, during the appropriate season and time to document the occurrence of
important species and habitats. Results and a summary of the ecological reviews of individual areas that
could be affected during the proposed actions are located in Appendix C (including genus and species
names of plants and animals).

The state and federally listed threatened and endangered plant and animal species of potential interest
were identified by examining published state and federal resource listings. Priority habitats and flora and
fauna species of concern are identified by Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (2008a, 2008b)
and Washington State Department of Natural Resources (2008). Lists of animal and plant species
considered endangered, threatened, proposed, or candidate by the USFWS are maintained at 50 CFR
17.11 and 50 CFR 17.12; the list of birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act is maintained at
50 CFR 10.13.

In addition, in 1994, The Nature Conservancy identified 11 native plant community element occurrences”
on ALE as defined by the State of Washington Natural Heritage Program, including relatively large
expanses of big sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass and threetip sagebrush/Idaho fescue elements (DOE-RL
2001). By tracking the location and quality of the various occurrences of a particular element, the Natural
Heritage Program can assess the significance of a given occurrence relative to other occurrences in the
state or region.

The following discussion includes descriptions of the species and habitats observed and likely to occur in
areas affected by the proposed construction, demolition, and cleanup activities.

4.3.1 Ridgeline Area

The ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain encompasses habitats and wildlife that are common to shallow
stony soils or lithosols found throughout eastern Washington (Daubenmire 1970). Basalt outcrops, cliffs,
and loose rock at the base of cliffs or on slopes are found along the ridgeline and slopes of ALE (Downs
et al. 1993). These shallow soils support scattered short-statured shrubs and grasses such as those
typically found in the following habitat associations:

e Rock buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass.
e Thyme buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass.
o Rigid sagebrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass.

e Narrowleaf goldenweed/Sandberg’s bluegrass.

? Element occurrences represent a systematic approach to inventory and protect the state’s natural diversity. An
element is a basic unit of the biologic and geologic environment identified as a needed component of a system of
natural areas. An element is an entire ecological system, such as a plant community, that includes the common
plants and animals of that system.
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Characteristic plant species found on ridgetops include rosy balsamroot, thyme buckwheat, Hood’s phlox,
and daggerpod (Sackschewsky and Downs 2001). However, vegetation in the immediate area
surrounding the communications facilities, buildings, and parking lots or roadway access areas is very
sparse and limited to a few hardy or weedy species.

The ridgeline provides habitat for a variety of wildlife and plants and is considered an important high-
elevation stopover point for migratory birds. All of ALE is designated as an Important Bird Area by the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (2008b) and Audubon Washington (2009). Birds
commonly seen along the ridgeline include the common raven, rock wrens, vesper sparrows, horned larks,
American kestrel, northern harrier, and red-tailed hawks. Raptors such as ferruginous hawks and prairie
falcons may nest on basalt outcrops along the ridgeline. Mammals such as the yellow-bellied marmot,
white-tailed jackrabbit, least chipmunk, and woodrat commonly occur at the ridgeline and the adjacent
habitat areas (Downs et al. 1993). Common reptiles found in lithosol habitats at the ridgeline include the
pygmy short-horned lizard and the western rattlesnake.

4.3.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

The lower slopes on ALE support both shrub-steppe and native bunchgrass associations. The
composition of these communities changes as the elevation changes. The buildings and debris items
located between 800- and 1200-foot elevations lie primarily in the big sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass
habitat association. Wildfires that burned much of ALE in 2000 and 2007 have removed a large portion
of the sagebrush-dominated habitat, leaving large areas of grasslands. At the mid-level elevations,
bluebunch wheatgrass, Sandberg’s bluegrass, a variety of flowering plants, and a cryptogamic or biotic
soil crust of lichens, moss, and algae comprise the habitat associations. The areas near existing buildings
are largely disturbed or surfaced with gravel and hardened. Vegetation and habitat in these areas consist
of mixtures of weedy and native species, except where crested wheatgrass was planted to stabilize soils.
This introduced perennial grass was planted over several acres between the ALE headquarters buildings
and the former Nike missile base bunker as well as within some power line rights of way and other areas
used by the military during the 1950s.

Common birds that nest in the bluebunch wheatgrass steppe vegetation include the horned lark and the
western meadowlark. Raptors such as red-tailed hawks and northern harriers hunt the grasslands for
small mammals and snakes. Wildlife using the grasslands on ALE is diverse and includes small and large
mammals. The Great Basin pocket mouse is the most common small mammal in this area, but the
Townsend’s ground squirrel, northern pocket gopher, and meadow voles may also be found in the mid
elevations of ALE (Downs et al. 1993). Large mammals inhabiting the mid-elevation steppe include
mule deer and Rocky Mountain elk as well as predators such as coyote and badger. Common reptiles
include side-blotch lizards, Great Basin gopher snake, and the western rattlesnake.

4.3.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs Area

The Rattlesnake Springs area supports several habitat types associated with the perennial stream flowing
through the area. The 646 Building sits at the edge between riparian vegetation associated with the
stream and upland shrub-steppe vegetation. The area immediately adjacent to the building and the
roadway and parking area is mostly unvegetated with occasional Russian thistle or cheatgrass. The
riparian corridor is dominated by coyote willow, black cottonwood, and chokecherry along with
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numerous weedy species such as stinging nettle, pepperweeds, and knapweeds in the vicinity of the
building. The upland vegetation adjacent to the existing building, driveway, and parking area consists of
a transitional area between black greasewood and big sagebrush habitats. Elk use in the riparian area has
increased as the size of the herd increases, and browsing and grazing has affected the growth and
regrowth of woody species alongside the stream. The USFWS has constructed several elk exclosures
along Rattlesnake Springs to protect recovering vegetation. The riparian area associated with Rattlesnake
Springs provides important nesting and stopover habitat for a number of migratory and resident bird
species. Survey records for the Rattlesnake Springs areas document more than 70 bird species that make
use of the riparian areas, including passerines such as American goldfinch, Bewick’s wren, eastern
kingbird, golden-crowned kinglet, and rufous-sided towhee as well as upland game birds, raptors, and
owls (PNNL 2008). Elk and deer make frequent use of this water source, and mammals such as
porcupine and badger may also use the area. Small mammals using the riparian area are similar to those
found elsewhere on ALE. The Great Basin spadefoot toad also may be found within the riparian area and
the adjoining uplands.

