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, SUMMARY 

This environmental assessment (EA) presents estimated environmental 
impacts from the resiting, construction, and operation of the U.S. Department
of Energy's (DOE's) Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL),
which is proposed to be constructed and operated on land near the south 
boundary of the Hanford Site near Richland, Washington. 

On September 17, 1992, DOE issued a finding of no significant impact
(FONS!) for the construction and operation of the EMSL on a site overlooking
the Columbia River at the south end of the 300 Area at DOE's Hanford Site. 
This FONS! was based on an EA published in September 1992 (DOE/EA-0429). On 
the second day of construction, April 12, 1994, construction crews uncovered 
remains thought to be those of Native Americans. DOE immediately halted 
construction and proposed, consistent with the wishes of local Indian tribes 
and with the spirit of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, to relocate the-site of the 
facility. The Indian tribes, with the support of DOE, are now restoring the 
former site._ This EA, then, presents the estimated environmental impacts of 
the construction· and operation of the EMSL on a new site. The design of the 
facility itself has changed little since the original EA, and the impacts of 
operation of the facility are little changed. They are, however, presented
again in this EA for completeness. 

DOE's proposed action is to construct and operate the EMSL at Hanford. 
The purpose of and need for the DOE's proposed action is to provide in a 
single location the co'mbined office and laboratory facilities necessary to 
conduct research directed toward environmental restoration programs carried 
out by DOE at the Hanford Site and other DOE sites. The proposed action, 
onsite alternatives, offsite alternatives, and no action are discussed in the 
EA. 

The EMSL, if constructed, would be a modern research facility in which 
experimental, theoretical, and computational techniques can be focussed on 
environmental restoration problems, such as the chemical and transport
behavior of complex mixtures of contaminants in the environment. The EMSL 
design includes approximately 18,500 square meters (200,000 square feet) of 
floor space on a 12-hectare (30-acre) site. The proposed new site is located 
within the city limits of Richland in north Richland, at the south end of 
DOE's 300 Area, on land to be deeded to the United States by the Battelle 
Memorial Institute. Approximately 200 persons are expected to be employed in 
the EMSL and approximately 60 visiting scientists may be working in the EMSL 
at any given time. State-of-the-art equipment is expected to be installed and 
used in the EMSL. Small amounts of hazardous substances (chemicals and 
radionuclides) are expected to be used in experimental work in the EMSL. 

The proposed new site is located neither on wetlands nor in the Columbia 
River floodplain. No federal or Washington State listed threatened or 
endangered species are dependent upon the site. Based on a pedestrian survey
and on subsurface testing, no human remains are expected to be encountered 
during construction or operation of the EMSL. Population within a radius of 
80 kilometers (50 miles) of the proposed site is approximately 282,000 
persons. Approximately 18,000 persons are employed on the Hanford Site. 



Construction impacts are expected to be minor. Noise and gaseous (~f
emissions from construction equipment and dust from construction activities .J 
would be similar to that for any other construction job of similar size. 
Socioeconomic impacts from construction are expected to be minor. Routine 
operation of the EMSL may result in the geneiration of small quantities of 
gaseous, liquid, solid, radioactive, and hazardous wastes and in the emission 
of very small amounts of hazardous substances. The environmental impacts of 
these wastes and hazardous substances are expected to be miror. For example, 
over a 40-year projected lifetime of the EMSL, only 4 x 10- potential cancer 
deaths can be expected from the· emission of radionuclides. Ecological and 
socioeconomic impacts are also expected to be minor. 

If the EMSL is constructed, DOE will meet the requirements of applicable
environmental laws, regulations, and permits in both construction and 
operation of the facility. 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE AGENCY ACTION 

The purpose of and need for the DOE's proposed action is to provide in a 
single location the combined office and laboratory facilities necessary to 
conduct research directed toward environmental restoration programs carried 
out by DOE at the Hanford Site and other DOE s ite·s. This fac il ·i ty, if 
constructed, would respond to a need for both basic and applied research to 
develop information that would facilitate cleanup of the Hanford Site where as 
much as one-half of DOE's hazardous and radioactive wastes are stored or 
buried. A new facility is needed to provide vibration stability for very
sensitive scientific apparatus and to allow appropriate access for visiting
scientists. 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

