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U.S. Department of Energy ] - Preface

PREFACE

Th%s environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared to assess potential

environmental impacts associated with the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Proposed Action of approving.a sublease/transfer by the Washington Public
Power Supply System (Supply System) to a company that would construct and
operate a-large aluminum smelter plant 'on the subleased/transferred property.
The Supply System leases the property from DOE for the generation of
commercial nuclear power. .Any sublease/transfer of the Supply System leased
property for any purposes must be approved by DOE. Approval -of the
sublease/transfer would. also result in the use of the southern portion of the
Hanford Site rail line. Information contained herein will be used by the
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office, to determine if the
Proposed Action is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality
of the human environment. If the impacts of the Proposed Action are
determined to be major and significant, an environmental impact statement
would be prepared. If the impacts of the Proposed Action are determined not
to be major and significant, a Finding of No Significant Impact would be .
issued and the action could proceed. Criteria used to evaluate significance
can be found in Title 40,.Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1508.27.

This EA is prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations for.Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA
(40 CFR 1500-1508), and the U.S. Department of Energy Implementing Procedures

for NEPA (10 CFR 1021). The following is a description of each section of thet

EA.

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action. This section provides a brief statément‘
concerning the problem or opportunity the U.S. Department of Energy is
addressing with the Proposed Action. Background information is provided.

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action. A description of the Proposed Action
with sufficient -detail to identify potential environmental impacts is
provided. , ) : :

3.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Action. .This section describes reasonable
alternative actions to the Proposed Action, which would address the
Purpose and Need. A no action alternative, as required by 10 CFR 1021,
.also is described. .

4.0 Affected Environment. This section provides.a brief description of the
locale in which the Proposed Action takes place.

. 5.0 Environmental Impacts. The range of environmental impacts, beneficial’
. and adverse, of the Proposed Action are described in this section.
Impacts of alternatives are briefly discussed.

6.0 Permits and Regulatory Requirements. This section provides a brief
description of permits and regulatory.requirements for the Proposed
Action.

v
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) DOE/EA~1259
G1ossary and Unit -Conversion Chart

U.S. Department of Energy

GLOSSARY
Acronyms
AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards (federa] or state)
AC alternating current
BACT * best available control technology
BPA Bonneville Power Administration (DOE)
Btu British thermal units
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
Co carbon monoxide :
bC direct current
DOE U.S. Department of Energy
EA environmental assessment
Ecology State of Washington Department of Ecology
EIS environmental impact statement
ESA . Endangered Species Act of 1973
kv kilovolts
MACT maximum achievable control technology
MW - megawatts
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards ®
PNNL Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (former]y PNL)
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration . .
RL U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Offwce
0 sulfur dioxide . .
TA?S toxic air pollutants !
TSP total suspended particulates
HAC Washington Administrative Code
WNP Washington Nuclear Plant.
WPPSS Hashington Public Power Supply System (Supp]y System)

UNIT CONVERSION CHART.

Into.metric units Out of metric units

If you know Mu]ﬁ;p]y To get If you know Mu]g;p]y To get
Length . .~ Length
miles ~{ 1.61 { kilometers kilometers | 0.62 I miles o
‘ Area . Area
square 2.59 square square 0.39 square
miles kilometers |i-kilometers miles
square, feet | 2. 296 X acres acres 4. 36 X square
1107 . 10% feet
acres 0.404 hectares ‘hectares 2.47 acres
, Volume Volume
I"cubic feet | 7.48 | gallons gallons 1 0.13 | cubic feet
. ] Temperature Temperature
Fahrenheit subtract [ Celsius Celsius mu1t1p1y Fahrenheit
32 then ' by
multiply 9/5ths,
by 5/9ths then add
32~
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U.S. Department of Energy - - Purpose and-Need for Action

e 1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The ‘following sections describe the purpose and need and provide
background information concerning this environmental assessment (EA).

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED. the underlying purpose and need for the agency to take the Proposed Actfon.

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE); Richland Operations Office (RL)
needs to consider a request from the Washington Public Power Supply System
(Supply System) for approval of a sublease ‘from the Supply System, or transfer
of fee simple title from DOE, for construction and operation of an aluminum
smelter'plant (Figure 1). The Supply System leases the property from RL and
any sublease/transfer requires RL approval. In the event of fee title
transfer, assets transferred would include both the aluminum smelter plant
site and appropriate infrastructure. The construction and operation of the
aluminum smelter plant would also result in the use of the southern portion of
the Hanford Site rail system (Figure 2). :

1.2 BACKGROUND. sacxGroukD information on the purpose and need, that led to the need for acticn,

In response to a request from the Tri-City Industrial Development Council
(TRIDEC) for business recruitment, the Supply-System offered either of two
60 hectare (150 acre) sites of their 404 hectares (1,000 acres) of property
leased from DOE to attract a commercial aluminum company to locate in the
Tri~City area. A commercial aluminum ‘company screened a list of potential
Tri-City area sites provided by TRIDEC to the two locations submitted by the -
Supply.System. As part of granting a sublease or transfer action, DOE
requires evaluation of potential impacts of the proposal under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).

-
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U.S. Department of Energy : Description of the Proposed Action |

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Following RL approval of the proposed sublease/transfer, the ‘Supply
System would offer to a commercial aluminum company a long-term sublease or
fee simple transfer of either one of two 60 hectare (150 acre) sites-for
siting, construction, and operation of a new aluminum smelter plant
(Figure 3).>- Both sites are on the Supply System's 404 hectares. (1,000 acres)
industrial site located at .the unfinished Washington Nuclear Plants-1 and -4
-(WNP-1/4) site on the Hanford Site about 1.6 Kilometers (1 mile) east.of the
WNP-2. The Preferred Alternative would occur adjacent to the Supply System's
unfinished WNP-4. According to the Supply System's records, the area is
environmentally clean, radiation free, and has highway and railroad access,

. water wells, waste water treatment facilities, and 230 kilovolts (kV)
electrical power service from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Ashe
substation located adjacent to the site. Extension of the existing Supply
System infrastructure, utilities, railroad, and other services to the aluminum
smelter plant would be provided by the Supply.System with assistance from
Benton County. The sublease/transfer also includes the WNP-4 Containment ‘
Building and General Services Building structures for potential storage of raw
alumina, spent potliners, and/or other uses. These two buildings would be
surveyed for the presence of any endangered or threatened species prior to
use. * ) .

The Tong-term sublease or transfer would be contingent upon approval by,
RL, BPA, and the-Supply System Executive Board. If the initial aluminum
company fails to take the Supply System sublease/transfer offer, the Supply
System could offer a sublease/transfer to another aluminum company. The
.Supply System's current Official Statement of the estimated cost of site
restoration for WNP-1 and WNP-4 are $46 million and $30 million, respectively.
BPA could realize resource conservation cost savings by avoiding annual
maintenance and eventual removal costs of those two facilities. .

The initial construction phase of the Proposed Action would build a 60-
to 75-thousand (K) metric ton per year capacity aluminum smelter plant over an
18 month to 2 year period. This plant would be termed as a prebake aluminum
smelter (bringing in prebaked anodes), and would initially employ
approximately 125 employees. If market demand for alumipum is adequate, the.
Proposed Action would include expansion of the aluminum smelter after initial
construction to about a'120K- to 150K- metric ton plant that would include an
anode bake production shop (making anodes). If the market demand continues-to.
warrant further expansion, the capacity of the proposed aluminum smelter plant
could expand to a 300K metric ton plant, with 600 to 1,000 employees

The building height would be approximately 15 meters (50 feet) with

. prefabricated steel sheeting for the exterior with the color to blend in with

the environment. Stacks and towers would be approximately 40 meters
(130 feet) high. Initially, 75 parking spaces (three shifts) would be needed.
At full production, 350 parking spaces (three shifts) would be needed. . The
Supply System site currently is served by Ben Franklin Transit. A1l minor
road and-railroad extensions to service the Proposed Action would occur within
the existing Supply System site. Construction time of the large,plant would
take about the same,amount of time as jnitial construction.

Draft Environmental Assgssment 2-1 . .~ August 1998
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U.S. Department of Energy . Descr1pt1on of the Proposed Act)on

The proposed aluminum smelter plant would include the following elements:

. A single potline consisting of 120 prebake reduction cells
(60K-metric ton capacity) .

. An alumina offloading, handling and storage system 1nc1ud1ng a 40K metric
ton storage silo and suction unloader ' | i

. Fume treatment equipment to ensure that gaseous emissions produced by the
reduction cells meet applicable regulatory requirement ]eve1s

. A comp]ete anode bake production shop

‘e An e]ectr1ca1 substat1on (supp11ed by BPA) for transforming the incoming
220 kV alternating current (AC) supply down to a var1ab]e direct current.

(DC) voltage
. An administration office including a canteen, showers and locker room.

Tﬁe.fo]]owing table (Table 1) estimates resolrces that may be 'used
annually by the proposed aluminum smelter plant.”

Table 1. Resource Esiimates for A]umfnum Smelter P]aet

‘A Aluminum production 60K metric tons/year 300K metric tons/year
-Alumina consumption 160K metric tons/year 800K metric tons/year
Anode.handling - Prebake plant only . | Anode bake production

: “(anodes from offsite) shop (make anodes)
Natural gas consumption | 800 metric tons/year 9,700 metric tons/year
Electrical consumption 900 gigawatt hours 4500 gW-hr/year

| (gW=hr) fyear

Rail car traffic 42 /week . 210/week .
Truck traffic _4 to 10/day 20 to 50/day -« .
Parking spaces required | 75 350
Employment- 125 ’ - 1600 to 1,000

o,

Water neéded for the proposed aluminum smelter plant would be made
available through the use of the Supply System's existing water rights
(Appendix C) of water 'usage from. the Columbia River for WNP-2. No new
construction  of water intakes or outfalls would occur at the Columbia River.
The Proposed Action would tie-in to the existing 16" diameter pipe off of
WNP-2's intake water line from the Columbia River. The discharge of
industrial cooling water from the plant would exit through the existing
WNP-1/4 outfall water line back to the river. .If it is determined that the
industrial water requires treatment, the commercial aluminum company would be
- responsible to treat the water before disposal. Industrial water would be
treated in accordance with app11cab1e environmental regulations and pérmits
before any allowable discharge. ' Sanitary wastes would be disposed to the
existing, permitted Supply. System Sanitary Waste Disposal System.

~ Draft Environmental Assessment . 2-3 4 August 1998
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U.S. Department of Energy ‘ Description of the Proposed Action

The primary nondangerous solid waste that would be generated is referred
to as dross. Dross is furnace slag which consists of aluminum metal and
aluminum oxide that floats. and has recycle value. The rate of dross .
generation is about 0.5% to 1% of the plant's primary metal production. Dross
would be-collected and stored in bunkers before transporting offsite for
recovery. ‘Cleaning the anodes produces small quantities- of nondangerous
solids, a fine carbon powder called blowdown, which consists of about 50%
sodium and aluminum fluoride and 50% fine carbon. Blowdown material would be
collected and sent offsite for disposal. All nondangerous waste would be
disposed of offsite in accordance with applicable requirements.

Small quantities of dangerous waste such as batteries would be generated
during maintenance activities. It is planned to recycle these materials
locally. The largest amount of dangerous waste expected to be generated
during operation is the spent potlining, consisting of carbon, refractory
brick, steel, aluminum salts (fluorides, sodium, and calcium), and 0.5%
cyanide. The dangerous waste would be staged before being shipped offsite for
treatment and disposal in accordance with applicabie reguiations. -

Approval of the sublease/transfer would result in use of the southern
portion of the Hanford Site rail system from Horn Rapids Road north to the
Supply System and the proposed aluminum smelter plant. Any modifications to
the existing rail line to support the proposed action would occur on, for the
most part, previously disturbed RL land leased to the Supply System. To
support initial operations, approximately 42 rail cars per week would
transport about 160K tons of raw alumina to the. aluminum smelter plant from
offsite. This increased rail traffic on the southern portion of the Hanford
Site rail system adds to the approximate 900 rail cars per year shipped b
Lamb-Heston, Inc., a local food processing company. ‘

For the initial phase, freight shipments would involve 4 to 10 trucks
entering and leaving the plant each day. HMost of the finished product would
be transported out by truck, with up to a third of the total sent by rail. At
full production, the numbers would be about five times these values. -

Because it burns cleanly and efficiently, natural gas would be used as
fuel for most of the anode production process (anode baking and anode pastea,
mixing), metal casting, and utility heating. Annual natural gas consumption
during initial operations would be about 800 metric tons, or about 42 billion
British thermal units (Btu). At full production that would include an anode
~ bake production shop, annual natural gas consumption would increase to about
9700 metric tons, or about 510 billion Btu. Delivery of the natural gas to
the proposed aluminum smelter boilers, hot water heaters, and furnaces would
require installation of an approximately 6 inch diameter, 250 pounds- per
square inch (psi), main carbon .steel pipeline and a distribution network of
approximately 2 inch diameter pipes. The new pipeline would be tied into the
existing natural gas main pipeline near the Cypress Gate at the southwest
corner of the.300 Area on the west side of the Southern Hanford Site Rail Line
(Figure 2). The main pipeline would cross under Route 4 South and the rail
Tine where these intersect, about 1 mile north of the 300 Area. The main
pipeline would be on the east side of the rail line corridor and terminate at
‘the end of the.railroad line inside the Supply System property. The smaller

Draft Environmental Assessment 2-4 - August -1998
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U.S. Department of Energy. Description of the Proposed Action

distribution pipeline would be connected from the main pipeline to the
aluminum smelter plant within previously disturbed areas on leased Supply
System property. :

The main pipeline would be approximately 16 kilometers (10 miles) long,
and would parallel and be within the-existing and previously disturbed,
15-meter (50-foot) wide right-of-way of the Southern Hanford Site Rail Line in
.order to minimize potential impacts to the environment. The smaller
distribution pipelines would be connected from the main pipeline to the
aluminum smelter plant within previously disturbed areas on Supply System
property. A control system would be installed to monitor and control the flow
of natural gas. ) '

Construction of the pipeline route along the railroad right-of-way and
within Supply System property would involve excavating to a depth of
approximately 1 meter (3.3 feet). The width of the ditch would be
approximately 0.5 meter (1.7 feet). Excavated material would be stockpiled
next to the ditch and used for backfill after pipe installation. The ditch
vwould be bedded 'with approximately 10 centimeters (4 inches) of sand or clean,
rock-free.dirt. The pipe would be covered with approximately-5 centimeters (2
inches) of sand or rock-free dirt and backfilled with the excavated material.
A1l construction materials would be transported to the work site by common.
truck carrier. The materials would be staged in-a designated, pre&viously -
disturbed l1aydown area. After completion of the construction, the -l1aydown
area would be restored to its former condition and reseeded as appropriate.
Apprggri;tg areas may be sprayed to prevent noxious weeds from getting- .
established. . . o

2.1 PROPOSED TIMING. Ttinming or schedule of the Propesed Action (including phasing, ‘If
applicable). . . v

The Proposed Action would be accomplished in a phased approach. An
approximate timetable for the Proposed Actions, if the sublease/transfer is
approved, is as follows: ) .