434 Debris Areas

The debris identified for cleanup lie in a number of different habitats on ALE and can be classified
according to elevation. Low-elevation habitats on ALE were originally dominated by big
sagebrush/Sandberg’s bluegrass vegetation or big sagebrush growing with either Indian ricegrass or
needle-and-thread grass. These low-elevation communities have been severely affected by wildfires in
2000 and 2007, and few shrubs remain. Mid-elevation areas between 800- and 1600-feet elevations are
primarily located in habitats characterized by bluebunch wheatgrass/Sandberg’s bluegrass associations.
In some cases, debris areas are located in weedy, abandoned old-field habitats as described by
Sackschewsky and Downs (2001). Wildlife found in these areas are similar to those described as using
the mid-elevation areas of ALE.

4.4 Transportation

The regional highway network in the vicinity of ALE consists of several main routes: a DOE-maintained
road network within the Hanford Site and State Route 240, which is a two-lane highway that crosses the
Hanford Site and in places forms the northern boundary of ALE. At peak periods, commuter traffic is
often heavy on all primary routes to and from the Hanford Site, including State Route 240. The
Washington State Department of Transportation recently widened State Route 240 between the cities of
Richland and Kennewick and revised traffic flow to relieve congestion.

The access road to the ALE ridgeline consists of an access-limited two-lane blacktop road to the base area
that is in fair condition. From the base area to the ridgeline, the paved access road narrows and becomes
more deteriorated. At the ridgeline, the access road is paved in places and graveled in places. From the
access road, the feeder roads to individual communications tower sites range from well-maintained to
poorly-maintained gravel roads.

There is also a network of dirt roads interlacing ALE at the lower elevations. Some are in adequate
condition; for example, the 1200-foot dirt road that passes near Rattlesnake Springs is passable by
vehicles with sufficient ground clearance during most seasons. Other roads are used less often and are in
poor condition.

Final Environmental Assessment 30 July 2009



U.S. Department of Energy DOE/EA-1660F

4.5 Human Health and Safety

The DOE records occupational injuries and illnesses in two primary categories pertinent to DOE NEPA
analysis:

e Total recordable cases (TRC) are the total number of work-related injuries or illnesses that resulted
in death, days away from work, job transfer or restriction, or “other recordable case" as identified in
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Form 300, Log of Work-Related Injury
and Illness (OSHA 2007).

e Lost workday cases represent the number of cases recorded resulting in days away from work or
days of restricted work activity (DART), or both.

TRC rates for DOE, Richland Operations Office averaged 1.1 cases per 200,000 worker hours during the
period from 2003 through 2008, and DART rates averaged 0.5 per 200,000 worker hours. Comparable
average rates over the same period for all DOE offices and contractors were 1.6 TRC and 0.7 DART
cases per 200,000 worker hours. Rates for construction activities at DOE facilities were slightly higher
during the same period, at 1.8 and 0.7 cases per 200,000 worker hours, respectively (DOE 2009). For
comparison, rates for U.S. industry during 2003—2007 were 4.6 TRC and 2.4 DART cases per 200,000
worker hours (BLS 2008).

4.6 Waste Management

There are currently little or no active waste management activities at ALE. Communications providers on
the ridgeline and others are responsible for removing their wastes from the site. Most of the unoccupied
DOE facilities have undergone a preliminary cleanout. Hazardous chemicals, such as fuels and other
liquids, have been removed for proper disposition. In the late 1990s, PNNL conducted environmental
legacy evaluations of several of the ALE facilities. A number of potential vulnerabilities were identified,
including the presence of asbestos insulation, mercury in thermostat switches, fluorescent light tubes, and
possibly lead in paint.

As a part of the proposed action, it is expected that permitted waste disposal facilities would be used for
nonhazardous demolition debris and potentially hazardous waste. The following facilities are among
those likely to be used:

o The City of Richland’s municipal landfill could be used to dispose of most nonradioactive,
nonhazardous demolition rubble. The 46-ha (114-acre) landfill has a nominal trench depth of 15 m
(50 ft), with a capacity of about 7,000,000 m® (8,000,000 yards®). The city estimates the landfill has
sufficient capacity to accommodate municipal wastes for the next 50 years (City of Richland 2004).

e The Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility at Hanford is composed of double-lined cells and
can be expanded as necessary to accommodate wastes from environmental remediation activities at
the Hanford Site. The facility can accept hazardous waste, low-level radioactive waste, and mixed
low-level waste (containing both radioactive and hazardous constituents) that meets the facility’s
waste acceptance criteria.

e Offsite permitted disposal facilities, such as the Chemical Waste Management of NW facility, in
Arlington, Oregon, could be used for nonradioactive hazardous wastes.
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4.7 Visual Resources

The land in the vicinity of ALE is generally flat. Rattlesnake Mountain rises to about 1060 m (3477 ft)
above mean sea level and is therefore a notable promontory for the entire region. The slopes are as steep
as 60 percent and have been incised by numerous watercourses that seasonally flow into Dry Creek or
Cold Creek. The view toward ALE is visually pleasing, especially in the springtime when wildflowers
bloom and in winter when the snowy ridgeline rises above the plain. There are also hundreds of ice-
rafted bergmounds that cover the surface between 600 and 1000 feet in elevation above sea level
(USFWS 2008). The communications towers on the ridgeline are visible from State Route 240, though
none of the towers are tall enough to require lighting at night in accordance with Federal Aviation
Administration requirements.

4.8 Other Resource Areas

In accordance with DOE’s NEPA guidance on development of the Affected Environment section and
applying the “sliding scale” approach in this guidance (DOE 2004), DOE has determined that the
following resource areas are not as likely to be affected by the proposed action and are therefore
presented in less detail.

4.8.1 Air Quality

Air quality within the region is generally good with occasional exceptions caused by blowing dust.
Atmospheric dispersion is relatively good with infrequent periods of stagnation occurring mostly during
winter months. Air quality within Benton County has been designated as being in attainment with all
EPA and State of Washington nonradiological air quality standards.

4.8.2 Geology and Soils

Most of the geologic features visible in the Columbia Basin occurred during the last 18 million years
when layers of molten lava began flooding across the Northwest, creating what is now one of the largest
continental volcanic provinces. Cataclysmic floods millions of years later cut through the basalt layers.
Rattlesnake Mountain is basaltic bedrock that has faulted and been folded in a narrow, asymmetrical
anticlinal ridge.