On September 17, 1992, DOE issued a finding of no significant impact
(FONS!} for the construction and operation of the EMSL on a site overlooking
the Columbia River at the south end of the 300 Area at DOE's Hanford Site. 
This FONS! was based on an environmental assessment (EA} published in 
September 1992 (DOE 1992}~ On the second day of construction, April 12, 1994, 
construction crews uncovlfree::·remaJn_s >thought to_ be those of Native Americans. 
DOE immediately halted construction_an~_:pi;~posE!~,.'.con~-istent with the wishes 
of local Indian tribes and with,.the sp'itit'of the'·Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act and the A~erican Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
to relocate the site of the facility. The Indian tribes, with the support of() DOE are now restoring the former site. This EA, then, presents the estimated 
environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the EMSL on a new 
site. The design of the facility itself has changed little since the original
EA, and the impacts of operation of the facility are little changed. They
arej however, presented ~gain here for completeness. 

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action are discussed 
in this chapter. 

3.1 THE PROPOSED ACTION 

DOE's proposed action is to construct and operate the EMSL at Hanford 
(Figure 1). The proposed new location for the EMSL is within the city limits 
of Richland in north Richland, at the south end of DOE's 300 Area, west of 
George Washington Way, south of Horn Rapids Road, and east of Stevens Drive on 
land to be deeded to the United States by the Battelle Memorial Institute 
(Figures 2, 3, and 4). 
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FIGURE 1. The Hanford Site 

2 



PROPOSED 
EMSL 

SITE 

1000 0 FEET 1000 .3000 50002000 

I 

.::I 
i 

1 z... 
g

; 

I 
C::l 

el 
I "' 

4fij~ □ i 
I 1n 

11_ila] 

SPROUT RD 

SPRING 

"' I~ 
1 
9 
"' :.t 

----- ) 

Figure 2. The proposed EMSL Site and North Richland. 
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The EMSL, if constructed, would be a modern research facility in which (~)
experimental, theoretical, and computational techniques can be focused on __ 
molecular-level phenomena. Research would be directed toward applying
molecular research to environmental restoration problems, such as the chemical 
and transport behavior of complex mixtures of contaminants in the natural 
environment. The facility would accommodate state-of-the-art molecular 
research equipment and high-speed computer and communications equipment and 
would enhance collaborative research among environmental, chemical., materials, 
biological, and computer scientists. Planned EMSL research programs and 
operations are more fully described in Piatt (1993). 

The EMSL design includes approximately 18,580 square meters (200,000 
square feet) of floor space for laboratories,' offices, research support shops, 
computer and graphics rooms, storage areas, conference rooms, a library, kit­
chen, lunchroom, and a 100-person lecture hall. The design permits
integration of the EMSL laboratory and support activities with those of the 
existing Pacific Northwest Laboratory and 300 Area facilities. Equipment
currently planned for the laboratory includes computers, excimer and dye
lasers, molecular beam apparatus, mass spectrometers, optical spectrometers,
electron spectrometers, nuclear magnetic resonance spectrometers, scanning and 
analytical electron microscopes, scanning tunneling microscopes, an atomic 
force microscope, material synthesis apparatus, a 3-MV tandem accelerator, a 
500-kV ion implanter, an intense cluster source, and dedicated rooms and 
gloveboxes for handling hazardous and radioactive tracer laboratory materials. 

Site development would include construction of utility extensions, (.J--
driveways, parking lots, and landscaped areas on approximately 12 hectares (30 \ 
acres). Roads and underground utilities, including water, sewer, electricity,
telephone, and natural gas, are located at or near the edge of the site 
(Figures 3 and 4). Two paved parking lots, covering about 2 hectares (5
acres), would be constructed. Landscaping .would include lawn, ground cover, 
and an automatic sprinkler system. A storm water system would be provided to 
control water runoff from building roofs and parking lots. Final design of 
the storm water system includes consultation with the City of Richland. No 
direct drainage to the Columbia River is proposed. Construction activities 
are expected to take 27 months. 