* Sublease/transfer approval of aluminum plant -+ Summer 1998 o
e Initial 60K~ to 75K-metric ton construction Spring 1999 o
+ Potential expansion to 120K- to 150K- metric ton 2002 or after.
* Potential expansion to 300K metric ton 2006 or after.

2.2 ALUMI‘NUM SHELTER INFORMATION. Aluminun smelter information that is related to the

Proposed Action.

Primary aluminum is produced from alumina (aluminum oxide) refined from
bauxite. For smelter use, it is calcined to drive off almost all bonded and
free moisture and is delivered to the smelter in the form of a granular white
powder similar in appearance to fine, white sand. This alumina would be
shipped by rail from offsite to the proposed site.to provide feed stock for
the proposed aluminum smelter plant. To produce one metric ton. of aluminum,

1.89 metric tons of alumina are required. . ‘

Draft Environmental Assessment 2-5. August 1998
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" U.S. Department of Enérgy T ~Descrip£§6n of the Proposed Action

The alumina is dissolved in a.molten salt bath of cryolite (sodium
aluminum, fluoride) and the dissolution of the metal and oxide is accomplished
electrolytically. The molten cryolite bath is augmented with small additions
of other salts (primarily aluminum fluoride) to reduce the melting point of
the salt bath to 955 degrees Celsius (°C) (1751°Fahrenheit [F]).

The typical reduction cell consists of a large, steel shell. Insulation
and refractory bricks are used to Tine the inside of the steel shell and
carbon blocks are placed on the bottom and sides to completely cover 'all of
the refractory. Joints in the carbon are sealed with a rammed mixture of
carbon paste that is baked “into a carbon bond by external heat. The carbon
blocks on the bottom of 'the cell contain imbedded steel bars to carry
electrical current from the cell. The assembled carbon cell T1ining and steel
electrical conductors are the cathode of the electrolytic reaction and is the
electrically negative pole of a DC reaction.

The electrically positive pole of the reaction is the anode, which is
constructed of carbon. Electrical current flows from the anode into the.
molten bath and into the cathode carbon blocks and out of the cell-via the -
steel cathode conductors. The cathode carbon is protected from exposure to

, air by the molten ‘bath. Alumina dissolved in the bath is reduced

electrolytically into aluminum and oxygen. The melting point of aluminum is
about 680°C (1256°F). Thus, the aluminum metal produced is 1iquid@ at the 950°C
(1742°F) operating temperature of the reduction cell.

Because of the réquired conversion of electrical energy to DC, the most
efficient arrangement of melting pots is to connect individual pots
electrically in series so that the power loss because of rectification can be
minimized by maximizing the number .of pots requiring only one rectification.
Typically, between 120 and 240 pots-are connected in seriés to form one:
potline operating at a nominal voltage of 700 to 1,000 volts DC.

. Two measures are used for the relative efficiencies of aluminum reduction
pots. The primary measure is energy efficiency expressed in DC kilowatt-hours
per pound (kWh/1b) of aluminum produced. Energy efficiency is a
straightforward measurement of the electrical cost of producing a pound of
aluminum. A second measure used within the industry is current efficiency; o
expressed as a percentage of the theoretical maximum amount of aluminum that’
can be produced by the ampere-hours of electricity passing through the cell.
Energy efficiency is in the 300,000 amperes range to 5.8 kWh/1b for modern
prebake pots. Current efficiencies in new aluminum smelter plant operations

-under good control are as high as 93.5 percent, compared to abqut 88 percent

efficiencies in older technology plants.

The aluminum metal from the rooms containing melting pots (potrooms)-is
received into holding furnaces, alloyed and fluxed to customer specifications,
continuously cast into rolling ingots or extrusion billets, heat-treated,
sawgd to Tength, and shrink-wrapped for shipment as final product to the
customer. . .
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2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION. other environmental information that has been prepared, or ' |

uill be prepared, directly related to the Proposcd Action,

Fo]low1ng a submittal for a spec1a1 use permlt -on May-4, 1998 the Benton
County Planning & Building Department’ initially 1ssued a Determination of
Nonsignificance (DNS) provided that the Proposed Action would mitigate
potential adverse air impacts through adherence to Benton County and
Washington State permit conditions. However, Benton County has delayed a
" final DNS for at least 60 days. Information on the existing Supply System .

“ buildings and operation has been previously evaluated in an environmental
statement (NUREG-0812). Two Biological Resources Reviews (Appendix A) and two |,
-Cultural Resources Reviews (Appendlx B) have been prepared for the Proposed
Action. ) .

-
.
.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The following éections provide a discussion of the existing environment
to be affected by the Proposed Action and alternate site. )

4.1 GENERAL HANFORD SITE ENVIRONMENT “ ‘ .

The Hanford Site .is 1,450 square kilometers (560 square miles) located in
southeastern Washington State, in a semiarid region with rolling topography.
Two topographical features dominate the landscape: .Rattlesnake Mountain is
located on the southwest boundary of the Hanford Site. The Columbia River
flows through the northern part of the Hanford Site and forms part of the
eastern boundary of the Hanford Site «(Figure 1). Areas adjacent to the
Hanford Site are primarily agricultural lands. .

The Hanford Site has a mild climate with 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to
7 inches) of annual precipitation, with most of the precipitation taking place
durring the-winter months. Temperature ranges of daily maximum temperatures
vary from noimal maxima of 2°C (36°F) in early January to 35.C (95°F) "in late
July. Monthly average wind speeds are lowest during the winter months,
averaging 10 to 11 kilometers per hour (6 to 7 miles per hour), and highest
during the summer, averaging 14 to 16 kilometers per hour (8 to ¥ miles -
per hour) (PNNL-6415). Tornadoes are extremely rare; no destructive tornadoes
have occurred in the region surrounding the Hanford Site.

The Hanford Site and the surrounding area are in attainment of the .
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) designed to protect the public
health and welfare. During 1996, the Hanford Site and Supply System air
emissions remained below all established limits set for regulated air
pollutants (PNNL-11472). Atmospheric dispersion conditions of the area-vary
between summer and winter months. The summer months generally have good air
mixing characteristics. Occasional periods of poor dispersion conditions
-occur during the winter months. ' )

The vegetation on the Hanford Site is a shrub-steppe community of
sagebrush and rabbitbrush with an understory consisting primarily of
cheatgrass and-Sandberg's bluegrass. The typical insects, small birds,
mammals, and reptiles common to the Hanford Site can be found in the 200 Area
. plateau (PNNL-6415). Relatively undisturbed areas of the mature shrub-steppe
vegetation are high quality habitat for many plants and animals and have been
designated as "priority habitat" by Washington State.

Most mammal species known to inhabit the Hanford Site are small,
nocturnal creatures, primarily pocket mice and jackrabbits. Large mammals
found on the Hanford Site are deer and elk. Coyotes and raptors are the
primary predators. Several species of small birds nest in the steppe
vegetation. Semiannual peaks in avian variety and abundance occur during
migration seasons.” Additional information about the Hanford Site can be found
in the publication entitled the Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Characterization report (PNNL-6415).
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION - .

A]térhatives to the Proposed Action are discussed in the following
sections. :

»
»

3.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. cea and DOE NEPA regulations require DOE to analyze the "No Action
‘alternative,” f.e,, to examine what would happen if nothing were done. HNote
that generally this i{s a continuation of the status quo.

The No Action alternative would be RL disapproval of the Supply System
proposed sublease/transfer. There would be no construction of an aluminum
smelter p1ant._~

-

3.2 ALTERNATE ALUMINUM SMELTER PLANT SITES. other alternatives considered, CEQ

regulations direct all agencies to ident{fy reasonable alternatives that would achieve the purpose and need,

" Other, Al ernatives to the Proposed Action are described in the following
sections. ’ : A

3.2.1 ALTERNATE ALUMINUM SMELTER PLANT ON THE HANFdRD SITE:

The alternate site for the proposed aluminum smelter would be adjacent to
the Supply System's unfinished WNP-1. The process flow for producing aluminum
requires a configuration that is uniform in shape (square in shape) similar to
the Proposed Action site, while the alternate site is L-shaped. The
recommended site would use the existing Supply System infrastructure.to the
maximum extent possible by locating the proposed aluminum smelter. plant as
close as practical to WNP-4, whereas the alternate site is further away from
WNP-4. The alternate site would require longer extensions.to existing
utilities and infrastructure than the Proposed Action becduse of the
orientation of the 'Supply System site. Therefore, this alternate would be
more costly to construct compared to the Proposed Action.

3.2.2 ALTERNATE ALUMINUM SMELTER PLANTS ON NON-HANFORD SITES.
The commercial aTﬁminum,company is cohsidering other locations away:from

‘the Hanford Site. These sites are not analyzed in this EA because they are
not within the purview of DOE. - .-
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RL and its contractors are a large portion of the local employment
picture with almost one-quarter of the total nonagricultural jobs in Benton
and Franklin.counties. Ninety-three percent of Hanford Site personnel reside
in the Benton and Franklin county areas. Therefore, work activities on the
Hanford Site play an important role in the socioeconomics of the Tri-Cities
(Richland, Pasco, and Kennewick) and other parts of Benton and Franklin
counties (PNNL-6415). Other counties are less affected by changes in Hanford

employment.

" 4.2 SPECIFIC SITE ENVIRONMENT

) A1l of the Supply System property for both proposed sites for the
aluminum smelter plant is located on, for the most part, previously disturbed
1and designated for industrial use (DOE/EIS-0222D). Installation of.the
natural gas pipeline would occur on previously disturbed areas along the
Southern Hanford Site Rail Line, 15-meter (50-foot) wide right-of-way, and
within the Supply System property. The proposed site of the aluminum smelter
plant is approximately 2.8 kilometers (1.75 miles) from the Columbia River.
The Proposed Action is outside of the Hanford Reach Study area. The Proposed
Action is not located in the 100-year floodplain of the Columbia River, nor is
it Tlocated within a wetlands area (NUREG-0812). The proposed site of the
aluminum smelter plant averages about 115 meters (375 feet) above mean sea
level and does not contain any prime farmland, state or national parks,
forests, conservation areas, or other areas of recreational or aesthetic
concern. The proposed aluminum smelter plant would be in view from the river
several miles away to the south. The habitat at the site of the proposed
aluminum smelter is typical of the general Hanford Site shrub-steppe habitat.
The City of Richland (population approximately 32,000), located about
© 16 kilometers (10 miles) away in Benton County, adjoins the southernmost
.portion of the Hanford Site boundary and is the nearest population center.

4.2.1 Soils and Subsurface ‘ -

The soil in the Supply System property is predominately loose to medium
dense, fine to coarse eolian sand with scattered gravel (glaciofluvial 0
‘sediments) to about 60 meters (200 feet) below the.surface. The geologic '-
strata under the surface layer, in descending order, are upper and lower
Ringold Formation ranging from about 60 meters (200 feet) to 365 meters (1,200
feet), and the Columbia River Basalt Group below 365 meters (1,200 feet). The
upper Ringold Formation consists of very dense, sandy gravel with interbedded
sandy and silty layers. The lower Ringold Formation consists of very dense,
interbedded layers.of sandy gravel, silt, and soft sandstone (NUREG-0812).
Basalt flows of the Columbia River Basalt Group and intercalated sediments of
the Ellensburg Formation underlie the Ringold Formation. The region is °
categorized as one of low to moderate 'seismicity (PNNL-6415). g
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4.2.2 Hydrology

Water needed for the Proposed Act1on would be delivered from the Columbia
River via the existing WNP-2 intake water line provided by the Supply System.