A number of different soil types occur on ALE, varying according to elevation. On the lower and middle
slopes, soils consist primarily of Warden and Ritzville Silt Loams. Stony Silt Loams occur on the upper
slopes. Soils on the ridgeline are thin with basalt outcrops constituting much of the surface. The plains
along the bottom of the mountain contain sandy soils such as Burbank Sandy Loam (Duncan 2007).

4.8.3 Noise

Because of the distance from roads and activities, man-made noise is rarely intrusive at ALE. However,
the high wind events that are common at the ridgeline can result in substantial noise.
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4.8.4 Floodplains and Wetlands

Springs are found on the slopes of ALE. In particular, Rattlesnake and Snively Springs form small
surface streams. Water discharged from Rattlesnake Springs flows in Dry Creek for about 3 km

(1.6 miles) before disappearing into the ground. Cold Creek and its tributary, Dry Creek, are ephemeral
streams within the Yakima River drainage system. When surface flow occurs, it infiltrates rapidly and
disappears into the surface sediments (Duncan 2007). While these springs are small, their environmental
contribution is substantial; they provide water sources for a variety of wildlife and allow the growth of
trees for songbird and raptor use as nest sites, sanctuaries, and hunting perches.

4.8.5 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Activities on the Hanford Site play a substantial role in the socioeconomics of the Tri-Cities. DOE and its
contractors comprise the largest single source of employment in the Tri-Cities. Fiscal year (FY) 2006
year-end employment for all DOE contractors was 9,707. In addition to these totals, Bechtel National,
Inc., which is responsible for the design, building, and start up of the Waste Treatment Plant, employed
1,647 staff at the end of FY 2006. Based on employee records as of April 2007, over 90 percent of DOE
contractor employees live in Benton and Franklin counties (Duncan 2007).

An estimated 160,600 people lived in Benton County and 64,200 lived in Franklin County during 2006,
totaling 224,800, an increase of over 17 percent from the Census 2000 figure. During 2006, Benton and
Franklin counties accounted for 3.5 percent of Washington’s population (Duncan 2007).

Population estimates and percentages by race and Hispanic origin for Benton, Franklin, Grant, Adams,
and Yakima counties and within the 80-km (50-mile) radius of the Hanford Site from the 2000 Census
indicate Asians and individuals of Hispanic origin from Benton and Franklin counties represent lower and
higher proportions of the population, respectively, than in the State of Washington as a whole (Duncan
2007). Additional information, including a detailed breakdown of minority and low-income populations
in the vicinity, can be found in Elliott et al. (2004).
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5.0 Impacts of Proposed Action and the No-Action Alternative

DOE would modify its existing property lease with Energy Northwest or provide a new real estate
instrument to allow Energy Northwest to proceed with construction and operation of the CCCF. Other
existing towers, related support facilities, and unneeded phone and power lines would be removed, along
with unused facilities dating back to World War II and the post-war era at both the ridgeline and base
areas. Facilities such as the observatory foundation, the radio telescope foundation, and the building at
Rattlesnake Springs that were constructed later for research purposes would also be removed. Several
still-serviceable structures would remain in place for use by the USFWS in management of the National
Monument.

The environmental consequences described in this section would result principally from consolidation and
relocation of existing activities that have had minimal environmental impacts over the past 40 years, or
from removal of unused facilities and debris. Potential impacts in the environs of ALE as a result of
implementing the proposed action or the No-Action Alternative are described in the following sections.

5.1 Land Use

Property within the proposed CCCF construction site as well as the ridgeline and base areas where
existing facilities and debris would be removed were designated as Preservation in a 1999 DOE ROD for
the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan EIS (64 FR 61615). The USFWS decision for
management of the Hanford Reach National Monument also provided for conservation of natural and
cultural resources within ALE and other monument lands (73 FR 72519). The proposed actions in this
EA would be consistent with the conservation and restoration missions of both DOE and USFWS by
removing unneeded facilities and debris, reclaiming previously disturbed areas, and reducing the
infrastructure within ALE.

Land use in areas adjacent to ALE consists of agricultural activities on the southern slope of Rattlesnake
Mountain, recreational use to the south at Horn Rapids Park, the Hanford Site to the north and east, and
additional monument lands to the north and west. The proposed actions at ALE would be consistent with
those uses and would not constrain existing uses or future activities within those adjacent areas.

5.1.1 Ridgeline Area

The proposed action would result in the removal of 750 m? (8,100 ft*) of existing facilities and an
additional quantity of debris, as well as unneeded power and phone lines. The new CCCF would occupy
about 3,700 m* (40,000 ft), largely within an area that had been previously disturbed. There is a
potential for disturbance of some additional areas during construction, removal, and restoration activities.
Land use for the CCCF would be consistent with existing uses for the ridgeline area, whereas the restored
areas would revert to a preservation zone. The proposed activities would reduce the overall facility and
infrastructure footprint from about 467,500 ft> down to about 40,000 ft>, which represents a net reduction
of about 91 percent. The area to be restored consists of about 1,900 m* (20,000 ft*).
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5.1.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

The proposed action would result in the removal of 3,300 m? (35,500 ft*) of existing facilities and an
additional quantity of debris, largely within an area that had been previously disturbed. There is a
potential for disturbance of some additional areas during removal and restoration activities. A limited
number of facilities currently in use would remain over the near term. Land use for facilities remaining in
the base area would be consistent with existing uses, whereas the restored areas would revert to a
preservation zone. The area to be restored consists of about 74,000 m” (800,000 ft%).

5.1.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs

The proposed action would result in the removal of an existing building occupying about 74 m* (800 ft*)
and associated debris, largely within an area that had been previously disturbed. There is a potential for
disturbance of some additional areas during removal and restoration activities. Fencing established by
USFWS around part of the spring and shoreline to reduce wildlife damage would remain. Land use for
the restored areas would revert to a preservation zone.

5.14 Debris Areas

The proposed action would result in the removal of existing debris and structures remaining from
previous occupation and research projects. There is a potential for disturbance of some additional areas
during removal and restoration activities. Land use for the restored areas would revert to a preservation
zone.

5.2 Cultural and Historical Resources

The portion of Rattlesnake Mountain under DOE jurisdiction and control has been determined to be a
National Register-eligible TCP and contains historic properties as defined under the NHPA. Removal of
the buildings and infrastructure from ALE would reduce the extent of affected areas on Laliik, which
could be viewed as having a net beneficial effect on the overall spiritual qualities and visual and natural
setting. Building demolition, and construction and operation of the proposed CCCF, could be viewed as
creating temporary alterations to the visual and natural setting for which mitigation might be appropriate.
A final proposed MOA that proposes mitigation measures to protect historic and cultural resources during
those activities has been prepared under the NHPA Section 106 and applicable regulations, and is
included in Appendix B.