The EMSL design includes state-of-the-art controls and monitoring systems 
to prevent release of hazardous substances to the environment. The nature of 
molecular research is such that only small quantities of sample materials and 
associated chemicals are needed. Therefore, no potential for large releases 
of hazardous substances exists. Chemicals planned for use and storage in the 
EMSL are typical of those used in a university chemistry laboratory. It is 
intended that chemicals, that are also hazardous substances as defined in 40 
CFR 302 pursuant to ~~ct ion 102{~1.Qf t:he Comprehensive Envi ronmentaT ---------
~sporfse;-compensat ion, and.Li abi l i ty"='Act,,... n~t Q~.P-!:!!.~~-~t Jrl the. EMSL in 
amount$ ~reater than reportable quant i ~_tgs ... " [A "reportable quantity" is an 
amount tat, if releasea;7"t!quTFes·nofification of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Reportable quantities are basedpn chemical toxicity
(40 CFR 302.5).] A list of selected.hazardous substances expected to be used 
in the EMSL is presented in Appendix A. (~) 
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Small quantities of radioactive materials such as carbon-14, chlorine-36, 
chromium-SI, cobalt-60, iodine-125, iodine-131, nickel-63, phosphorus-32,
potassium-42, sodium-22, strontium-90, sulfur-35, technetium-99, and tritium 
are expected to be present in the proposed EMSL for radioactive isotope
labeling of samples to perform radioactive tracer experiments. The total 
activity of any isotope stored in the EMSL is intended to be in the range of I 
to 10 millicuries, except for phosphorus-32, which may be stored in the amount 
of 20 millicuries (0.06 grams or less in each case). Radioactive materials in 

'experimental use at tny one time are intended to have activity levels in the 
mi crocuri e range. In addition, natural or dt!pl eted uranium may be used as a · 
salt in 200- to 250-gram (7.1 to 8.8 oz; 74 to 93 microcuries) quantities
annually for subsurface contamination transport studies within the laboratory. 

Approximately 200 scientists, technicians, and support staff are expected 
to work in the EMSL. In addition, approximately 60 visiting scientists may be 
working in the proposed EMSL at any given time. Visiting scientists are 
expected to stay for periods of I month to I year. 

Design of the EMSL contains provisions for routine maintenance of both 
office and laboratory areas. Because of the small amounts of hazardous 
substances (chemicals and radionuclides) to be used (and stored) in the EMSL, 
decommissioning is expected to be no more complicated than demolition of an 
office building. Extensive decontamination is not expected to be required. 

3.2 ONSITE ALTERNATIVES 

Existing laboratories and offices at Hanford were considered for housing
the proposed EMSL, but were not considered viable alternatives because I)
suitable facilities were in use; 2) none of the otherwise available facilities 
meets the stringent vibration isolation requirements for the planned research 
instruments, .such as analytical electron microscopes, laser spectrometers, and 
ultra-high resolution mass spectrometers; 3) some of the otherwise available 
facilities are in ·isolated areas, which does not allow appropriate access for 
resident and visiting scientists; and 4) some of the otherwise available 
facilities are still in personnel-restricted ,entry areas, which does not allow 
appropriate access for visiting scientists, including foreign nationals. 

Since suitable existing facilities were not found, ilternatives sites for 
a new facility were considered. A site selection study was conducted by Stone 
and Webster Engineering Corporation (SW 1991), in accordance with DOE-RL Order 
4320.2C, in which seven alternative building :sites at Hanford were considered 
(Figure 4). Considerations in this study for site selection included 
environment and safety, functional requirements, facility interaction, 
planning compatibility, access, vibration, size and expansion capability,
utilities, scenic and aesthetic concerns, site physical attributes, existing 
use, biological resources, and cultural resources. Sites 2, 4, and 6 were 
found to be essentially equal. With the recent discovery of human remains on 
Site 2~ the two remaining sites (4 and 6) were reconsidered. Site 6 was 
selected over Site 4 because Site 6 has already been disturbed with temporary
housing and cultivation, has roads to the sitt! boundary, has utilities at or 
near the site boundary, is on land set aside for laboratory and office 
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purposes, presently has buildings on two sides of the site, and is more (/,..J 
centrally located to other PNL research activities than Site 4. In addition, . 
Site 4 contains an extension of the dune formation from Site 2 in which the 
human remains were found. Also, ground penetrating radar studies of Site 6 
indicated with a high degree of confidence tlhat construction of the EMSL on 
Site 6 would not impact human remains. 

3.3 OFFSITE ALTERNATIVES 

Under offsite alternatives, the proposed EMSL would be constructed as a 
single facility at a location away from Hanford or the needed research would 
be conducted at a number of different locations. In either case, the 
facilities could be DOE-owned or non-DOE-owned facilities .. These alternatives 
were considered, but eliminated from detailed study because neither 
alternative meets the need for the facility discussed in Section I or the 
considerations for siting listed in Section 3.2. 