’The Supply System has water rights for use of up to 56 cubic feet per second

(f3/sec) (about 25,000 gallons per minute [g/min]) for consumptive industrial
use. In addition, the WNP-2 Site Certification Agreement and Reso]utwon 7122

_-(Appendix C) allows the Supply System to provide water of up to 8.9 ft3 /sec

(4000 g/m1n2 for commercial development. The Supply System currently uses
about 34 ft°/sec (15,300 g/min) during WNP-2 operations. Estimated maximum
quantities of water to be used by the full buildout aluminum smelter plant
would be maximum of about 8.9 ft°/sec (4000 g/min). The primary uses of the
industrial water would be as a heat exchanger to cool e]ectrodes, castings,
anodes, and for air compressors. A maximum of about 8.02 ft* /sec (3600 g/min)
would be discharged through the existing WNP-1/4 outfall water line back to
the river. Since the WNP-1/4 outfall water line currently is not in use, a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) water permit would be
requ1red for its use. Maximum sanitary water discharges are estimated at
0.18 ft>/sec (80 g/min). Sanitary water would be discharged to the existing
Supply System Sanitary Waste Disposal System. A1l water usade would comply
with applicable regulatory requirements. ’

The water table in the supply system area is approximately Q meters
(30 feet) to 12 meters (40 feet) below the surface (NUREG-0812), and is
unaffected by contamination plumes from the 200 East and 200 West -Areas.
4.2.3 -Air Resources

An extensive database of heteoro]ogical information exists for the

., Hanford Site. Meteorological monitoring began on the Hanford Site in 1945,
, In the early 1980's, automated monitoring stations began monitoiring winds,

temperature, and other meteorological parameters at locations across the
Hanford Site. Currently, 30 monitoring stations are in operation, including a
station that is located in the vicinity of the WNP-2 plant. Data from this
monitoring network provides a comprehensive database for modeling the °
atmospheric dispersion of pollutants and for estimating the 1ikely air qua];ty
impacts from proposed fac111t1es

Atmospheric dispersion is a function of wind speed, duration and

~ direction of wind, atmospheric stability, and mixing-depth. Dispersion

conditions are genera11y good jif winds are moderate to strong, if the
atmosphere is of neutral or unstable stratification, and if there is a deep
mixing layer. Neutral and unstable stratifications occur about' 56% ‘of the
time during the summer. Less favorable dispersion conditions occur when the
wind speed is 1ight and the mixing layer is shallow. These conditions are
most common during the winter when moderately to extremely stable
stratifications occur about 66% of the time. Less favorable conditions also
occur near the surface in all seasons from about sunset to about an hour after
sunrise as a result of ground-based temperature inversions and shallow mixing
layers. Stationary high-pressure systems produce extended periods of poor
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dispersion conditions, particu]aﬁ]y when they occur during the -winter months
(PNNL-6415). - ’

-+ . NAAQS (Table 2) define levels of air quality that are necessary, with an
adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health (primary standards)
and ‘the public welfare (secondary standards). Ambient air 'is that portion of
the atmosphere, externa] to buildings (or.a facility fenceline), to which
people not directly associated with 'thepollution source may havg access.
National standards exist for sulfur oxides (measured as sulfur dioxide [S0,]),
nitrogen dioxide (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), total suspended particulates :
-(TSP), fine particulates (PM,;), and ozone. The standards specify the maximum
pollutant concentrations and frequencies of occurrence that are allowed for
specific averaging periods. The averaging periods vary from 1 hour to 1 year,
depending on the pollutant. Prevention of significant deterioration (PSD)
standards (Table 2) are more restrictive than NAAQS; the PSD standards limit
the ambient air quality impact from any single pollutant source.

Table 2. Limits for Most Restrictive NAAQS and PSD Standards.

Pollutant |. Time NAAQS*®’  [PSD Limit'™
- Period | ~(ug/m’) (ug/m’)
N 8 h 10,000 —
' Th 70,000, —
No, Annual 100 | 25
0; —T1h 735 735
Pty Annual © 50 17
28R |- 150 30
50, T Annuai 80 20
2R 365 |, 91
3h 1,300 512]
Th 1,040 -

@ A1l values are for national primary standards, unless indicated as being
a national secondary or Washington State standard. Primary standards
;re]:gt to provide levels of air quality necessary to protect-the public

" health. . ’

® A secondary standard. This standard sets'a level of air quality
necessary to protect public welfare from the adverse effects of a

- pollutant. - ) :

y Washington State standard ] :

> PSD federal limits for Class II areas. More stringent limits are
-imposed Class I areas. Wild and scenic rivers may be classified as
either Class I or II. -
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Federal regu]atlons requ1re the states to promulgate their own _regulations
to achieve or maintain-compliance or "attainment” with ambient a1r quality
standards., State and local governments have the authority to impose standards
for ambient air quality that are stricter than the national standards,
Washington State has established more stringent standards for sulfur dioxide
and TSP. In addition, Washington State has established standards (Table 3)
for total fluoride (TF), and other po]]utants that are not covered by nat10na1
standards. :

Table 3. Washington State F]uor{de Standards .

Pollutant | Time Period [Primary (ug/m’)
Fluorides - 12 3,700} -
(TF) consecutive

hours

24 2,9001‘ :
consecutive
hours
7 consecutive 1,700
days -
30 . 840
- consecutive -
days . -
LL March 1- 500,
through’ :
October 31

C )

The Hanford Site and surrounding areas are in attainment with ‘ambient air
quality standards. On occasion, particulate concentrations can reach
relatively high levels.in eastern Washington State because of exceptional
natural events (i.e., dust storms, volcanic eruptions, and large.brushfires)
and agricultural activities (e.g., field burning, plowing fields) that occur
in the region. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has exempted -
the rural fugitive dust component of background concentrations when .
considering permit applications and enforcement of air quality standards. o
Similarly, Washington State ambient air quality standards have not considered
“rural fugitive dust" from natural or some agricultural practices when
estimating the maximum background concentrat1ons of particulates in the area
east of the Cascade Mountain crest.:

To meet air regulatory requirements and keep within ambient alr qua]xty
standards, the emission collection systems used in the proposed aluminum -
smelter plant would use applicable best available control technology (BACT)

- and maximum achievable control technology (MACT) before operation of -the
proposed aluminum smelter plant begins. Each BACT/MACT option is evaluated
for its_range of impacts and cost -effectiveness during the air perm1tt1ng
process. The control options providing the greatest control efficiency is
selected unless eliminated on energy, environmental, or economic grounds. The
commercial aluminum company would be required to obtain the appropriate PSD
air permits.controlling criteria poliutant emissions under Washington
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‘ Administrative Code (WAC) 173-400-110 and WAC 173-400-141. A Toxic Air
Pollutants (TAPs) air permit would also be required under WAC 173-460. The
State of Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and EPA have promulgated
emission 1imits applicable to primary aluminum smelter operations (Table 4).
New aluminum smelters that would be subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart S might elect
to comply with either the requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart § or _

40 CFR 63 Subpart LL. .

Table 4. Regulatory Emission Limits Apﬁ]icab]e to Proﬁbsed
) Aluminum Smelter Plant. . ‘

Regﬁiation 1 Pollutant Emission limit

WAC 173-415, "Primary Fluorides : Minimum fluoride collection
Atuninun Plants,® efficiencies are prescribed for each
. potline primary emission control
system. A primary emission control
system with a design removal
efficiency of at least 95%.
Particulates 15 pounds per ton of Al preduced on a
daily basis
50, 60 pounds per ton of AL produced on a
monthly average from atl emissions
Visible emissions Shall not exceed 20% cpacity fcr more
than 6 consecutive minutes
Fugitive emissions Reasonably schievable control
technology to control emdssions

40 CFR 60 Subpart S, Fluorides 1.9 paunds per ton of Al.produced for
"Standards of Performance . potroom groups at prebake plants

for Primary Aluninun
. Reduction Plants.® . . .
0.1 pounds per ton of Al produced for

anode bake plants
W ) Visible emissions 1024 opacity from any potroom group

' . 20% opacity from any anode bake plant
40 CFR 63 Subpart LL, Total fluorides Shatl not exceed 1.2 pounds per ton of
"Rational Emission Standards Al produced
for Hazardous Ajr Pollutants
for Primary Aluninum
Reduction Plants.”

-

Shall not exceed 0.02 pounds per ten
of green anode from anode bake plants

Polycyclic aromatic Shaltl not exceed 0.025 pounds per ton
: hydrocarbons of green anode from anode bake plants

Each pitch storage tank shaltl be
equipped with an emissfon control
system designed and operated to reduce
inlet emissions of polycyclic organic
matter (POM) by 95X or greater

B
»
»
. 1
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4.2.4 Endangered Species

Biological Reviews #98-600-024 and #98-600-0243 (Append1x A) ‘were
performed on the areas of the Proposed Action and the alternate location. No
plant or animal species protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), on
the federal 1ist of "Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants”

. (50 CFR 17), or on Washington State 1ist of threatened or endangered species

were found.

4.2.5 Plants and Animals

Only a few species of plants and animals are found in the immediate
proximity of the Proposed Action due to the area being mostly previously
disturbed as indicated in Biological Reviews #98-600-024 and #98-600-024a
(Appendix A). However, the long-billed curlew and Loggerhead shrike were seen
on or in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. Under The Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, it is illegal to take, capture, or kill any migratory bird, or any part,
nest, or egg of any such birds included in the terms of the eonvent1ons To
avo1d adverse impacts to any of these species, ground clearing activities
should be undertaken between August and early April to avoid disturbance to

nesting b1rds

Biological Reviews. A ‘total of 6 Piper's daisy individuals were identified on

. the proposed site for the aluminum smelter plant. A total of 8 Piper's daisy

individuals were identified on the alternate site. Two Piper's daisy

~ individuals were identified near the terminal end of the proposed natural gas
pipeline route, however both individuals were probably outside of the area

> that would be disturbed by installation of the pipeline. All.of the Piper's

daisies were observed on previously disturbed areas. .The appropriate

mitigation for this species in this situation would consist of attempt1ng to

transplant the 1nd1v1dua1s prior to site development.

Flora observed in the vicinity -of the Proposed Action are listed in the l

An est1mated 5 hectares (12 acres) of shrub land including sagebrush and
bitterbrush in the south eastern part of the alternate site is undisturbed and
probably would- qualify as mitigable (DOE/RL 96-32) and (DOE/RL 96-88). In"
addition, access from the main rail line to the alternate site is partially
disturbed, but passes through mature sagebrush.

4.2.6 Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources Reviews #98-600-024 and ¥98-600-024a (Appendix B)

- were conducted for the Proposed Action and alternate site. They concluded
that, "....there are no known cu]tura] resources or historic properties within

the proposed proaect area." .
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following sections describe potential impacts from the proposed
action. Impacts are addrgssed in proportion to their potential significance.

5.1 CdNSTRUCTION AND OPERATION IMPACTS. Description of potential impacts from the ©

construction and cperation activities of the proposed action., :

The following sections describe potential impacts from the construction
and operation of the Proposed Action all on previously disturbed areas. ;

5.1.1 Soil or Subsurface Disturbance

Soil disturbance of previously disturbed soil would occur over the
entire 60 hectares (150 acres), with structures covering about 50% of the
area. This disturbance would be at a maximum depth of approximately 3 meters
(10 feet). Soil.disturbance for all of the utilities and rail line would - -
occur on the Supply System's highly disturbed grounds. The natural gas main
pipeline would run approximately 16 kilometers (10 miles) long, and would
parallel and be within the existing and previously disturbed, 15-meter
(50-foot) wide right-of-way of the Southern Hanford Site Rail Lire. The
smaller distribution pipeline would be connected from the main pipeline to the
aluminum smelter plant within previously disturbed areas on Supply System
property. Construction of the pipeline route along the.railroad right-of-way
and within Supply System property would involve excavating to a depth of
approximately 1 meter (3.3 foot). The width of the ditch would be
approximately 0.5 meter (1.7 foot). Excavated material would be stockpiled
next to the ditch and used for backfill after pipe installation. The ditch
would be bedded with approximately-10 centimeters (4 inches) of sand or clean,
rock-free dirt. The pipe would be covered with approximately 5 centimeters (2
inches) of sand or rock-free dirt and then backfilled with the excavated
material. Most of the soil and subsurface activities would be temporary
during construction,..therefore the anticipated impacts to the environment are’
not expected to be consequential. :

5.1.2 Liquid Discharges to the Groundwater or Surface Waters

There would be no discharges to the groundwater. A1l sanitary wastes
would be disposed of to the existing Supply System Sanitary Waste Disposal
System. Maximum sanitary discharges are estimated at 80 g/min. Capacity of
the Supply System Sanitary Waste Disposal System is 644,300 liters (170,000
gallons) per day. Approximately 1,500 people from the Supply System and DOE
currently use less than 30% capacity of the disposal system.

If it is determined during the NPDES permitting process that the
industrial water requires treatment, the water would be treated to NPDES
permit .Jevels by a water-treatment facility provided by the aluminum smelter
plant before disposal. 'It is estimated that industrial water discharge from
the proposed aluminum smelter plant-to.the WNP-1/4 outfall water 1ine would be
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about 20°C (68°F), similar to Supply System blowdown. ‘Estimated maximum O
quantities of water to be used by thé full buildout aluminum smelter plant

would be about 8.9 ft*/sec (§000 g/min). The average river flow of the

Columbia River is 120,000 ft°/sec (53,859,744.0 g/min), with the minimum

regulated flow of the river is 36,000 ft3/sec (16,157,923.2 g/min). In the

thermal plume analysis of the environmental report for operation of ‘WNP-1/4

and WNP-2 (WPPSS-ER), the maximum blowdown conditions projected fromzyNP-l/4

_into the WNP<1/4 outfall was 33.4 ft>/sec (14,990 g/min), and 17.8 ft°/sec
(7,990 g/min) at normal conditions. The thermal plume from WNP-1/4 blowdown
or the industrial water from the proposed aluminum smelter would be dominated
by the river flow within about 6 to 8 meters (20 to 25 feet) of exiting the
WNP-1/4 outfall: During full WNP-1/4 operations, projected blowdown would
have resulted in a temperature increment of less than -17.65°C (0.22°F) at
minimum flow, and -17.77°C (0.01°F) at normal flow, in the Columbia River.
The thermal plume analysis for WNP-2 blowdown discharges into the WNP-2
outfall at minimum river flow resulted in a heat load that would raise the
bulk river temperature by less than -17.76°C (0.033°F), and -17.77°C
(0,0067°F) at normal river flow. The temperature increment heat load on the
Columbia River resulting from the Proposed Action would be less than.for
WNP-1/4 and WNP-2, due to the lower volume of industrial water (maximum of
about 8.02 ft/sec [3600 g/min]) exXiting the WNP-1/4 outfall into the river.