5.2.1 Ridgeline Area

Seven archaeological sites and two isolated finds have been identified in the vicinity of the ridgeline area,
all of which are contributing properties to the National Register-eligible Laliik TCP and are therefore
historic properties. With the exception of the archaeological site near the ridgeline spring, these sites
would not be adversely affected by the proposed action. Further archaeological investigation would need
to occur at the archaeological site near the ridgeline spring to assess the impacts of demolition of the
6652-T Building and the Benton PUD electrical line on this resource.
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Four buildings and associated infrastructure identified on the ridgeline area have been determined to be
National Register-eligible as contributing properties to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic
District and are therefore historic properties (T520-6, 623-A, 6652-C and the Rattlesnake Mountain
Road). In anticipation of Hanford Site demolition activities, the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era
Historic District Treatment Plan (DOE-RL 1998) mitigated all historic Hanford Site buildings. This plan
outlined specific mitigation for these buildings: documentation on Historic Property Inventory Forms

and in The History of the Plutonium Production Facilities at the Hanford Site Historic District, 1943-
1990 (DOE-RL 2002), which explores in more detail the history of the Manhattan Project and Cold War
at Hanford and the role the buildings and infrastructure played in this history (DOE-RL 1998). Mitigation
was recommended for the 6652-C, but not the T520-and 623-A Buildings. Mitigation for the 6652-C
Building was completed in the form of a Historic Property Inventory Form and in DOE-RL (2002).
Details associated with the history of the T520-6 and 623-A Building (i.e., site security and
communication) are documented in DOE-RL (2002). The documentation has been completed; therefore,
potential adverse effects to those buildings have been mitigated. Minor upgrades to the Rattlesnake
Mountain Road should not result in an adverse effect because the road is considered to be a historic site
based on its association with the Manhattan Project/Cold War era history. The road was also documented
on a Historic Property Inventory Form and is mentioned in DOE-RL (2002).

The remaining buildings and infrastructure are not eligible for the National Register, either because they
do not meet the 50-year age criterion (i.e., Tri-Cities Amateur Radio Club, Columbia Communications,
Energy Northwest, Franklin County, Crown Castle, Rattlesnake Mountain Observatory, abandoned radio
telescope base, and the Verizon telephone structure), or they have been determined to be noncontributing
to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District (i.e., 6652-T, 6652-D, 6652-U, 6652-C Shed,
and the Benton PUD line). The proposed action would not have adverse effects on those structures
because they are not historic properties.

5.2.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

There are no archaeological sites located within the base area, and the potential for subsurface
archaeological material to be present is expected to be low. Fourteen buildings and associated
infrastructure (see Table 4.1) identified at the base area are eligible for the National Register as
contributing properties to the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District and are therefore
historic properties. Twelve of these facilities are proposed to be demolished. In anticipation of
Hanford Site demolition activities, the Manhattan Project and Cold War Era Historic District Treatment
Plan mitigated potential adverse effects for all historic Hanford Site buildings (DOE-RL 1998).

5.2.3 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs

The 646 Building is not a contributing property to the Manhattan Project and Cold War era Historic
District and is therefore not a historic property. However, five archaeological sites have been identified in
the vicinity of the Rattlesnake Springs area that are contributing properties to the National Register-
eligible Laliik TCP and are therefore historic properties. These sites would be avoided by the proposed
demolition activities. Additional mitigation actions that could be taken are addressed in a final proposed
MOA included in Appendix B.
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5.2.4 Debris Areas

DOE plans to take a graded approach to address sensitive cultural resources during the cleanup of debris
items on ALE. Details of this graded approach are provided in the cultural resources review located in
Appendix B.

5.3 Ecological Resources

Because most of the proposed actions would occur in areas that have been previously disturbed, or would
include simple recovery of debris, the potential for effects on sensitive ecological resources is expected to
be minimal. Reviews would be carried out before work begins in areas where there is a potential for
adverse impacts to sensitive or rare biological resources, consistent with existing routine procedures
(DOE-RL 2006). Procedures to avoid or mitigate damage to sensitive areas identified during the reviews
would be established before work begins.

A list of federally threatened and endangered plant and animal species of potential interest within the area
of the proposed action were identified through the USFWS Threatened and Endangered Species System
(USFWS 2009).

5.3.1 Ridgeline Area

Ecological surveys of the proposed construction site were conducted during the spring of 2009. No
federal or state threatened or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or critical habitat were
observed during those surveys.

In general, it is expected that the communications towers and other facilities on the ridgeline can be
removed without significant damage to ecological resources of concern. The immediate vicinity of most
of the facilities on the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain is relatively disturbed, with compacted gravel
surfaces for vehicle access, and in some cases, asphalt parking lots. No nests were observed on the
towers or buildings, and the immediate vicinity of each facility has relatively little vegetation. The site of
the proposed new CCCF is already highly disturbed, with compacted gravel surfaces. Therefore,
construction of the new tower and new support building at this site is not likely to adversely affect
existing ecological resources.

Workers and vehicles would stay on established road and parking areas to the maximum extent
practicable, and efforts would be made to minimize surface disturbances around the facility areas.
Rehabilitation plans would be developed for each facility site on an individual basis and would be
designed to minimize the overall environmental impacts of the facility removal and the restoration effort.
Locally derived plant material would be used for revegetation.

5.3.2 Base Area—Former Nike Missile Base

Demolition of the buildings and other facilities at the former Nike missile base and nearby areas is not
likely to adversely affect biological resources. Most of the plant communities adjacent to facilities and
buildings consist of either invasive alien species or planted non-native grasses. No federal or state
threatened or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or critical habitat were observed during the
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field surveys. Planners would minimize the disturbance beyond the existing fence lines, and once the
proposed actions are completed, the site would be revegetated using locally derived native species. An
additional ecological review would be conducted before cleaning up the asphalt piles north of the base
compound to avoid disturbance to previous rehabilitation plantings.

Development of staging areas at the intersection of the 1200-foot road and the Rattlesnake Mountain road
and at the Gate 106 entrance to ALE would disturb approximately 10 ac and 5 ac, respectively. Neither
of these sites is located within high quality plant communities; nevertheless, the footprint would be
minimized at each site to the extent possible, and the sites would be revegetated with locally derived
native species once the demolition and cleanup actions are completed.