The environmental impacts of conducting the needed research at a single
facility away from Hanford would be similar to the impacts of conducting the 
research at Hanford, but would include impacts from the transportation of both 
staff and equipment to and frdm Hanford. The environmental impacts of 
conducting the needed research in multiple existing facilities away from 
Hanford would be greater than the impacts of conducting the work in a single 
new facility at Hanford, both because of the fragmentation of the work and 
because older, less well environmentally-designed facilities might be used. (\--\
In both cases, interaction with Hanford engineering staff would be hindered _)
and moving the existing research to other sites would add additional expense. 

3.4 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

"No action" means that the proposed EMSL would not be built. If the EMSL 
were not built, DOE would be deprived of a critical facility that would 
assemble both the scientists and equipment required to conduct basic and 
applied research in the environmental and molecular sciences needed to support
DOE's environmental restoration programs. No action does not meet the need 
for agency action. No action would mean continued fragmentation of existing
environmental restoration research activities and conduct of those activities 
in less efficient and non state-of-the-art facilities. While there would be 
no construction impacts from no action, environmental impacts of no action 
could be significant in terms of lost knowled9e relating to environmental 
restoration. 

4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The environment at the Hanford Site is described in detail in Cushing et 
al. (1992). Therefore, only a very brief summary, relevant to the EMSL, is 
presented here. 
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The Hanford Site occupies an area of approximately 1450 square kilometers 
(560 square miles) within the semiarid Pasco Basin of the Columbia Plateau in 
southeastern Washington State (Figure I). Only about 6 percent of the land 
area has been disturbed and is actively being used, or has been used, for the 
production of nuclear materials, for research, or for waste management
activities. A sitewide transportation network connects widely separated
facilities. The Columbia River flows eastward through the northern part of 
the Hanford Site and southward to form part of the eastern border of the Site. 
The Yakima River flows along part of the Site's southern boundary and joins
the Columbia River below the City of Richland!, which is adjacent to the Site 
on .the southeast. The cities of Richland, Keinnewick, and Pasco (commonly
referred to as the Tri-Cities) comprise the nearest population center and are 
southeast of the Site. Population within 80 kilometers of the proposed EMSL 
site is approximately 282,000. Approximately 18,000 people are employed on 
the Hanford Site. 

Average monthly temperatures range from -1.5 °C (29 °F) in January to 
24.7 °C (76.5 °F) in July. Average annual rainfall is 16 centimeters (6.3
inches). Air quality is considered good. Washington State classifies the 
water quality of the Columbia River near Hanford as Class A or excellent 
(suitable for domestic use). 

Plant and animal species suited to the semiarid climate and the Columbia 
River and its banks can be found on the Hanford Site. An endangered species 
survey conducted in April 1994 concluded that no plants or animals on the 
federal or Washington State list of threatened or endangered species occur on 
the proposed site for the EMSL (see Appendix B}. This site has been under 
cultivation for alfalfa for over 20 years and was the site of temporary
housing before that. Bald eagles and peregrine falcons, which are federally
listed species, visit other areas of the Hanford Site but not the proposed
EMSL site. Specifically, peregrine falcons are only casual visitors to the 
Hanford Site and bald eagles are found along the Columbia River in the winter. 
Long-billed curlews, a state monitor species, have been observed nesting to 
the northwest of the proposed EMSL site, and were observed on the site during
the surveys. Frequent cutting of the alfalfa does not make the proposed EMSL 
site a suitable nesting area. 

Cultural resource reviews of the proposed EMSL site and surrounding area 
were conducted in April and May 1994 (see Appendix C). These reviews 
consisted of a literature review, consultation with affected tribes, an 
archeological pedestrian survey, subsurface testing at geophysical borehole 
locations, soil conductivity and ground penetrating radar tests for subsurface 
anomalies, and excavat'ion of anomalies to determine their identity. The 
extensive testing program provides a high degree of confidence that 
construction of the EMSL on the proposed site would not impact human remains 
or cultural materials that are eligible or potentially eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. During excavation, including
excavation of utility corridors, an archaeologist from the Hanford Cultural 
Resources Laboratory would be present to ensure that any newly discovered 
artifacts are properly protected. Indian nation cultural resource monitors 
would also be invited to be present during excavation. 
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The proposed EMSL site is located immediiately south of the Hanford Site (-'\
1

within the limits of the City of Richland, i~; currently zoned as a "medium use \_~)
industrial district," which would not requirE! rezoning to accommodate the 
EMSL, and is adjacent to existing office and laboratory buildings on the east 
and south sides. 