. "Potential impacts from existing aluminum smelters on the Codumbia River
were "analyzed in a river report prepared for EPA (Appendix C). This study
made obsérvations, including bioassay experiments on adult salmon behavior,
attributing elevated fluoride concentrations which might have a critical role .
effecting adult salmonids during migration. The study concluded that the low,
narrow range of concentrations measured throughout the study area of several
aluminum plants along the Columbia River did not ‘cause a particular problem
with-fluoride discharge to the river. The study also concluded that organic
compounds emitted by upriver aluminum smelter plants have accumulated in
sediments behind McNary Dam. It is not known if the proposed aluminum smelter
would contribute additional hydrocarbons to river sediments. The -
environmental effects of these hydrocarbons has not been determined. -

5.1.3 Gaseous or Particulate Discharges to the Air . Al
. Small quantities of gaseous, particulate, or thermal discharge
activities from typical construction activities (e.g., trucks transporting
building materials and waste, operation of construction equipment, fugitive
dust emissions from digging and backfilling) could be generated intermittently
during the construction phase of the Proposed Action. Particulate emissions
would be controlled by watering or other dust suppression techniques. = In
<addition, small quantitieés of gaseous and particulate pollutants would be
" emitted by the transportation (via truck and rail) of raw materials for
aluminum production, finished products, and waste. Potentially substantial
gaseous and particulate emissions might occur during smelting and related
operations.

. The emission of criteria air pollutants by the proposed smeTteé would |
have to meet the applicable AAQS (both federal and state), PSD limits, and
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other applicable regulatory limits (refer to Section 4.2.3). The point of
regulatory compliance for air releases has not been determined. However for
purpose of analysis in this EA, air emissions from the progosed facility have
to meet air quality standards and PSD 1imits at the fenceline of the proposed
aluminum smelter. This Wotld maintain pollutant concentrations within
permitted federal and state limits on publicly accessible roadways (including
Supply System access roads), at Supply System facilities (including WNP-2),
‘and other portions of the Hanford Site.:

At this point in the planning process, site-specific information is not
available on pollutant emission rates for the proposed facility. However, a
BACT/MACT protocol (Appendix D1) and modeling protocol information (Appendix
D2) were made available by Ecology during a meeting with Benton County
discussing the SEPA checklist. The modeling protocol for the proposed Oregon
site includes estimates of emission parameters. It is’assumed that the
proposed facility on the Hanford Site would have similar or reduced poliutant

emissions. :

Options in the BACT/MACT protocol 1ist various air emission control
technologies that might be used in the proposed aluminum smetter plant, such
as wet scrubbing for S0, emissions and afterburners to control CO emissions.
The BACT options for TF control in approximate descending order of control
effectiveness include: dry alumina scrubbers, dry plus secondary scrubbers,
coated bag filter dry scrubbers, floating bed scrubbers, and spray towers.
Most of the TF control options 1isted also reduce TSP emissions. Inherent in
the dry alumina scrubber system are high-efficiency bag filters faon
particulate collection. This type of scrubber collects fluorides and
particulate that are returned to the reduction cells and re-absorbed. Gases
that are not re-absorbed are primarily water vapor, carbon dioxide, CO, and
SO,. Trace combustible hydrocarbon gases are collected by the alumina and
re%urned to the cell, where they are oxidized and destroyed. MACT options
might require the capture of polycyclic organic matter (POM) emissions through
a closed system control device with a reduction efficiency of at lease 95
percent. . , :

To assess the maximum pollutant emission rates that-the proposed smelter
could have and still remain in compliance with ambient air quality standards.
and prevention of significant deterioration limits, atmospheric dispersion
modeling was conducted by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) ]
specifically addressing the Proposed Action-using EPA's Industrial Source .
Complex (ISC) model (Table 5). The ISC model uses a Gaussian plume model.that
offers a wide vary of options for configuring release characteristics and
computing pollutant concentration and deposition values for a wide range of
averaging periods. The model focused on particulates, SO,, and CO, and
produced estimates of ground-level pollutant concentrations ‘averaged over the
year and estimates of maximum impacts for short-duration periods (e.g., 1
hour, 3 hours, 24 hours). The model estimates the maximum pollutant emission
rates from the proposed facility that would not result in a violation of
regulatory limits; refer to Appendix D3 for more details. ’
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Table 5.
Totals.

NAAQS and PSD Limits.
" preliminary characterization of the proposed facility.)

PrOJected Maximum Pollutant Emission Rates and Annual Emission
(Values in excess of these rates and totals are likely to exceed
These preliminary values are based on a simple,

Pollutant Time Regu]atory Governing .| Maximum Maximum
Ce . period limit 1n standard poliutant annual
: (ug/m ) emission poliutant
rate emissions
: (g/sec) (MT)
Particulates | Annual 17 PSD 28 900
24 hour 150 PSD 14 440
S0, . Annual 20 PSD 33 1,000
24 hour 91 PSD 8 © 250
co 8 hour 10,000 AAQS 390 12,000
) 1 hour 40,000 AAQS 480 15,000

Unmitigated airborne emissions of €O, SO,, part1cu1ates, and f]uorldes
from the proposed aluminum smelter plant may have significant ambient dir
quality impacts, however emission controls would bring the plant within.
compliant permit standards. Federal regulations set NAAQS for criteria air
po]]utants and require the states to promulgate regulations to achieve or
maintain compliance or attainment with those standards. Emissions are limited
by applicable PSD and TAP limits. Appropriate BACT/MACT emission controls
would be needed to ensure that the proposed facility operates in compliance
with all pertinent air quality regulations. The emission control strategy to
be employed at the proposed facility has not been identified at this point in
time, Showever would .be -evaluated during the applicable air permitting process.

A hazard index approach was conservatively assumed (DOE/EIS-0189) for a
large Hanford Site project called Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) which
related noncarc1nogen1c health effects that would be additive for all .
.chemicals (i.e.," all chemicals would have the same mechanism of action-and
effect the same target organ). The hazard index represents the summation of
hazards evaluated. A hazard index greater than or equal to 1.0 would be
indicative of potential adverse health effects in the population of concern,
from exposure-to multiple chemicals. Conversely, a hazard index less thantl.0
would suggest that no adverse health effects would be expected .

A11 carcinogenic rlsks were assumed to be additive. Consequent]y, the
total incremental lifetime cancer risk (ILCR) would represent the summation of
individual chemical cancer risks, from each emission source, for each .
alternative analyzed. Regulatory agencies have defined an acceptable level of
risk to be between 1 in 10,000 and 1 in 1,000,000, with 1 in 1,000,000 being
the point of departure and referred to as de minimis (below which there is.no
concern) risk. A risk below 1 in 1,000,000 was considered low, and a rlsk
greater than 1 in 10,000 was considered’ high.

The commercial aluminum company would have to meet air qua11t
requirements and permit standards regulated under WAC 173-400 and WAC 173-460
and applicable federal regulations before operatlon of the proposed aluminum
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smelter plant. These standards are based on, for the most part, -cancer risk
standards for potential air pollutants.: Potential emissions from the source
(see Table 5) must be sufficiently low to protect human health and safety for
short-term, long-term, or cumulative exposures from potential carcinogenic
and/or toxic effects. The applicable air quality requirements and permit
standards are designed such that the proposed aluminum smelter plant may cause
no more than one addijtional cancer above background cancer rate per million
individuals continually exposed to an air pollutant. The proposed aluminum
smelter plant would use applicable BACT/MACT air emission controls to meet air
quality requirements and standards.- The proposed aluminum smelter plant would
be expected to have minimal health effects from mitigated air emissions.

.5.1.4 Radionuc1%de Releases or Direct Radiation Exposure

There would be no radionuclide releases or direct -radiation exposure
expected from the Proposed Action. ’

5.1.5 Nondangerous Solid Waste Generated

It is expected that the only nondangerous solid waste generated during
the construction phase of the Proposed Action would be typical construction
debris. Existing offsite facilities would have adequate capacity to accept
all waste volumes from the Proposed Action. All nondangerous waste would be
disposed in accordance with applicable requirements.

The primary nondangerous solid waste that would be generated is referred
to as dross which consists of aluminum metal, and aluminum oxide. Dross is
furnace slag that floats and has recycle value. The-rate of dross generation
is about 0.5% to 1% of the plant's primary metal production. During the
initial operation phase of the proposed action, about 600 metric tons per year
would be collected and stored in bunkers before transporting offsite. After
blowdown from cleaning the anodes, small quantities of nondangerous solids
would be collected. ~This blowdown material, a fine carbon powder, consists of
about 50% sodium and aluminum fluoride and 50% fine carbon. During the
initial phase of operation, the plant is expected to produce approximately, .
32 metric tons per year. At full production, the numbers would be about five
times these values. ’ . .

~ In addition, other offsite facilities would be expected to have adequate
capacity to accept all other waste volumes from the Proposed Action. All
nondangerous waste would be disposed in accordance with applicable .
requirements. Therefore, these impacts to the environment are expected to be
inconsequential. . .

.5.1.6. Dangerous Waste Generated
Small amounts of dangerous waste could be generated (e.g., solvents,

" waste 0il, etc.) during construction of the Proposed Action. These materials
would be'managed and disposed of according to applicable regulations.
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The largest. amount of dangerous waste expected to be generated during .
operation is the spent potlining, consisting of carbon, refractory brick, i
steel, aluminum salts (fluorides, sodium, and calcium), and 0.5% cyanide. The
WAC-303-9904 classifies this dangerous waste as #K088, "Spent Potliners from

Primary Aluminum Reduction.” During the initial phase of operation, the plant

is expected to produce approximately 1,500 metric tons per year. At full
production, the numbers would be about five times these values. The waste

would be staged in the unused WNP-4 reactor Containment Building or General

Service Building before being shipped offsite by rajl for treatment.and

disposal in accordance with applicable regulations. .

Small quantities of other dangerous material such as solvents and waste
01l might be generated during maintenance activities. These wastes would be
disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.

5.1.7 Consumption or Commitment of Resources

Consumption of nonrenewable resources (e.g., petroleum products, diesel
fuel, gravel, concrete, etc.) would occur for short periods dUring the-
construction phase of the Proposed Action. The amount of consumption is
typical for construction of a modern day aluminum smelter. -

Electrical energy would be used in the operation of the proposed .
aluminum smelter. Capacity needed is estimated at 107 megawatts (MW) and use
800 gigawatt hours (gW-hr) per year during the 60K-metric tons per year .
production phase of operations. At full production of the 300K-metric tons
.per year, electrical capacity would be approximately five times these values
at 535 MW and use 4500 gW-hrs per year.

Annual natural gas consumption during initial operations would be about
800 metric tons, or about 42 billion British thermal units (Btu). At full
production that would include an anode production shop, annual natural gas
consumption would increase to about 9700 metric tons, or about 510 billion
Btu. These impacts to the environment are indeterminate due to the complexity
of region-wide electrical usage planning. )

-

5.1.8 Effects on Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources Reviews #98-600-024 and #98-600-024a (Appendix B)
were conducted for the preferred, alternative. The reports concluded:
"....there are no known cultural resources or historic properties within the
proposed project area."

Personnel would be briefed on the requirements of cultural resources,
and would be directed to watch for cultural artifacts during excavation. If
cultural features or artifacts are.encountered, work in the vicinity of the
discovery would stop, and the appropriate cultural resource staff would be
notified. There would be no effects expected on cultural resources during the

_Proposed Action. .
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5.1.9 Effects on Federal or State L{sted, Propoéed or Candidate,
Threatened or Endangered Species . )

The Biological Reviews #98-600-024 and #98-600-024a (Appendix A) list
the flora and fauna observed at the proposed project site. The reviews
conclude, "No plant and animal species protected-under the ESA,. candidates for
such protection, or species listed by the Washington state government as
threatened or endangered were -observed in the vicinity of the proposed site."
. However, the estimated 5 hectares (12 acres) in the south eastern part of the
. alternate site is undisturbed and probably would qualify as mitigable habitat
under (DOE/RL 96-32) and (DOE/RL 96-88). Access from the main rail line to
the alternate site is partially disturbed, but passes through mature
sagebrush. In addition, the reports indicated that the appropriate mitigation
for the Piper's daisy would consist of attempting to transplant the
individuals prior to site development. If the Proposed Action is constructed,
the applicable areas should be resurveyed because the reviews are valid until
April 15, 1999. Construction activities should be scheduled to occur between
August and early April to avoid disturbance to nesting birds.

5.1.10 Effects on any Floodplain or Wetland

The proposed construction would not occur in the 100-yéar Yloodplain of
the Columbia River, nor within any area designated as a wetland (NUREG-0812).

5.1.11 Effects on any Wild and Scenic River, State or Federal Wildlife
Refuge, or Specially Designated Area

The Proposed Action would be outside the Hanford Reach Study Area, state
or federal wildlife refuges, or specially designated areas. The proposed
aluminum smelter plant would be in view from the river only along the
300 Area, which is about 16 kilometers (10 miles) away. to the south.
Intermittent odors and particulate matter in the air might be observed
immediately east or 'south of the proposed plant along the river.

5.1.12 Reasonably Foreseeable Accidents Considered and the Potentiai_Effebfé

The only reasonably foreseeable accidents under the construction phase
of the Proposed Action, -including land clearing, building, and backfilling
activities, would be typical construction hazards. Areas would be * ‘
appropriately identified during construction activities. A1l construction
personnel would follow approved safety procedures for the construction and
land clearing activities within the Proposed Action.. Safety procedures would -
be followed for transporting building and waste materials to and from the
proposed activities, including soil backfilling and water spraying for dust
control. Public health and safety would not be affected because the area
would be closed to the general public.

The possibility that an uncharted water line or electrical condictor
could be broken by construction activities is considered to be low, because
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) the Supply System utilities generally are well charted. Excavation permits ‘
would be required before any digging is permitted. Such permits would
jdentify. buried utilities. Pipelines and utilities would be avoided by
construction equipment. Typical construction hazards occur. However, the
risk of severe accidents is small.

Rail traffic on the southern Hanford Site rail Tine is expected to -
_increase as materials are shipped to and from the aluminum smelter plant,
Thérefore, potential -for collisions with vehicles on Route 4 South are
expected to increase over current rail usage. However, warning signals,
signs, and barriers would be maintained, and scheduling shipment during
off-peak travel hours would be enforced. Risk of all rail accidents 1nvo]v1q9
breach of containers for hazardous material on the Hanford Site is 1.49 x 10°
accidents per train mile is based on rail crossings at about 140 1ocat1ons on
the Hanford Site.