533 Base Area—Rattlesnake Springs

The empty laboratory and storage building at Rattlesnake Springs would be removed with little adverse
ecological impacts if workers and equipment are kept to the compacted gravel and disturbed areas. Once
the demolition is completed, the area would be revegetated using locally derived native species. Removal
of the power line that feeds the building would require additional ecological review. No federal or state
threatened or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or critical habitat were observed during
spring 2009 field surveys. The riparian habitat associated with the springs and shoreline would be
avoided during removal of the 646 Building, which lies in a previously disturbed area.

5.3.4 Debris Areas

Ecological surveys of the proposed debris cleanup sites were conducted during the spring of 2009. No
federal or state threatened or endangered species, species proposed for listing, or critical habitat were
observed during these surveys, although a Washington State Sensitive species, Piper’s daisy, was
observed near several of the debris sites. Many of the debris sites have relatively small collections of
material that could be removed without undue disturbance of the surrounding area. However, debris
cleanup that would require travel of vehicles off of maintained roadways or the use of other heavy
equipment and/or excavation would require site-specific evaluation and review of the biological resources
at the time the work is scheduled. Examples include, but are not limited to, the need to take vehicles oft-
road to recover significant quantities of debris far from an established roadway, such as the Gate 118
ecological research area, or excavation to remove or fill cisterns or gas well facilities. If off-road travel is
necessary during cleanup, additional disturbance would be minimized to the extent possible and planned
to avoid any sensitive ecological resources identified within the areas.

5.4 Transportation

Potential impacts on traffic and transportation associated with construction and operation of the proposed
CCCF and cleanup of unneeded facilities on ALE are described in the following section. For purposes of
this analysis, it was estimated that there would be an average of about 20 workers employed over the life
of the project. During construction and operation of the proposed CCCF, vehicle traffic to the ridge line
would be minimized as practicable. During cleanup, workers would be transported to the ridgeline in
government vehicles, and use of private vehicles would be minimized to the extent feasible.
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Heavy equipment, such as trucks, would be used to haul construction materials to the ridgeline and
demolition debris off of ALE for the proposed action. The materials to be used in construction of the
CCCF are common construction materials and fossil fuels to transport workers and materials to the
construction site.

Accident, injury, and fatality statistics from traffic accidents involving transport of construction materials
and wastes were compiled in Saricks and Tompkins (1999). In that document, the composite accident,
injury, and fatality rates for heavy-combination trucks on all road types in the State of Washington were
2.05E-07 accidents/truck-km, 1.4E-07 injuries/truck-km, and 5.3E-09 fatalities/truck-km. Work within
ALE presents some unique hazards, such as adverse weather and road conditions, particularly in the
ridgeline area. Because of the limited amount of traffic generated by the proposed actions, traffic
accidents, injuries, or fatalities would not be expected from transporting construction materials or workers
to the CCCF site, or from debris removal following dismantling of existing structures. Traffic levels
required to maintain existing roads and equipment within the ALE areas would be minimal and would not
be expected to impact regional traffic patterns or to be associated with measureable risk.

5.5 Human Health and Safety

The CCCF would likely be purchased as a modular facility that would require about 6,700 labor hours for
construction, transport, and installation; and the demolition and debris removal activities is estimated to
require an additional 40,000 labor hours. Based on DOE construction experience of 1.8 cases of
recordable injury/illness per 200,000 labor hours during 2003 to 2008 (DOE 2009), no injuries or
occupational illness are expected to occur as a result of the proposed actions.

Potential Radiological Contamination. Radiological materials were used at times in previous research
performed on ALE. The research activities can be broken down into two groups: ecological research
(i.e., field research) that used radioactive isotopes as tracers and lysimeter studies that monitored the
uptake of actinides by plants. Radionuclides used in the tracer studies have short half-lives and have
decayed away, whereas the radionuclides used in the lysimeter studies have longer half-lives.

Although the radionuclide levels at the lysimeter plots on ALE were determined to be at or below
background levels, those areas have some potential for residual radioactive material to be present. A
1996 close-out report for the ALE Unit (DOE-RL 1996) identified the lysimeter plots as potential sources
of radiological contamination. The report also stated that two separate sets of characterization samples
collected on the lysimeter plots were analyzed for radiological contamination. At the conclusion of the
second study, a small amount of soil (0.2 cubic meters) was removed from one lysimeter plot (Fritz et al.
2003).

Several buildings (6652-G, 6652-H, 6652-1, 6652-], and 6652-M) on ALE housed research activities that
may have involved the use of radiological material and therefore have some potential for residual
contamination (Fritz et al. 2003). If radioactive materials are discovered during the demolition process,
appropriate measures would be taken to contain them and prevent exposure to workers or members of the
public.

In general, comparison of environmental measurements on or near ALE to other locations unlikely to be
affected by Hanford operations (reference background locations) revealed that radionuclide
concentrations from both areas were similar (Fritz et al. 2003). Removal and disposal of low levels of
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radioactive waste from the areas considered in this EA are therefore unlikely to result in any measureable
radiation exposure to workers or members of the public.

Potential Contamination with Hazardous Materials. Although the majority of hazardous materials was
previously removed from facilities proposed to be demolished as part of this action during CERCLA
remediation, residual amounts may still remain (see section 2.5.1). If hazardous substances are
encountered during demolition of facilities, appropriate measures would be taken to protect workers and
contain the materials for disposal at permitted facilities.

5.6 Waste Management

DOE is implementing Executive Order 13123 (64 FR 30851), Greening the Government Through
Efficient Energy Management; Executive Order 13148 (65 FR 24595), Greening the Government
Through Leadership in Environmental Management; and associated DOE orders or guidelines, by
reducing toxic chemical use and encouraging the development and use of clean and energy-efficient
technologies. Program components include waste minimization, recycling, source reduction, energy-
efficient building construction, and buying practices that give preference to products made from recycled
materials. Construction of the CCCF, demolition, and waste management activities would be conducted
in accordance with this program. Implementation of the pollution prevention and waste minimization
programs would also minimize the generation of secondary wastes.