The proposed EMSL site is not located in either a floodplain or a wetland 
as defined by 10 CFR 1022 ("Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental 
Review Requirements"). The unregulated proba1ble maximum Columbia River flood 
has a flow volume of 1,600,000 cubic feet per second at Hanford and would 
reach an elevation of approximately 385 feet at the EMSL site. This is below 
the elevation of the ground floor of the EMSL which is 390 feet. The probable
maximum flood is a greater flood than either the 100-year flood or the 500-
year flood, for which the regulations in 10 CFR 1022 require consideration. 
The proposed EMSL site is not located on any operable unit selected for 
potential remedial action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The proposed EMSL site is also not 
located in the path of a ground water plume that extends west of Site 7 to the 
northeast toward the Columbia River. This plume was identified during the 
investigation of the 100-EM-l Operable Unit as part of the CERCLA cleanup of 
the Hanford Site. The plume contains trichloroethylene, nitrates, and 
technetium-99. 

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

If the EMSL were to be constructed, minor impacts would occur during both 
construction and operation. The projected impacts are presented here. The 
environmental impacts from the construction and operati.on of the proposed EMSL 
are expected to be similar to the impacts from the construction and operation
of a large university chemistry building. 

5.1 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Potential construction impacts include effects on the atmospheric
environment, effects on the terrestrial environment, and construction 
accidents. EMSL construction activities are expected to last 27 months. 

5.1.1 Atmospheric Impacts 

Minor air emissions would occur from.diesel-powered equipment used during
construction of the proposed EMSL, typical of any construction project. These 
emissions are not expected to cause any air quality standards to be exceeded. 
Oust generated from earth-moving activities and vehicle movement during the 
construction phase would be minimized by frequent watering. Ambient noise 
levels may be temporarily increased. The estimated equipment noise during
earth moving is in the range of 85 to 100 dBA at the nearest road, although
there are no residences nearby. During general construction, any increased 
noise levels are expected to be intermittent and in the estimated range of 85 
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to 95 dBA at the nearest road. No adverse noise impact on nearby indoor 
office workers is expected. 

5.1.2 Terrestrial Impacts 

The proposed construction site contains no critical habitat for federally
listed endangered or threatened species. Removal of the field from 
cultivation removes some foraging area but does not remove nesting area for 
long-billed curlews (a state monitor species). 

The proposed construction site is not likely to contain significant
cultural resource$, based on the surveys that have taken place. 

Roads and underground utilities, including water, sewer, electricity,
telephone, and natural gas, are located at or near the edge of the site. Only
short utility extensions would be required. Minimal clearing of the site 
would be required since the proposed site is a flat field currently being
farmed for alfalfa. Any necessary rerouting of existing irrigation supply
lines would be done in established utility corridors prior to disturbing
existing locations. Private property owned by the Battelle Memorial 
Institute immediately to the west of the proposed site is expected to be used 
as a temporary laydown area and location for construction trailers. After 
construction is completed the area is expected to be restored to alfalfa 
farming. · 

5.1.3 Impacts on CERCLA Remedial Actions 

CERCLA remedial actions are not expected to impact, or be impacted by,
construction or operation of the EMSL because the new proposed site is not 
within any CERCLA operable unit. 

5.1.4 Construction Accidents 

Based on National Safety Council (NSC 1986) statistics for 1985 and on a 
total of 150 workers employed in construction of the EMSL over 27 months, 
approximately 13 lost-workday accidents involving construction workers are 
expected. 

5.1.5 Socioeconomic Impacts 

The l~O construction workers would be, for the most part, recruited 
locally. Even if all were recruited from other areas, the 0.8 percent
increase in the Hanford workforce of 18,000 workers would not create a 
significant socioeconomic impact. Increases of less than 5 percent of the 
present labor force have been determined to have little effect on an existing 
community (DHUD 1976). 
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5.2 OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

During operation of the EMSL, atmospheric emissions, liquid discharges,
and solid waste generation can be expected to occur. Appropriate controls, as 
discussed below, would minimize any impacts. Neither noise levels nor 
socioeconomic resources are expected to be affected by routine operations. 