With an estimated rail usage of 42 rail cars per week, the Proposed
Action would produce about- 43,680 train miles on the southern Hanford rail
line, and result in an est1mated 0.00065 rail accidents per year. Because the
rail usage under the Proposed Action would occur only on the .southern 10 miles
of the Hanford Site rail line and crosses a highway at only one location, risk
of accidents from the Proposed Action is more remote. In addition, the
Hanford Site and Supply System workforce would be notified of the increased
rai}ltraffic. The risk of a severe railroad accident on the Hanford Site is
small. ;

The Targest amount of dangerous waste (hazardous waste designation under .
federal regulations) produced by the Proposed Action would be spent potliners.
About 1,500 metric tons-would be generated annually by the 60K-metric ton
aluminum smelter plant and temporarily staged in the presently unused WNP-4
Containment Building or General Service Building. The two WNP-4 buildings are
designed with much greater safety constraints to contain high-level
radioactive materials than would be required to temporarily contain spent
potliners before offsite shipment by rail for treatment and disposal. -

Recent analysis of offsite rail shipments of hazardous waste and various
radiological wastes to and from applicable DOE sites across the country for,
DOE waste management activities has been conducted (DOE/EIS-0200-F). This™" :
analysis concluded that reasonably foreseeable transportation accidents are
not expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse human health
effects to minority or low-income populations. -The total number of |
life-threatening effects from rail transportation is less than 0.5 for any
hazardous waste alternative.- The expected number of transportation accident
fatalities from trauma is no higher than one under any hazardous waste
alternative. These fatalities from potential rail accidents are independent
of the shipments contents. The potential accidents within the scope of the
Proposed Action of this EA are well within the accident scenarios.analyzed
*(DOE/EIS-0200-F). .

Because employees in the aluminum smelting industry work in an
environment surrounded by very large equipment and hot and molten metals, the
most reasonably foreseeable accident considered during operation would be ‘
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‘serious burns to employees. Local emergency response teams and care providers
are trained to address potential accident victims. 'Public health and safety
would not be affected becau§e the area is closed to the general public.

LY
wily

5.2 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS. npescriptfon of sociceconomic impacts that would result from the
Proposed Actiﬂon. )

A construction crew of approximately 500 would be required to build the
initial phase of the proposed aluminum smelter., The contractor would bring a
construction management team and hire the construction craft personnel from
the local area. The initial workforce of permanent employees at the proposed
aluminum smelter would be 125. If the aluminum smelter is expanded to
full-sized plant, the workforce would be increased to about 600 to 1,000
employees. The addition of up to 1,000 employees and about 2,000 to 3,000
family members to the population within Benton and Franklin counties would
offset much of the impacts of 1,100 people 1aid-off from the Hanford Site in
1997 and the 8% unemployment rate in the Tri-City area (Benton County Planning-
& Building Department). Therefore no crucial impact to employment levels
within Benton and Franklin counties is 1ikely. For example, .Student growth in
Richland schools from 1990 to 1995 has been 2% to 3% per year, and from 1996
to 1998 has been 1% per year. The Richland School District is currently
building a new elementary school to accommodate the existing student body and
for projected growth. Al1 Richland School District modérnizations and <
expansions are designed to meet growth in Student count for the next 5 to 10
years. . ; .

5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS. oescription of environmental justice impacts that would

result from the Proposed Action.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Hinority Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires that federal
agencies .identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and
- adverse human health or socioeconomic effects of their.programs and activities
on minority and low-income popuiations. WMinority (primarily Hispanic)
populations and low income populations are present near the Hanford Site

(PNNL-11472). The analysis of the impacts in this EA indicates that there
.would be no adverse impacts to thé offsite population from implementing the
Proposed Action. Therefore, it is not expected that there would be any
disproportionate impacts to any minority or low-income portion of the
community.

5.4 -CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Dpescription of the cumlative impacts that would result from the
Proposed Action. . .

. During the initial phase of annual operation of the Proposed Action,
about 600 metric tons of nondangerous dross and 32 metric tons of nondangerous
blowdown material from cleaning the anodes would be generated. In addition,
the largest volume of dangerous waste type (K088) expected to be generated
annually would be 1,500 metric tons of spent potlining. At full production,
these numbers would be about five times higher. These materials would be -
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staged and managed within the Supply System's property and d1sposed of offsite
by the commercial aluminum smelter company in accordance with applicable
federal and state regulations. As a result of the Proposed Action, waste
disposal would not substantially effect any associated treatment or disposal

sites.

Federal regulations set NPDES for water pollutant discharges and require
the States to promulgate regulations to achieve or maintain compliance with
those standards. States also can create their own water qua11ty standards -

. that are more restrictive than national standards. Appropriate water
treatment would be needed to ensure that the proposed facility operates in
compliance with all pertinent NPDES regulatjons. No new construction of water
“intakes or outfalls for.industrial water would occur at the Columbia River, as
existing Supply System piping systems would be used. Sanitary water would be
d1sposed of into the existing Supply System Sanitary Waste Disposal System,
which is currently under utilized. The Proposed Action would bring the
Sanitary-Waste Disposal System close to full capacity, the specific effects on
the system would be evaluated through the NPDES permit that the commerc1a1
a]umlnum company would have to obtain from the state.

A summar1zat1on was made (DOE/EIS- 0189) of the noncarc1nogen1c health
hazards and -carcinogenic risks associated with air emissions for each THRS
alternative. ~The hazard indices for the maximally exposed individual worker,
maximally exposed individual noninvolved worker, and maximally exposed
individual general public were well below the benchmark value of 1.0 for all
alternatives. Therefore, none of the proposed TWRS remediation alternatives
were expected to result in adverse health effects from air emissions.

Air quality requirements and permit standards regulated under
WAC 173-400 and WAC 173-460 and applicable federal regulations would have to
be met by the commercial aluminum company before operation of the proposed
aluminum smelter plant. These standards are based on, for the most part,
cancer risk standards for potential air pollutants. Emissions from the source
must be sufficiently low to protect human health and safety for short-term,
long-term, or cumulative exposures from potential carcinogenic and/or toxic
-effects. The applicable air quality requirements and permit standards are
designed such that the proposed aluminum smelter plant may cause no more than
one additional—cancer above background cancer rate per million individuals-
continually exposed to an air pollutant. Similar to the findings of the
hazard indices for the maximally-exposed individual worker, maximally-exposed
individual noninvolved worker, and maximally-exposed individual general public
for proposed remediation alternatives analyzed in DOE/EIS-0189, the proposed
aluminum smelter plant.would be expected to have no adverse health effects
from mitigated air emissions.

To support initial operations, approximately 42 rail cars per week would
transport materials to the aluminum smelter plant from offsite. This compares
to an average of 930 coal car shipments per year on the southern Hanford Site
rail line from 1993 through 1996. This increased rail traffic adds to the
approximate 900 rail cars per year shipped by Lamb-Weston, Inc.
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If the aluminum smelter operations are expanded to a-full-sized plant
with a workforce of 600 to 1,000, traffic on South Poiwer. Plant Loop Road,
Route 4 South, and the streets of the Tri-City area would increase. However,

when compared to the estimated 17,300 vehicles that pass the 300 Area each

work day (DOE/EA-1178); the.probability of traffic accidents per work day
during full buildout of the proposed facility would be about equivalent or

slightly less than those .analyzed in DOE/EA-1178. :

The initial proposed aluminum smelter plant would involve temporary
construction personnel from offsite and approximately 125 new operating
personnel. The addition of up to 1,000 employees and 2,000 to 3,000 family
members to the population within Benton and Franklin counties would offset
some of the impacts of 1,100 people laid-off from the Hanford Site-in 1997 and
the 8% unemployment rate in the Tri-City area. Based on the analysis in

"DOE/EIS-0189 for Hanford work force and Tri-City nonfarm employment, the

addition of the employment from the Proposed Action is expected to create no,
adverse impact. HNo adverse socioeconomic impacts or any disproportionate
impacts to any minority or low~income portion of the community are

" anticipated, The potential impacts from the Proposed Action are not expected

to contribute substantially to the cumulative impacts from operations of the
Supply System, Hanford Site, or Tri-City area.
5.5 IMPACTS FROM ALTERNATIVES

The No Action Alternative and Alternate Site are discussed in the
following sections.

rd
]

5.5.1 Implementation of the No Action Alternative. oualitative discussion on impacts

* that woutd result from implementation of the no ‘action alternative.

The No Action Alternative would have no subTeése/transfer for a company

to construct and operate a large aluminum smelter plant on the

"subleased/transferred property. There would be no increased use of the

southern portion of the Hanford Site rail system, and-no natural gas pipeline
would be  buitt north of the 300 Area. Supply System property and the o
surrounding environs would continue with i1ts current activities. No new
impacts would be expected. .

5.5.2 Implementation of Alternate Site. cuslitative discussion on impicts that would
result from implementation of alternate site.

The alternate site for the aluminum smelter would be adjacent to the
Supply System's unfinished WNP-1. However, the process flow for producing
aluminum requires a configuration that is uniform in shape (square in shape)
similar to the Proposed Action site, while the alternate site is L-shaped.
The alternate site is .not as close in its proximity to WNP-4 and to the
existing BPA substation. In addition, an estimated 5 hectares (12 acres) of
shrub 1and including sagebrush and bitterbrush in the south eastern part of
the alternate site is undisturbed and probably would qualify as mitigable

= m— v & .
a .
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under DOE/RL 96-32 and DOE/RL 96-88. Access from the main rail line to the ‘
alternate site is partially disturbed, but passes through mature sagebrush.

This alternative would cost more to construct compared to the Proposed Actlon,
otherwise 1mpacts would be sxmﬂar to the Proposed Action.

oyt

-

.
’ «
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. 6.0 PERMITS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

The Hanford Site is owned by DOE. The aluminum company would have to
coordinate with RL and the Supply System concerning emergency preparedness and
training, environmental stewardship, and potential cultural resource issues.
The aluminum company would be responsible to obtain applicable NPDES permits
and notify the State of Washington Department of Health per WAC 246-272 and
-provide a limited discharge permit to be submitted to Ecology per WAC 173-216
before making the proposed waste water tie-in into the existing permitted

*Supply System Waste Water Disposal System. .

Before operation aof the proposed aluminum smelter, the commercial
aluminum company would be required to’ obtain the appropriate air permit(s)
controlling criteria pollutant emissions under WAC 173-400-110 and
WAC 173-400-141, .and a TAPs air permit under WAC 173-460. Environmental
regulatory authority over the Supply System is vested in federal agencies and
in Washington State agencies. The commercial aluminum company would comply,
with all of these and other environmental requirements in a manner acceptable
to the relevant regulatory agencies. . . -

- . « o EXN -tea W e ww
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7 0 ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED

Consultation has been made in the preparatlon of this draft EA w1th
Benton County, the Supply System, TRIDEC Ecology, and the potent1al
commercial a1um1num company.

Before approval of thlS EA, a draft version w111 be sent for a 30 day
_review perlod to: -

Nez Perce Tribe,
Confederated Tribes of the Umatll]a Indian Reservation,
Wanapum People,
Yakama Indian Nation, .,
U.S. National Park Service,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ss1on,
BPA, .
Energy Facility S]te Evaluation Council,
Washington State Departments of Eco]ogy, Fish & W11d11fe, and Hea]th
Benton County, ]
Franklin County,
Port of Benton,
City of Richland,
Supply System, .
Hanford Education Act1on League,
. Heart of America,
Physicians for-Social Responsibility,
~available in the DOE reading room (Washington State Un1vers1ty Tri- C1t1es),

and placed on the Hanford Homepage

All comments rece1ved during the comment period would be cons1dered in
the preparation of the final EA, and in the DOE decision whether to resolve
the EA as a Finding of No S1gn1f1cant Impact (FONSI), or as a determination to
prepare an Env1ronmenta1 Impact Statement.

( Dref; Enviroﬁmental Assessment 7-1 \ ‘ LAugust 1998

*




‘ e , ; . DOE/EA-1259 .
U.S. Department of Energy .=~ Appendix A

‘IHB) . .. APPENDIX A

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES REVIEW

Draft Environmental Assessment . Q _ August 1998



*

DOE/EA-1259
Appendix A .

U.s. Depar.tment of Energy -

- -

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory - , ‘

Cperatsd by Bauelie for the U.S. Depatment of Energy

April 28, 1998

* Mr, Randall J, Staudacher
Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.
P. O. Box 1000, MSIN H8-64
Richland, WA 99352 .

. Dear Mr. Staudacher:
BIOLOGICAL REVIEW Oi‘ THE WPPSS INDUSTRIAL SITES, 600 Area, #98-600-024,

I"roject Description:

« Two 150 acre sites on the eastem edge of the Jand managed by, the Washington Public .
Power Supply System are being evaluated as potential sites for an aluminum smelter. Site -
“A" is Jocated to the ecast and northeast of the WNP-4 reactor, Site “B" is located east and
southeast of the WNP-1 reactor. If one of these sites is selected as the I5cation for the
smelter, it is expected that the entire 150 acres will be cleared and leveled in preparation for

facility construction.
Survey Objectives: . . Q "
+ To determine the occurrence in the project area-of plant and animal species protected under
. «the Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and species listed as
threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington, and
species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, .

«  Toevaluate the potential impacts of disturbance on priority habitats and protected p]ant and
animal species identified in the survey. ) . .

Survey Methods:

- Pedestrian dnd ocular reconnaissance of the proposed sites were conducted by C, A: .
Duberstein, J. M. Becker, C. A. Brandt, and M. R. Sackschewsky on 27 April 1998. The

Braun-Blanquet cover-abundance scale (Bonham 1989) was used to determine percent

cover of dominant vegetation, o

. -
2,

= Priority habitats and species of concern are documented as such in the following:
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (1994, 1996), Washington State Department -
of Natural Resources (1997), and for migratory birds, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(1985). 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.