Demolition of facilities and cleanup of debris would use procedures similar to those employed for other
Hanford Site remediation projects. Construction and demolition wastes would be recycled where
possible. Debris and waste from construction, demolition, and restoration activities would consist of
concrete, structural steel, asphalt, wood, and other nonhazardous construction materials. About 5,300 m’
(6,900 yards®) of clean (nonradioactive, nonhazardous) demolition waste and other debris might be
disposed of in the City of Richland sanitary landfill. A portion of this could also be used as fill material
at the former Nike missile base. Based on the available City of Richland landfill capacity, it is concluded
that construction and demolition wastes would have minimal impact on municipal disposal facilities.
Because of the age of many facilities and the types of activities that were conducted for various research
projects, demolition of the facilities might generate about 40 m’® (50 yards®) of waste containing asbestos
and other hazardous materials, and about 15 m® (20 yards®) of radioactive materials. Radioactive and
mixed waste would be disposed of in appropriate facilities at the Hanford Site, such as the ERDF.
Nonradioactive waste would likely be disposed of at a permitted offsite disposal facility.

Liquid wastes, primarily consisting of waste water and sanitary sewage generated using portable facilities
during construction of the CCCF, demolition of unneeded facilities, and debris cleanup, would likely be
collected by a commercial vendor and sent to the City of Richland’s Publicly Owned Treatment Works
for processing. Routine operations at the facilities would not generate liquid wastes.

5.7 Visual Resources

Activities proposed in this EA are expected to reduce the impact on visual resources by removing excess
facilities, infrastructure, and debris from ALE. Because of the remoteness of the areas that contain
existing facilities, their visual impact from outside the ALE boundary is minimal. However, those
facilities could be visible to some potential users from locations within the monument lands. Depending
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on the interests and purposes of those future users, consolidation or removal of unneeded facilities might
be perceived as desirable to minimize the impact of constructed structures on viewscapes.

5.8 Other Impacts

Activities proposed in this EA are expected to result in environmental consequences similar to those of
most routine construction and demolition projects. For many types of resources, these impacts are
expected to be negligible because of their temporary nature and the remote locations at which the
activities would take place. The anticipated impacts on other resources are discussed in the following
sections.

5.8.1 Air Quality

Operation of trucks and diesel-powered construction equipment would be expected to introduce quantities
of SO,, NO,, particulates, and other pollutants to the atmosphere, typical of similar-sized construction and
demolition projects. These releases would not be expected to cause any air-quality standards to be
exceeded at locations that are routinely occupied for any substantial period of time. As needed, dust
generated during demolition activities and vehicle movement over unpaved areas would be minimized by
watering or other dust-control measures. Routine traffic to maintain roads and equipment may
occasionally generate dust, depending on wind conditions during transit; however, no substantial air-
quality impacts associated with implementing the proposed action would be expected.

5.8.2 Floodplains, Wetlands, and Water Quality

The ALE areas included in the proposed action are well above the elevation for the probable maximum
flood (DOE 1999); hence, it is not in a floodplain within the meaning of Executive Order No. 11988

(42 FR 26951). As a consequence, there would be no impacts on facilities or floodplains associated with
implementing the proposed action.

Rattlesnake Springs is a permanent surface water body that feeds an ephemeral stream, and the area
surrounding the springs and upper streambed contains wetlands. However, activities required to remove
the existing structures and debris, which are outside the wetlands, are unlikely to affect water quality or
the habitat within the springs area. If activities within the wetlands are required, measures would be
implemented as necessary to minimize their impact.

5.8.3 Geology and Soils

No impacts would be expected on geological resources, which consist principally of basalt outcrops,
Rupert Sand, and Burbank Loamy Sand, underlain by Ice Age Flood gravels, which are locally abundant.
Some recontouring of disturbed sites may be required following demolition and removal of structures and
debris; however, the quantities of materials involved would be relatively small and are readily available
from the local area.
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5.8.4 Noise

Construction and demolition activities would generate noise typical of using heavy equipment and
transport of materials. Noise impacts are assessed by establishing regions of influence for residential,
commercial, and industrial receptors, with maximum allowable noise levels established for each region
(WAC 173-60). Because of the remote locations at which the proposed actions would occur, all receptors
would be located well beyond the applicable “region of influence,” within which noise levels are limited
to specified levels.

Ground vibrations from trucks and other heavy equipment might have some impact on operation of the
Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO), located northeast of the former Nike
missile base area site. Ongoing gravitational physics experiments in the 6652-L facility may also be
affected by demolition activities in the area. Notice to the operators of both facilities would be provided
to advise them of periods of heavy equipment usage so that extraneous ground vibrations from the
proposed activities could be taken into account.

After construction and demolition activities are completed, neither routine operations at the CCCF by
communications facility users nor USFWS management activities would be expected to increase noise
levels over current ambient external background levels.

5.8.5 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

For purposes of this analysis, it was estimated that about 47,000 labor hours would be required to
complete the proposed actions over the life of the project. The work is expected to be accomplished
largely using employees from the local workforce. Total nonagricultural employment in Benton and
Franklin Counties is over 100,000 people (Schau 2006), so even if construction creates additional service
sector jobs, the total increase in employment as a result of the proposed action would be less than

1 percent of the current employment level. Increases of less than 5 percent of an existing labor force have
been determined to have minimal effect on an existing community (DHUD 1976).

Per Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations (59 FR 7629), DOE seeks to ensure that no group of people bears a
disproportionate share of negative environmental consequences resulting from proposed federal actions.
DOE has also considered the guidance issued by the CEQ in preparing its analysis of environmental
justice for this EA (CEQ 1997a).

Because access to the Hanford Site is restricted to the public, the majority of potential environmental
impacts from the proposed action would be associated with onsite activities and would not affect
populations residing offsite; thus, the potential for environmental justice concerns is small. There are no
impacts associated with proposed activities at ALE that could reasonably be determined to affect any
member of the public; therefore, they would not have the potential for high and disproportionately
adverse impacts on minority or low-income groups.

5.8.6 Resource Use

The proposed action would require relatively small quantities of resources for construction of the CCCF,
operation of equipment, transportation of materials and waste, and road maintenance. Construction of the
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CCCF is expected to require about 1100 m’ (38,000 ft’) of concrete, about 300 m’ (11,000 ft’) of gravel,
about 3,400 linear m (11,000 linear ft) of wire cable (much of it used for the grounding system), and 60 m
(200 ft) of four-legged steel tower sections. In addition, components such as HVAC, fire suppression,
and security monitoring systems would be incorporated in the CCCF. The materials required are
common structural materials and fossil fuels to operate vehicles and backup electrical generators, none of
which are unique or in limited supply. Therefore, their use would not be expected to affect availability of
these resources regionally or locally. Consumption of electricity by operations at the CCCF would be
comparable to, or lower than, requirements for operating existing equipment.

5.9 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts that might be associated with implementing the proposed construction and operation
of the CCCF, and cleanup of unneeded facilities and debris, are summarized in this section.

In 40 CFR 1508.7, the CEQ defines cumulative impact as:

...the impact on the environment from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person
undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time.

However, CEQ cautioned that, “The continuing challenge of cumulative effects analysis is to focus on
important cumulative issues...” (CEQ 1997b).

Based on the results of analyses presented in the previous sections, impacts in all resource areas were
projected to be minimal.

Other ongoing or planned actions that might have impacts on the same area of interest would include
those associated with the following operations:

¢ CERCLA remediation projects.

¢ Ongoing waste management and cleanup of the Hanford Site in general.

Impacts from constructing the proposed CCCF, such as additional traffic and construction emissions,
would be temporary and similar to those associated with any other commercial building of comparable
size. Construction is not expected to affect resources that are unique, in short supply, or otherwise
sensitive; therefore, cumulative impacts on such resources would be negligible. Impacts from operating
the CCCF would generally be similar to, or lower than, those from existing communications facilities.
Therefore, construction and operation of the CCCF would result in minimal net change to cumulative
impacts on the surrounding environment.

Consequences of removing unneeded facilities and infrastructure from the ridgeline and base areas are
expected to be similar to those associated with cleanup of other sites within Hanford. Activities are
expected to be accomplished using the local workforce and would not impact regional or sitewide labor
availability. Because of the temporary nature of the activities and their remote location, cumulative
impacts on air quality or noise with other Hanford or regional construction and cleanup projects would be
minimal. Wastes generated during the proposed activities would be manageable within the capacities of
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existing facilities. Restoration of formerly disturbed areas to a more natural state is expected to result in a
net benefit to the ecological and visual resources within the region.

5.10 Mitigation of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action

Various types of mitigation might be required for activities proposed in this EA, depending on the nature
of specific actions to be carried out, and the outcomes of surveys conducted before and during operations.
DOE has established policies and procedures for management of ecological and cultural resources and
mitigation as necessary when actions might affect such resources (DOE-RL 2001, 2003a, 2003b).

Several mitigations are proposed to address potential adverse effects of CCCF operations on the spiritual
qualities and the visual and natural setting on ALE in the final proposed MOA prepared under NHPA
Section 106 (Appendix B). Additional suggested mitigation is provided in the cultural resources review
(Appendix B) to ensure that adverse effects from construction activities associated with the CCCF and
demolition activities on the ridgeline that could result in temporary alterations to the visual and natural
setting are avoided.

General methods are suggested in the ecological resource review (Appendix C) to minimize potential
adverse effects of cleanup activities on sensitive plant and animal species present on ALE. Possible
mitigations include actions such as conducting work during the colder months and outside of migratory
bird nesting season; limiting use of heavy equipment and vehicles to areas that are graveled, paved, and/or
previously disturbed when practicable; developing site restoration plans on a site-by-site basis;
revegetating with native species and/or locally derived plant material; and minimizing the chance of
transporting weed seeds on the undercarriages of vehicles.

Health and safety procedures established by site contractors would mitigate risks to workers from the
proposed activities, and special procedures would be imposed where needed to manage risks from
working in the unique environment at ALE. Examples would include limiting traffic on the ridgeline
road and other primitive onsite roads by providing parking near the ALE entrances and ferrying workers
to job sites. Travel controls would be employed; for example, travel could be restricted to one-way traffic
with flaggers and lead vehicles during transport of oversize loads. Work on the ridgeline would also be
discontinued during periods of adverse weather or road conditions.

5.11 Environmental Impacts of the No-Action Alternative

In the No-Action Alternative, the CCCF would not be constructed, and current tenants would continue to
use existing communication equipment at the ridgeline area. The unneeded facilities located on the
ridgeline and along the base area would not be removed, and debris sites would not be cleaned up. The
impacts of this alternative would be similar to those that currently exist, although deterioration of the
facilities could increase health and safety risks associated with demolition and cleanup in the future.

The evaluation of proposed activities discussed in this EA was not scheduled to take place until 2020 as
part of the overall Hanford Site remediation effort. However, the actions proposed in this EA provide an
opportunity to use short-term funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, which would
accelerate completion of the activities with net beneficial impacts and reduce the cost and potential health
and safety risks associated with carrying them out at a later time.
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6.0 Environmental Permits and Regulatory Requirements

It is the policy of DOE to carry out its operations in compliance with all federal, state, and local laws and
regulations; Presidential executive orders; DOE orders; and procedures. Both federal and state laws apply
to construction of the CCCF, demolition of most of the facilities located on ALE, and cleanup of debris.
Based on the types of activities to be conducted, it is anticipated that the following environmental
requirements would be most applicable.

o Hazardous Waste Management. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA; 42 USC
6901 et seq.) and State of Washington Dangerous Waste Regulations (WAC 173-303) apply to the
generation, transport, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous and dangerous wastes. RCRA
regulations require treatment of many hazardous wastes before they can be disposed of in landfills.
RCRA permits are required for the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes. The State of
Washington Department of Ecology has been authorized by EPA to administer the RCRA program
within Washington, using its own dangerous waste regulation program in lieu of major portions of the
RCRA program. The state regulations include a larger universe of regulated materials than the
federal hazardous waste program.

¢ Protection of Plant and Animal Species. The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531 et seq.), Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668 et seq.), and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC
703-712) all identify requirements that must be met to protect native plant and animal species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend. Two laws are most pertinent to the proposed action: 1) the
Endangered Species Act requires that if a federal action may affect a threatened or endangered species
or designated critical habitat, the agency must consult with the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries
Service to ensure the action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of these species, and
2) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits harm’ to migratory birds, their nests, or eggs.

e Cultural and Historical Resource Protection. Federal agencies must preserve and protect cultural
resources in a spirit of stewardship to the extent feasible given the agency’s mission. DOE
responsibilities are defined by a number of regulations and policies, including the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 USC 470 et seq.), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979
(16 USC 470aa et seq.), the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 USC 3001
et seq.), and the DOE Native American Indian & Alaska Native Tribal Government Policy
(DOE 1992, 2006c). The National Historic Preservation Act is the law most relevant to the proposed
action; it requires that agencies consider the effects of their actions on historic properties included in
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. A final proposed MOA and an
associated cultural resources review that implement requirements of NHPA Section 106 for this
proposed action are included in Appendix B.