Survey Results:

.» Lists of all plants and animals observed within each of the préposcd industrial sites are
provided in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.

902 Batiellz Boulevard = P.0. Box 999 x Richland, WA 99352
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 The southern 2/5 and western 1/4 of Site A have been previously disturbed (Figure 1). The
Western 1/4 is within a perimeter fenceline for WNP-4 and appears to have been used as a
construction Jaydown area, it is currently dominated by cheatgrass, hoary aster, and pale
enveningprimrose, with significant zmounts of yarrow and bur sage. The southern 2/5 of

. the site (outside the fence line) appszrs to have been used for borrow activities, itis -

currently dominated by needle-and-thread grass, cheatgrass, and hoary aster. The
remaining portions of Site A does not appear to have been physically disturbed, although it
has bumed, probably in the carly 1980's. The undisturbed portion of Site A is dominated
by cheatgrass, Sandberg’s bluegrass, with a Jarge number of additional species. Shrub
cover is sparse, with small clumps of Big sagebrush, and scattered individuals of gray and
green rabbitbrush. An inactive security training facility is located in the center of Site A.

* The eastern 200 m of Site B is relatively undisturbed except for fires that probably occurred
in the early 1980°s (Figure 2). The southern 5 ha of this portion of Site B has recovered,
well and the shrub cover is between 15 and 20%, with a relatively even Thix of big °
safebrush and Antelope bitterbrush, and an understory of Sandberg's bluegrass and
chratgrass. The remaining areas wiikin the undisturbed portion of the site are dominated
by Sandberg's bluegrass, cheatgrass, and needle-and-thread grass. West of the
: . undisturbed section is a strip, approximately 250 m wide, that consists of two large borrow
. pits, and an area between these two that appears to be an additional pit that has been filled
in and revegetated. Vegetation in this area consists primanily of cheatgrass; with an
assortment of other species, mostly weedy spécies. The western portion of Site B is
primarily within the existing fence line around WNP-1, except for a small area in'the |
northwest corner. The western portion of Site B has béen highly disturbed, and appears to T
have been used as construction lay down areas and for other construction support.
Vegetation within the fence lines of Site B is primarily cheatgrass, with significant amounts .
of barren six-weeks and hoary aster, with an assortmetn of other, primarily weedy species.

* One plant species on the Washington State Sensitive plant list (Piper's daisy - Erigeron
piperianus), and one plant species on the Washington State Watch list (Stalked-pod-
milkvetch ~ Astragalus sclerocarpus) were observed in both of the proposed industrial

sites.

-

* Atotal of 6 Piper's daisy individuals were identified within Site A, all of these were withih
the western portion of the Site, inside of the WNP-4 fence line (Figure 1). A total of 8
Piper's daisy individuals were identified within Site B, all of these were in the disturbed
western section, 4 were inside of the WNP-1 fence, and 4 were in the northwest corner of
Site B (Figure 2). T

*" The stalked-pod milkvetch were observed both inside and outside the fence lines within
both of the proposed sites, but all were in relatively disturbed sites. )

" Animal species of concem included the Loggerhead shrike (Washington State Candidate,
" former federal candidate), observed within Site B, and the Long-billed curlew (Washington
State Monitor) observed in both Sites. Most of the other bird species observed are protected
under 'the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
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Considerations” and Recommendations: ~

* No plant and animal spccics.protected under the ESA, candidates for such protection, or
species listed by the Washington state government as threatened or endangered were
observed in the vicinity of the proposed site. , :

+ The majority of both of the sites consist of highly degraded or otherwise low guality
habitat, However, the estimated 5 ha of shrub land in the south eastern part of Site B
would probably qualify as mitigable habitat under the Hanford Site Biological Resources
management Plan (DOE/RL 1996a) and Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation
Strategy (DOE/RL 1996b) . ’ .

» The populations of Piper’s daisy in both of the Sites consist of relatively few, widely
scattered individuals in highly disturbed habitats. Piper's daisy normally occurs with
sagebrush on silty to sandy soils, but it does sporadically occur in distprbed settings. If
one of these sites is selected for development, eppropriate mitigation for this species in this
situation would consist of attempting to transplant the individuals prior to site development.

» The stalked-pod milkvetch occurs in sandy soils throughout the Hanford Site: “The
_ populations within the proposed industrial sites are sparse and are primarily within
disturbed habitats. No specific mitigation fog this species would be required. °

* * The long-billed curlew inhabits grassy areas throughout the Hanford Site, and the
" Loggerhead shrike occurs primarily in association with shrub lands but forage in other
habitats if suitable perch’sites are zvailable. If one of these Sites is selected for -
* development, thé ground clearing should be scheduled to occur between August and early
April to avoid disturbance to nesting birds and to assure compliance with the migratory bird

treaty act.

» Development of either of the Sites would not result in serious impacts to species or habitats
of concern. However, based on ecological considerations, Site A is preferable because Site
B has slightly tore Piper’s daisics, and approximately 5 ha of Site B is a relatively healthy
Sagebrush / Bitterbrush.community that may require compensatory mitigation,

CA Brandt, Ph.D.
Project Manager
Ecological Compliance Assessment

CAB:mrs
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TABLE 1. PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED IN SITES A AND B

Species Common Name Site A | Site B
Achillea millifolium Yarrow X
Agropyron cristatum Crested wheatgrass X
Agropyron dasystachyum Thickspike wheatgrass X
Ambrosia acanthicarpa Bur sage X
Amisinckia tesselata Tesselate fiddleneck X
Amsinckia lycopsoides Tarweed fiddleneck X
Artemisia tridentata Big sagebrush X
Asclepias speciosa Milkweed
Asparagus officinalis ’ Asparagus
Astragalus caricinus Buckwheat milkvetch
Astragalus sclerocarpus Stalked-pod milkvetch
Balsamorhiza careyana Carey’s balsamroot

Brodiaea douglasii

Douglas clusterhly

Brodiaea howellii

Howell's clusterlily

Bromus tectorum

.

Cheaigrass

Centaurea diffusa

Difjuse knapweed

b bai bat Pl Bt B

Centaurea repens Russian knapweed
Chaenactis douglasii Hoary false yarrow
Chondrilla juincea Rush skeletonweed
Chrysothamnus nauseosus Gray rabbitbrush
Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus Green rabbitbrush
Comandra umbellatum Bastard toadflax
Conyza canadensis Horseweed

Crepis atribarba Hawksbeard
Cryptantha circumscissa Matted cryptantha
Cymopteris terebinthinus Turpentine spring parsley
Delphinium nuttalianum Upland Jarkspur

Descurainea pinnata

Tansy mustard

Drabavema

Spring whitlow

Elaeagnus angustifolia

Russian olive

Epilobium paniculataum

Tall willowherb

Erigeron piperianus Piper’s daisy -
Erigeron poliospermus Cushion fleabane
Erigeron pumilus Shaggy ileabane

Eriogonum niveum

Snow buckwheat

Erodium cicutarium

Fillaree -

Erysimum asperum

Western wallflowe

Festuca octoflora

Barren six-weeks

b [ Ea' Ea be Lt e it I B b A A PN N I P BT D1 P92 % E2 9 [ XNXXXXXNXQXNX

Festuca ovina

Sheep fescue

B L L) Ead Fa s S I B B B Fd PR B 0 595 0 B0 F90 E92 P9,
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TABLE 1. PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED IN SITES A.AND B
Species Common Name Site A | Site B

Gilia sinuata ' Shy gilia ’ X X
Grayia spinosa Spiney hopsage X
Holosteum umbellatum Jagged chickweed X X
Lactuca serriola j Prickly lettuce X X
Layia glandulosa P " | Tidytips X
Lepedium latifolium ) Broadlezf peppenveed X
Leptodactylon pungens Prickly phlox 4 : <] - X
Linaria dabnatica Dalmatian toadflax X X
Lomatium macrocarpum Large-fruit desert parsley X X
Machaeranthera canescens Hoarv Aster X X
Melilotus sp. Sweet clover X - X
Microsteris gracilis Pink microsteris, X X
QOenothera pallida Pale eveningprimrose X. X
Opuntia polycantha Prickly pear . X - X
Orobanche corymbosa . Broomrape X

| Oryzopsis hymenoides . Indian ricegrass X X
Penstemon acuminatum Sand beard-tongue: X X
Phacelia hastata Whiteleaf scorpionweed X .
Phacelia linearis Threadleaf scorpionweed X X
Phlox longifolia Long-leaf phlox X X
Plagiobothrys tenellus . Popcorn flower X
Plantago patagonica '~ . Indizn wheat- X
Plectritis macrocera . White cupseed ' X
Poa bulbosa ~ Bulbous bluegrass X X .k
Poa sandbergii . ] Sandberg’s bluegrass X X
Polemonium micranthum Annval Jacob's ladder X -X
Psoralea lanceolata Dune scurfpea X
Pursia tridentata ‘- Aniclope bitterbrush X X
Rumex venosus Sand dock : X X
Salsola kali Russian thistle X X
Sisymbrium altissimum Jim Hill mustard * X X
Sitanion hystrix Bottlebrush squirreltail X X
Stipa comata Needle-and-thread grass . X X
Taraxacum officinale Dandelion X .
Tragopogon dubius Salsify X X

Total number of species 65 64

-
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Common Name"

Site A

TABLE 2. ANIMAL SPECIES OBSERVED IN SITES A AND B

Site B

MAMMALS

Badger .

Coyote

Grasshopper mouse

Jack rabbit

1

Mule deer

Pocket gopher

bl |oef el e

Potcket mouse

et el el el

REPTILES

Gopher snake

Side-blotched lizard

>

BIRDS

American kestrel

American robin

Canada goose

‘Horned lark

House finch

House sparrow

-{ Loggerhead shrike

Long-billed curlew

e e

Osprey

Pheasant

b ot B I e B B E FN S

Savannah sparrow

Say’s phoebe

Vesper sparrow

Western meadowlark

White crown sparrow

Pt b taite
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FIGURE 1. HABITATS AND FEATURES WITHIN SITE A.
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FIGURE 2. HABITATS AND FEAT.URES WITHIN SITE B. -
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May 21, 1998

Mr. Randall Staudacher

Fluor Daniel Hanford; Inc.

P. O. Box 1000, MSIN H8-64
Richland, WA 99352

D.car Mr‘ Staudacher:

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF THE NATURAL GASLINE TO THE WPPSS INDUSTRIAL
SITES PROJECT, 600 Area, #98-600-024a.

Project Descrxpnorr

+ Install a'natural gas line along the railroad racks between'tbe 300 Areatothe proposed
WPPSS industrial sites adjacent to WNP-1 and WNP-4.

-

*

Sufvey Objectives:

o Todetermine the occurrence in thc project area of plant and animal species protected under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA), candidates for such protection, and specices listed as
threatened, endangered, candidate, sensitive, ér monitor by the state of Washington, and
species protcctcd under the ‘vimra.ory Bird Treaty Act,

* To evaluate the polential impacts of disturbance on pnomy habitats and protected plant and
animal specices identified in the survey.

Survey Methods:

» Pedestrian and ocular reconnaissance of the proposed sites were conducted by C A,
_Duberstein, J. M. Becker, J. L. Downs, and M., R. Sackschewsky on 19 May 1998, The
Braun-Blanquet cover-abundance scale (Bonham 1989) was used to dctcm-unc pereent
covcr of dominant vcgctauon.

. Pnonty habitats and species of concern are documiented as such in the followmg
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (1994, 1996), Washington State Dcpanmcnb, .
of Natural Resources (1997), and for m\gratory birds, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service = .
(1985). Lists of animal and plant spcc:cs considered Endangered, Threatened, Proposed,
or Cand:datc by the USFWS are mamtamcd at 50 CFR 17.11 and 50 CFR 17.12.

Survey Results'

e The vegetation between the 300 Area and approximately 1 mile north of the intersection of

the Railroad and Route 4 South consists of mature Sagebrush, Bitterbrush, snowy
buckwheat, and rabbitbrush with an understory of cheatgrass and Sandbcrg s bluegrass,

. with some small stands of larger bunchgrasses. However, much of the vcgctauon within
50 meters of the rail road § 1s rclauvcly dxsturbcd

°02 Battelle Boule\md n PO Box 999 n Richlznd WA 99352
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T. Fforn approximately 1 mile north of the railroad intersection with Route 4S to the WPPSS
plants the vegetation is dominated by cheatgrass, dune scurfpea, Hoary aster, and pale
evening primrose.

« The access from the main rail line to Industrial Site Option A is highly disturbed, the
vegetation is diverse but is primarily sparse cheatgrass. However, 2 Piper's daisies
(Washington State Sensitive plant species) were observed near the terminal end of the
proposed gas line route, one at the western most junction on the north side of WNP-4 and
the other just south of the 2ir inteke structure at the end of the proposed gas line route.

.+ The access from the main rail line to Industrial Site Option B is parually disturbed, but
passes through mature sagebrush steppe in the south-east corner of the proposed industrial
site. A listing of all of the plant species observed along the proposed gas line routes is
attached as Table 1. - - .

-

» Animal species observed 2long the proposed natural gas line routes are listed in the attached
. Table 2. Loggerhead shrikes (Washington State Candidate, former federal candidate)were
observed between Route 4S and the WPPSS complex, a2nd at the southeast cerner of Site’
Optioln B. A long-billed curlew was observed between Route 4S and the WPPSS
. complex, - :

Considerations and Recommendations:

* No plént.and animal species protected under the ESA, candidates for such protection, or
species listed by the Washington state government as threatened or endangered were
observed in the vicinity of the proposed site. . ’

» The gas line should be placed as near-as possible to the existing rail lines and fiber optic
cables. North of Route 48 there is probably adequate room between the rail line and the
- existing access road for placement of the gas line. This would minimize the amount of
higher guality habitat that will be disturbed. The pipeline contractor should be required to
Fﬁnimizc, to the extent practicable, the width of the disturbance while installing the gas
ine, W
* The only area along the proposed routes where significant habitat disturbance is likely to
occur is near the southeast corner of the proposed Industrial Site Option'B. .