e Air Pollutant Notice of Construction Approval Order. These regulations require the submission
of a Notice of Construction application to the Benton Clean Air Authority, and its review and

3 Unless permitted by regulations, it is prohibited to “pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or
kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver
for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatever, receive for
shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird... or any part, nest,
or egg of any such bird.” (16 USC 703)
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approval, before a new emission source such as a diesel generator may be installed and operated. The
application must demonstrate that installed equipment uses the Best Available Control Technology
for regulated air emissions. The regulatory drivers are 40 CFR 61, National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants; WAC 173-400, General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources; WAC 173-
401, Operating Permit Regulations; WAC 173-460, Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air
Pollutants; and Benton Clean Air Authority Regulation 1 (Benton Clean Air Authority 2005). The
responsible agency is the Benton Clean Air Authority.
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7.0 Notice to Tribal and Government Agencies
and Other Interested Parties

Advance notice of DOE’s intent to prepare this EA and briefings as requested were provided to various
Tribal governments, agencies, and other organizations. In addition, the draft EA was provided to the
following for review and comment.

e Nez Perce Tribe

o Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
o Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation
o Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation
e Wanapum

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

e Washington State Department of Ecology

e Oregon Department of Energy

e Franklin County

e Hanford Advisory Board

e Benton County

e City of Richland

e Bonneville Power Administration

e Rattlesnake Mountain Communication Tenants

The Final EA is available in the DOE Public Reading Room (Consolidated Information Center at
Washington State University-Tri-Cities) and through the DOE Richland Operations Office website
(http://www.hanford.gov/rl/?page=86&parent=52).
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Appendix A

Rattlesnake Ridgeline Communications Providers
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Appendix A

The following organizations currently have communications infrastructure on the ridgeline of Rattlesnake
Mountain. Many, but not all, are expected to participate in the CCCF.

A.1 Public Safety/Emergency Services Tenants

¢ Benton County
— Emergency Services—Provides the communications for the Benton County Sheriff Department,
Benton County Jail, Richland Police Department, West Richland Police Department, Kennewick
Police Department, and other smaller agencies.

e Franklin County
— Emergency Services—Provides communications for the Franklin County Sherriff Department
and Pasco Police Department.

e Washington State Emergency Management
— Provides backhaul microwave communications for local municipalities to communicate at farther
distances and is the backbone for Benton County’s 800 MHz trunk system.

A.1.1 Local Agency Tenants

The following agencies maintain a form of radio system on the ridgeline that provides communication
within their city/county departments

Benton Franklin Transit

Benton County PUD

City of Richland

Franklin County Public Works

Franklin County PUD.

A.1.2 State/Regional Agency Tenants

o Energy Northwest—Radio system provides communication for daily operations, security, and
interoperability with other agencies. It also provides siren activation for Hanford’s river areas and
paging to all Energy Northwest workers when offsite.

o State of Washington—The agencies listed below have a form of radio system that provides
communication within their respective departments
— Department of Transportation
— Department of Natural Resources.

e Washington State University—Not currently active.
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A.1.3 Federal Agency Tenants

The following Federal agencies have a form of radio system on the ridgeline that provides communication
within their department and/or are links across the state:

e Department of Homeland Security
— U.S. Border Patrol
— U.S. Customs Service
— U.S. Coast Guard

DOE Hanford Emergency Services

U.S. Department of Justice

U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

DOE Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

DOE Hanford Operations and Maintenance Services (Radio Service Company).

A.1.3.1 Commercial Tenants

The agencies listed below all have a form of radio system that provides communication for local
commercial entities for their business and safety operations

¢ Basin Disposal

e Columbia Communications

e Communications Tech/ Mid Columbia
e Cook Paging

e Crown Castle

e Day Wireless

e Telewaves.

A.1.4 Other Tenants
e Tri-City Amateur Radio

o Civil Air Patrol—This radio system is used for a nonprofit organization that does 95% of search and
rescue missions when needed.
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Appendix B
Cultural Resources
This appendix contains the following documents:

e The final proposed Memorandum of Agreement prepared under the NHPA Section 106.

e The cultural resources review, redacted in accordance with 43 CFR 7.
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA)

FOR THE RATTLESNAKE MOUNTAIN COMBINED COMMUNITY COMMUNICATION
FACILITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE CLEANUP ON THE FITZNER/EBERHARDT ARID
LANDS ECOLOGY RESERVE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON
BETWEEN THE U. S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND
THE WASHINGTON STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
WITH THE PARTICIPATION OF CONSULTING PARTIES: CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND
BANDS OF THE YAKAMA NATION, CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA
INDIAN RESERVATION, THE NEZ PERCE TRIBE, AND THE WANAPUM

PURPOSE

The purpose of this MOA is to implement mitigation strategies to resolve adverse effects resulting from
the subject undertaking. The proposed undertaking by DOE, the Federal landowner, is to consolidate
communication facilities and clean up and demolish facilities and infrastructure located on the
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve (ALE), including the ridgeline of Rattlesnake Mountain,
in south-central Washington. Under this project, most of the existing facilities and infrastructure will be
removed and the area restored as close as possible to its natural condition. The undertaking also entails a
proposed new Combined Community Communications Facility (CCCF) which will be designed and
constructed by Energy Northwest (licensee and operator of the CCCF) to consolidate the remaining
emergency communications capabilities for local, regional, state, and federal emergency service and
commercial organizations in a single facility.

The proposed undertaking has many purposes:

1. Reduce the active footprint of the ALE site consistent with DOE’s 2015 vision to reduce
indirect costs and potential safety impacts.

2. Protect sensitive cultural and ecological resources by reducing the impacts of people and
infrastructure on ALE.

3. Support DOE’s efforts to protect those portions of Laliik under DOE jurisdiction and control,
including its contributing elements.

4. Provide operational or communications support to local, regional, state, and federal energy
service and commercial organizations.

DOE made a finding of adverse effect based on the Cultural Resources Review for the Rattlesnake
Mountain Combined Community Communications Facility and Infrastructure Cleanup on the
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve, 600 Area, Hanford Site, Washington Sate (HCRC#2008-
600-004). Adverse effects resulting from the proposed undertaking identified in the cultural resources
review include potential impacts to the spiritual qualities and the visual and natural setting." DOE notified
the Washington State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) of its finding in a letter dated