» The Piper's daisies that were observed near the terminus of the proposed route to Site A
occurred in disturbed habitats, and both individuals were probably outside of the area that
would be disturbed by the installation of the gas line. If lgis line is constructed, the area
should be resurveyed, and any individuals that may be disturbed should be transplanted as
mitigation. : o

¢ The long-billed curlew inhabits grassy areas throughout the Hanford Site, and the .
Loggerhead shrike occurs primarily in association with shrub lands but forage in other
. habitats if svitable perch sites are available, Construction of the proposed natural gas line
near the existing railroad tracks should not significantly affect the habitat for these species.

" - braft Environmental.Assessment . A-11 ' August 1998
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. Ground c]earmg for the conslrucuon of the gas lmc should be scheduled to occur betwéen
August and early April 10 avoid disturbance to nesting birds and to assure compliance with

the mi gratory bird treaty act.

' No adverse xmpacts to species, habitats, or othcr bxolooxcal resources are cxpccted to rcsult
from the proposed actions. . e, -

- . Thxs Ecological Compl:ancc Review is vahd unul 15 Apnl 1999.

o - -

Sincerely, — ‘
/CZ%¢222422%§;=2;:/A£;_ -

CA Brandt, Ph.D

Project Manager -

Ecological Comphancc Assessment . . -

CAB:mrs i . . ‘

- 4
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Table 1. Plant Species Observed along Proposed Natural Gas Line Routes
Species Name Common Name s°‘;‘:°," Sc;t:on At‘:Ac:ss Acg:ss

Achillea millefolium Yarrow X X X’ X
Agropyron cristaium Crested Wheaigrass X
Agropyron dasystachyum Thickspike wheatgrass X X
Agropyron spicatum Bluebunch wheatgrass X X X
Agoseris heterophylla False dandelion X
Ambrosia acenihicarpa Bursage X X X X
Amsinckia lycopsoides Tarweed ndcleneck pd X X X
Arfemisia hidentata Sagebrush X X X X
Asparagus officinalis Asparagus =X . .
Astragalus caricinus Buckwheat milkvetch X X * X
Astragalus sclerocarpus Stalked-pod mulkvetch X
Balsamorhiza careyara Carey's balsamroot X X X

* [ Brodeaia douglasii Cluster lily X P4 X ] . X
Bromus tectorwn Cheatgrass X X pd X
Centanrea diffusa Diffuse knapweed X X X
Centaurea maculosa Spotied knapweed , X X
Chaenactis douglasii Hoory false yairow X X X X .
Chondrilla juncea ] Rush skeleton weed X X X X
Chrysothamnus nauseosus | Gray rabbitbrush X X - X X
Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus | Green rabbitdrush X X X
Comandra wnbellatwn Bastard toadflax , X
Conyza cenadensis Horseweed X
Crepis airabarba Hawksbeard X A "X -
Crvptantha circumscissa * Matted cryptantha X X . X
Crypiantha pterocarya Winged cryptantha X
Cymopferis terebinthinus Turpentine spring parsley X A X X a
Descurainia pirnata Tansy mustard X 3 :
Descurainia sophia Flixweed . X
Draba verna Spring whitlowgrass X X X X
Epilobium paniculatum Tall willowherb ™ X X X X
Erigeron filifolius Threadleaf flezbane X X
Enrigeron piperianus Piper’s daisy X
Erigeron pumilus Shaggy fleabzane X
Eriogonum niveun Snowy buckwheat X X
Eriogonunt viminium Broom buckwheat ] X
Erodium cicutarium “Stork’s bill . X X X X
Erysimum asperum Wall flower - X -

» | Festuca microstachys Small six-weeks

Festuca octoflora - Slender sixweeks X X X : I

Draft Environmental Assessment A-13 - August 1998
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Table 1. Plant Species Observed along Proposed Natural Gas Line Routes
Species Name Common Name Scci.tlon chl:on Ac‘:sss Ach:ss

Gilia minutiflorua Small flowe:ed gilia X ~
Gilia simuata Shy gilia X X X
Holosteum umbellaton Jagged chickweed X X X X
Hymenopappus fi Ixfoluls Columbia cutleaf X X .

Lactuca serriola Prickly lettuce X X X X
Lagophylla ramosissima Hareleaf X X
Layia glandulosa - Tidy-tps X X X
Linaria dalmarica Dalmatian wzétlax X X X
Lomaiium macrocarpum Big seed desert parsley X X ) X
Lygodesmia juncea Skeleton wezad X X -~ X
Macherenthera canescens Hoary Aster X X X X
Melilotus officinalis Yellow sweet clover X
Mentzelia albicanlis White stem stickleaf X . X - -
Microsteris gracilis Pink mucrosiens , X X X.
Oenothera pallida Pale evening primrose X X X . X
Opuntia polycantha Prickly pear X X -

Oryzopsis hymenoides "| Indian ricegrass X X X
Petalostemnon omaium Praine clover X X X

Phacelia hastata White)eaf scorpion weed X X X N
Phacelia linearis Threadleaf scorpionweed X X X ~X
Phlox longifolia Long Jeaf phlox X X X . X
Plagiobathrys tenellus Popcorn flower . X
"Plantago patagonica Indian wheat X X X
Poa sandbergii ] Sandberg’s bluegrass X X X X
Polemoniun micranthum Annuz] Jaceb's ladder X ‘

Psoralea lanceolata Dune Scurt pea X X X X
Purshia tridentata Biuerbrush X X . X e
Rumex venosus Sand dock X X <
Salsola kali Russian thastle "X X X X
Sisymbriuns altissimun Jim Hill mustard X X. X X
Sttanion hystrix Bottlebrush squirreltail X X X
Sphaeracea minroana Globe mallow X

Sporobolus cryptandrus Sand dropseed X X

Stipa comata Needle-and-thread grass X X X X
Taraxicun: officinale Dandelion . X

Tragopogon dubius Salsity X X X X

* Section one is from the 300 Area to the Route 4S intersection, Scction 2 is from the Route 48
Intersection to WPPSS property, Access A is within WPPSS Property to the Proposed Option A

plant site, Access B is within WPPSS propeny 1o the Proposed Option B plant site.
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Table 2. Animal Species Observed Along the -Proposed Natural Gas Routes

Species

Section 1*

Section 2%

Acccss A¥

Access B*:

- Birds

e

American Kestrel

Bam Swallow

Chipping Sparrow

European Starling

Loggerhead Shrike

Horned Lark

Ead B b e B

b e

‘v

House Finch

Long-billed curlew

Prairie Falcon

Swift

-

Western Killdeer

>3 >

Western meadow Jark

Mammals

-Coyote

Mule Deer

Pl

lai ki ket

Pocket Gopher

t
LA
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April 27, 1998 . :
. No Historic Properties

Mr. R.J. Staudacher

Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.
P. O. Box 1000/H8-64
Richland, WA 99352-1000

Dear M'r. Staudacher .
SURVEY RESULTS FOR THE WPPSS INDUSTRIAL SITES PROJECT. HCRC #38-0600-024.

In response to your request recelved April 7, 1998, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resourcas

Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project, located in the

600 Area of the Hanford Site. According to the Information that you supplied, the proposed .

project will involve two 150 acre siles that have been zoned for heavy industry. - *

A literature and records review showed that the project area includes undisturbed ground that
had not been previously surveyed for cultural resources. A pedestrian survey of the project area
was conducled between April 21 and 23, 1998, by Laurie L. Hale. No historic proper?_u'es were
recorded during the survey. A survey report narrative is enclosed.

The HCRL must be notified if any changes to project location or scope are anticipated., This

_projectis a Class Il case, defined as a project which involves new construction In a disturbed,
low-sensitivity area and as a Class V case, defined as a project which involves undisturbed
ground. Coples of this letler will be sent to D, W, Lioyd, DOE, Richland Operations Office, as
official documentation. If you have any questions; piease call me at 376-6098, Please use the
HCRCH# above for any future comrespondence concerning this project.

Very truly yours, ’ :
S, . Hoda

' Laure L. Hale Concurrence:  _Z S
Cultural Resources Specialist . - Darby S¥pp, Project Mdhager
Cultural Resourpes Projgct Cultura Resources Project

cc: D.W. Lioyd, RL (2)
> G.D.Cummilns -
‘R.J. Swan ™ ) . .
Filen.B

t’.'.'..'

I

3 . - a
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I CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
HANFORD CULTURAL RESOURCES LABORATORY

A. NAME AND FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED UiNDERTAKING

Projoct Number: - 98-0500-024 ’ ' :
Project Name: WPPSS Industrial Sites

The proposed project area has been zoned for heavy industry in the 600 Area of the Hanford Site. Two
150 acres sites compose the project area near WPPSS No. 1 and WPPSS No.4 (Figures 1 and 2).
Because portions of the two sites had not prev:ously been disturbed, archaeological survey of the
undisturbed areas was necessary., .

B. LOCATION AND GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Hanford Site is located in South-central Washington State and is managed by the Depanment of
Energy, Richland Operations (Figure 3). The WPPSS Industrial Sites project area is focated near the
Washington Public Power Supply System reactors No, 1 and No. 4. The southem part of the surveyed
area was named Block 1 and the norihern part was named Block 2 because of the order in which they
were surveyed. Block 1 contzins a lzrge sagebrush communtty in the southern half and a bunchgrass
and chealgrass community in the northem half, This northem half was burned over &'decade ago and is
now almost devoid of shrubs. The topography is composed of gently undulating stabilized dunes.

x

-

Block 2 of the project area contains very few large shrubs. It also was burned over a decade ago.ﬁThe
‘ topography is mostly flat with remnant small-scale vegetation hummocks. Surface sediments in both
. - blocks are Holocene eolian and fluvial sandy silt. The closest source of permanent water is the Columbia
Q River, approxnmatety 2.6 km to the east. Elevation in the project area is about 143 m (470 feet),

The vegetauon In Block 2 and the northern half of Block 1 is a recovering steppe-shrub community
(Daubenmire 1970) and is dominated by annual and perennial grasses, especially cheatgrass (Bromus
fectorum) and Sandberg's bluegrass (Pog sangbergii). Table 1 summarizes the plant specles observed
within the project area during the survey, Animals or their sign that were observed within the project area
include coyote (Canis latrans), Meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), White crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia .
leucophrys), Badger (Taxidea laxus), Curlew (Numenius americana), Northern pocket gopher (Thomomys
ialpoides), Cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus sp.), and deer (Odocoileus hemionus).

Table 1. Flora in the WPPSS Industrial Sites Project Area.

Spegcies * common name
Annual grass Bromys teclorum Cheat grass o
Perennial grass Poa Sandbergii Sandberg's bluegrass
Annualbiennial forbs Lacluea semiola Prickly lettuce

Salsola kali Russian thistle

Phacelia linearis Narrow-{eafed phacelia

Sisymbrium a‘nigimgm Tumble mustard

"} Tragopagon dubius Yellow salsity

Holosteum umbeliatym Jagged chickweed

Qenethera pallida White-stemmed evening pnmrose

Amsinkia lycopsoides Tarweed fiddleneck

Etysimum asperum Rough wallflower

Draft Environmental Assessment B-2
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CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE

Project Number:  98-0600-024 )

Project Name: WPPSS Industrial Sites o

Table 1. Continued. ' b

Annualbiennial forbs (cont.) | Lavia glandulosa Tidylips
Descuyrainia pinnata Western tansymustard

Perennial forbs Balsamorhiza careyana Carey'’s balsamroot
Achillea millefolium Yarrow R
Astragalys sp. ] . Vetch ‘
Qpuntia polvcantha Prickly pear cadus : :
Brodiaea douglast Brodiaea .
Brodizea howellil . Brodiaea -
Machaeranthera ganescens | Hoary aster
Delphiniym sp. . Larkspur - - <
Phiox longiiolia Longleaf phiox -

: Cymoopteris terebinthinus Turpentine desertparsley
- {.omatium macgrocamum Large-fruited bisguitroot
- ' Eriogonum piveum Snow buckwheaf -

Shrubs Ademisia tridentata -~ B8ig sage ~:o
Purshia {ridentata Bitterbrush P
Cheysothamnus nauseqsus | Gray rabbitbrush
Chrysothamnuys viscidiiorys | Green rabbitbrush

Aerial photograph(s): EG&G 5675 # 125, 05-07-87 (Scale 1:19900).
USGS topographic map(s): Wooded Island, Washington 75 Minute Quadranéle,. 1978 edHion.’

Legal descriptions: T 12 N, R 28E, Section33and T 11N, R 28E, Section 4. . »
UTMs: (See Figure 1.) ) :
Location n m Northing m tin

i
A 11 5149823 322540 T
B 11 51498020 323536
C 11 5149373 323459 - .
> 5149332 . 323206 C e
E 1. 5149509 323212 W
F 11 5159600 293900 B
G 11 5149400 323140 e
H 11 - 5149407 . 322951 IR
' o1 o1 5149305 . 322953 ST
J S b 5149345 ~ 322807 —
K 1. 5149754 322821 - ) : T
L 11 5149792 322541 ' —
7 2
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CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE

Project Number:  98-0600-024 .
Project Name: WPPSS Industrial Sites

M 11 5148423 323233
N 11 5148420 323320 “
o} 1. 5148666 323340 . .. ...
P 11 " 5148671 323371 .
Q 11 5147563 323394
R 1 5147601 323243

C. PRE-FIELD RESEARCH
1. Sources of Information checked: [X) Survey and Site Location Maps [X] Previous Repons (X] Aerial

Photographs [X] GLO Plats [X]) Other - ..

The General Land Office survey for T 12N, R 26E and T 11N, R 28E was conducted in 1867. Adjacent
GLO plats were surveyed between 1863 and 1908. No roads or trails were shown on the GLO plat for the

‘, . survey area. ¢
15 t ids Washington rangle M '

No {rails or roads went through the project area on the 1917 Pasco, Washington Quadrangle.

i
Survey and site location maps were examined to determine previous surveys completed and snes and
isolates known 1o be localed within 1.0 km of the currenl project. This database contains the location of
all known cultural resource sltes recorded since 1947, project areas intensively surveyed since 1987, and
sites, and Isolated anifacts located during those surveys. No cultural resources were found to have been
recorded in the vicinity of the current project area. D. Rice conducted the only archaeological surveys
near the project area in 1973 and 1974, He recorded no archaeologicat materials within 1 km of the
proposed project area. .

D. EXPECTED HISTORIC AND PREHISTORIC LAND USE AND SITE SENSITIVITY
1. Are there known sites in the general area? [} Yes [X]No i ol

2, Are sites expected? [lYes . [X]}No
No historic or prehistoric siles or isolated finds have been found near the project area.

E. FIELD METHODS
1. Areas examined and type of coverage:
The survey followed procedures oullined in Chatters, 1989, Transects were spaced 20 m aparl,
Participants scanned an area § m to either side of the transect center line, thus having potential for
100% discovery of concentrations of sudace arlifacts larger than 10 m in diameter, as well as most
smaller concentrations. The lowest estimated discovery rate, at 50%, was expected for single,

jsolated artifacts. . i N

The surveyor walked 8 transects oriented north/south In Block 1. The westernmost transect was

located 1.64 km east of Geneva Junction on the Hanford Rail System with subsequent transects

‘ spaced 20 m apartto the east. Block 2 was covered in 41 north/south fransects with 2 east/west
. . o 3

-
s . PR
.
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Project Number:  98-0500-024
Project Name: WPPSS Industrial Sites « s \

transects along the north block boundary. The westernmost transect in Btock 2 was located
approximalely 20 m east and 400 m south of the northeast corner of the perimeter fence of WPPSS
No. 4. Subsequent transects in Section 2 were spaced 20 m apart to the east except for the two
transects walked east/west along the northern boundary of Block 2. Total coverage by the survey for
Block 1 was 12.6 ha and for Block 2 was 31.22 ha. A total of 43,82 ha was surveyed.

2. Areas not examined and reasons why: The paved parking area, security training building, and
associated physical fitness track were not surveyed because no bare ground surface was visible. All
pontions of the project area oulside of the two surveyed blocks indicated in Figure 1 were highly
disturbed and were not surveyed.

3. Personnel conducting and assisting in this survey:
Laurie L. Hale, HCRL.,

4, Date(s) of survey: i
April 21-23, 1998, . P -

o
]

\1f

5, Visibllity on surface: ~20% R 4
Visibility of subsurface: <5% from animal diggings. ’

6. Problems encountered: None.

-

.
.
&3

F. RESULTS ,

"No'cultural materials were observed during survey of the project area. .

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: -

It is the finding of the HCRL statf that there are no known cultural resources or historic properties
within the proposed project area. The workers, however, must be directed to watch for cultural ,
materials (e.g., bones, artifacts) during all wotk activitles. lf any are encountered, work in the -
vicinity of the discovery must slop until an HCRL archasologist has been notified, assessed the

" significance of the find, and, if necessary, arranged for mitigation of the impacts to the find. -The
HCRL must be notified if any changss to project location or scope are anticipated. Thisisa -
Class lll case, detlned as a project which involves new construction in a disturbed, low-sensitivity ~ L~
area, and a Class V case, defined as a project wh:ch involves undisturbed ground .

H.REFERENCES = ° ‘

Chatters, J.C. 1 989 Hanford Culural Resources Management Plen. PNL-6942, Pacrt‘ ic Northwest -«
Laboratory, Richland, Washmgton Ly . )

?aubenmlre. R. 1970 Steppe vegetation of Washmgton Wash Agtic, Expt Sta. Tech Bull,, 62 .
31 pp. P

Rice, D.G. 1973. Archaeological Investigation at the Washlngton Pubhc Power Suppty System Hanford
No.1 Nuclear Power Plant Benton County. Washington. H.O. 44724, prepared by Unwersuty of Idaho for
. uU.s. Department of Energy.
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L AT'TACHMENTS

1. Slte forms for each site recorded ?
‘=~ 2. Isolate forms {or each isolate’ recorded?

3. Overview location map
4. Quad map of surveyed area?
5. Other attachments? °

J. CERTIFICATION OF RESULTS

I certify that | conducted the lnveshgatton reported here, that my observations and methods are fully
documented and that this report is eornplete and accurate to the best of my knowledge. -

C:S<%LLLA);J:§f? +L35Lg.

- ~

<|33lop

Reporter .-

Dar[.'v C. Sﬁﬂp Q—/ﬂ%‘;

pate

-
il

\[22/98

Revnewerl

- s . 'y P

L.

Concugence (Signature) |

Date

.
o
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WOODED ISLAND QUADRANGLE, WASHINGTON - 7.5 MINUTE SERIES (TOPOGRAPHIC) 1978
_ T12N R 28E

IS
owwl Y

7
>
é SCALE 1:24000
1 ) S 0 KILOMETERS .1 2
1000 g ) METERS 1000 . 2000

CONTOUR INTERVAL 10 FEET

Figure 1. Location of area surveyed for the WPPSS Industral Sites project, HCRC #98-0600-024.
.6
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Project Nama: WPFSS industnial Shas

. : x5 AN
3>
; SumvzicC Arss :
/ e ~ ? :
- % ¢
:5#, - -

’ 2
- 3 5
. \ F, ,
" " - % ‘
{5
Y
\ Surveyrd Area
X
) AN
. 1) > 2, ]
t
3y % S
n 3,
S
{2 L/ d’
o &
9 SN
5
Lo\ 3 £3
5
' ; Y o
3 )
& f
¥ A
.
) A
« £ ) > ,
i)
o/

Figura 2. Podioa ol zerial phologreph (EGLG 5575 # 525, (15-07-87, Scela 3115300} showing the project
boundarizs and suncayed aiza of the WFFSS Industrial Slles projeit 2iea (HCRC R9B-0600-
raa).
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Figure 3. Overview map showing locahon of area surveyed for the WPPSS Industrial Sites project,

HCRC #98- 0600 024,
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: . Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Opsrates by Bansie for the U.S, Dezaniment of Energy

w

May 18, 1998
.o No Known Historic Propertles

Mr. R. J. Staudacher
- Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc. * - . . oo

P. O. Box 1000/H8-64 > .

Richland, WA 99352 . .

Dear Mr. Staudacher; :
CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW OF THE WPPSS INDUSTRIAL SITES AND PROPOSED

GAS LINE, HCRC #98-600-024A, .

In response to your request received May 8, 1998, staff of the Hanford Cultural Resources
Laboratory (HCRL) conducted a cultural resources review of the subject project in the 600 Area of
the Hanford Site. According to the information that you supplied, the project will involve the
installation of a natural gas pipeline parallel to the existing DOE-owned railroad from a point
,opposne Cypress Street in the 300 Area 1o the proposed WPPSS industrial sites, a distance of
approximately 10 miles.- The pipelina would be installed within the raliroad easenrent, within 25
feet from the track centerline. Construction of the pipeline would involve excavation of a trench

. approximaiely 5 feet deep. Spoils would be stockpnled adjacent to the trench and then backfilled

0 once the pipe had been installed. .

T A review of our files showed that an archaeological survey was conductied prior 1o the instaliation
. of a fiber optic line (HCRC# 90-600-012) within the project area. The survey covered 30 m from
the track centerline along one side of the tracks, on the west side of the tracks from between the
300 Area and the intersection of Stevens Drive and the railroad and on the east side of the tracks
) {rom the intersection north to WPPSS. One isolated antifact, a 1924 Oregon license plate, was
recorded and collecled from the project area. No sites were identified during the survey, Within
the WPPSS site, the pipeline would be installed within ground that has been previously disturbed
by the construction of the WPPSS facilities, and/or within ground surveyed for this project (HCRC
#98-600-024). No archaeological malerials were identified during that survey within the project
area. Therefore, if the pjpelina is installed on the same side of the tracks as the fiber optic line
and within 30 m of the tracks, it is unlikely that any archaeological malerials will be atfecled. .
Additional survey of the project area and momlormg of the excavations by an archaeologist are
not necessary: Howaever, it construction activities, including vehicle access and spoil s(ockplhng..,
occurs outside the area reviewed (e.g., on the opposite s:de of the tracks or greaterthan30 m ‘- °
{rom the tracks) additional review will be requxred

It is the finding "of the HCRL staff that there are no known historic propemes within the proposed

project area. The workers, however, should be directed to watch for cultural materials (e.g.,

bones, arlifacts) during all work activities. If any are encountered, work in the vicinity of the

dlscovexy must stop until an HCRL archaeologist has been notmed assessed the significance of

the find, and, if necessary, arranged for mitigation of the impacts to the find. The HCRL must be

notilied cf any changes to project location or scope are anticipated. This is a Class V and lll case,

defined as a project which involves undisturbed ground, and new construction in a dnslurbed low-

sensihvhy area. . ; !
)

0 . 902 Batlelle Boulevard = P.0. Box 999 » Richland, WA 99352 ) .
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7. Ths Spply System sgraze ta subsit te the Courcfl &
copy or r.oélu of repatts and data {rom the Inrirotsantal Meolter-
ing IrogTams riguived to be filed by the Atoxic Dneryy Commivefon's
topstructien pemit, opsrating llcanss or other vagulatione te the -
Councll at the s2eme time ax vhen submitted te the Atoelc Inarpy

Comlzelon,

. YI, XISCELLANIZOUS PROVISIONS
A, Prolect Yizitatfon and Recrestlon -

1, The Supply Systen sgress to provide yleltor Infonm-
. tlon facllitiec &t tha Froject sits subject to secuxlty rvegilatfons,
and nch lln:lhtlom a3 the Supply System duems tn:t;mbly RECORIBYY -
for the hu.lth,:n[:ty g v:lhu of the pudbllc snd lor ;itotectlon_
b fof the tictitay, '

: - 2, .

B

. h. =

. ‘

»

WNRZ Site Cw(q@«‘;'o»« ——

2, The Supply Systex sprees to provids replacssant of
tecreatiohal opportimities shich ara shown to bs adrersaly affectad
as & diract conssguence of Fruject actlvity wviun such adrerse
elfacts are qubstantlated by the Counctl. "

B. Hslti-Purpose Use of Coolant Watsr

1, In the svant that a atats agency of the State of
Vashington develops; jpglesants or spontors pleas for the sultl~
use of ths coolaat water from the Praject, the Supply Systtm
agress to aupply at wa cost to the State warm watsr to thx
waxlen practical sxtent, tut not lass than 4,000 gallong per

ninute at Lt sovcce of dlversion at an agreed-upor sourcej pro- .

preclude dalivary of such sCfluent vater alther {n = warmed stata
or {n the guantity mentioned above. In tha avent of that clrcua-
stancs and to sruble the sarly conmencement or continusnce of the
multi-use project with ummrmed watsr, the Supply System ggreds to
provids a valved outlat on the coollng water supply system cspubla.
of dellveryfng such wster st & tate of at least &,000 gallons per
wirate,
C, podification of Agrsement
L. Thls Certfflcation Apramment may bs ansnded by
{nitiation of eithor the Councl] or the spplicant, Such meend-
atory xct!.vfty shall ba accompliched pursuant to comcll tules

— -

and procedures then In effect {n a like manner uwpen formal Cramefl

)' .. a—f

3.

Zo

vided, that 1t 1¢ enderstood thet at tints plant apatation my -

AB1aU3 J0 jusu3aedsg “s°n

9 Xtpuaddy
6521~-v3/300

,
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U.S. Department of Energy

DOE/EA-1259 -
Appendix C

‘M. RB. K. Woodruff

2N e
Governor Dixy Lee Ray

Jume 28, 1977 . ’ ' Lo

Senior- Envirommental Engineer - ' ;
State Liaison —

Washington Public Power Supply System s

P, 0. Box 968 .

fichlend, WA 99352 i ' -

Subject: WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 2
' Multipurpose Usa of
Coolant Water -

. ?

. Deax Mr. Woodruff:

Please refer to your letter of May 18, 1977, subject as above,
which requested review and concurrence of-a proposed agreement
coucerning the multipurpose use of the coolant water for a
state gponsored project. :

Ba advised that the Washington State Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council at its regular meeting of June 2;, 1977 did
adopt by Resolution No. - 122, copy enclosed, a five point state-gp
mant regarding this watter,

cg%négraly,
\f\\QN\ r;>h ‘—

Roger Folzin
Executive Secretary

RPs:els :

Enclosire (i) :
Resolqtion No. 122

Draft Environmental Assessment -4

“August 1998
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Wl w

Resolution No. 122

WHEREAS, Section VI.B. of the ,Site Cexrtification Agree-

" ment for the Washingcon Public Power Supply System's Nuclear
*  Project No. 2 provides that the certificate holder condition-
ally agrees to supply 4000 gallons pexr minute of warm water

for a state spousored project; and .

WHEREAS, the certificate holder and the state recogunize
the desireability of formulating furthexr definition of this

agreement; and .
WHEREAS, the certificate holder by its letter of

May 18, 1977 subject: WPPSS Nuclear Project No. 2 Multi-

purposc Use of Coolant Water did reguest the Council to

agree upon a statement of the cervtificate holderx's commit- -

ment; and

WHEREAS, a Technical Committee was sppointed with repxre-
sentatives f£rom the Departments of Agriculture, Ecology, and
Social and Health Services; and the .State Energy Office, and
Office of Program Planning 2nd Fiscal Management who mét with
representatives of the certificakte holder and who did provide

« recommendations to the Council; ; s
. ‘v‘F§ié

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Energy Fagility

Site Evaluation Council agrees that: ‘ C

1. The agrecd upon scurce of diversion of heated water is a
flange on the circulating water (CW) system <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>