5.2.1 Atmospheric Emissions 

The EMSL design includes best available radionuclide control technology
for each room and/or hood dedicated to experiments with radionuclides. this 
technology includes establishing controlled radiation zones with high­
efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filtered exhaust from all hoods and 
gloveboxes. HEPA filters would be tested on an annual basis and would be 
replaced when required, due to dust loading (static pressure drop), testing, 
age, or flow reduction. HEPA filters would be removed in accordance with the 
appropriate manufacturer's written instructions for the filter housing type
and, if contaminated, would be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste in 
existing waste disposal facilities onsite. The EMSL design also includes 
provision for installing additional best available radionuclide control 
technology should new radionuclides with different control requirements be 
needed for experimental work. Stack exhaust designs include monitoring for 
radioactive emissions. DOE maintains an Effluent Monitoring Program for all 
stacks on the Hanford Site. Maintenance and calibration of the monitors are 
conducted on a regular basis. All emissions are controlled to meet applicable 
state and federal regulations. During routine operations very small emissions 
of radionuclides may occur. For the purposes of calculating an effective dose 
equivalent to a maximally exposed member of the public, it was assumed that 
over the period of a year one microcurie of U-238 and 50 microcuries of each 
of the other radionuclides listed in Section 3.1 would be released (the amount 
expected to be involved in one experiment with each radionuclide). With this 
scenario, the effective dose equivalent to the maximally exposed offsite 
individual is approximately 1 x 10-4 millirem per year. ·This dose is less 
than the 0.02-millirem dose received by the maximally exposed offsite 
individual from Hanford operations in 1992 (Woodruff and Hanf 1993) and much 
less than the limit in 40 CFR 61 ("National Emission Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants") of 10 millirem per year for emissions of radionuclides to the 
atmosphere from DOE facilities. 

Annual population doses were also calculated for routine operation of the 
EMSL based on the same source terms. This population dose is 8 x 10-4 person­
rem per year for members of the public livinu within 80 kilometers (50 miles)
of the proposed EMSL site, is 6 x 10-4 person-rem for workers in the buildings
surrounding the EMSL, and is 5 x 10-4 person-rem for workers within the EMSL. 
Based on a conversion factor of 500 fatal cancers per one mill on person-rems,
the potential annual number of cancer deaths calculated from routine operation 
of the EMSL for all of these persons is 1 x 10~6

• 

Small quantities of nonradioactive but toxic or otherwise hazardous 
materials are expected to be used in experim1mts in the EMSL. Administrative 
procedures call for these materials to be present in the EMSL only in less 

{)
\ 
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than reportable quantities (40 CFR 302) and to be used only in dedicated 
chemical hoods or rooms. The EMSL design includes best available technology 
to treat off-gases from these experiments prior to discharge to the laboratory
exhaust system.~An estimate of emissions of toxic air pollutants was made 
based on the inventory in Appendix A. The estimates showed that there would 
be no impact to air quality in excess of acceptable small quantity emission 
rates as defined in WAC 173-460 by the Washington Department of Ecology. A 
notice of construction application was submitted to the Washington Department
of Ecology on June 24; 1994 pursuant to WAC 173-460. · 

In addition, the EMSL design includes a chemical storeroom for hazardous 
chemicals. The purpose of this storeroom is to minimize the storage of these 
chemicals in laboratory modules. A chemical custodian is planned for the EMSL 
who would be the single point-of-contact for ordering these chemicals and for 
controlling the inventory. The chemical custodian would maintain the 
inventory in such a manner as to ensure that the amount of any chemical stored 
in the chemical storeroom and in use in various EMSL laboratories is less than 
the reportable quantity. 

Three hot-water boilers.are planned for space heating purposes. These 
boilers would be fired by gas, with oil as a backup fuel. Two gas-fired steam 
boilers are planned to provide humidification. All boilers are planned to 
employ state-of-the-art, clean-burning combustion technology and are, · 
therefore, not expected to require supplemental emission control technology.
An above-ground, 4,000-gallon, double-walled diesel fuel tank with leak­
detection instrumentation is planned for the.three hot-water boilers. This 
tank ·is also planned to provide fuel for a standby electricity generator. All 
boilers are designed to meet appropriate ASME and ANSI heater and boiler 
codes. 

5.2.2 Liquid Effluents 

Construction of the EMSL would require a 12-inch sanitary sewer line to 
be ·connected to the City of Richland sewer system. Since the materials 
discharged to the sanitary sewer would be limited to those compatible with the 
City of-~ichland's sewer treatment plant, no adverse impacts are expected from 
this discharge. The quantity of this discharge is well within the excess 
capacity of the city's sewage plant. 

A separate process sewer system is designed to collect waste liquids from 
1 aboratory sinks, hood sinks, and floor drains, and to route them to four 
holding tanks. These tanks are planned to be located above ~round in a 
concrete pit with a sump to allow pumping back to the tanks. The concrete is 
planned to be coated with a liquid urethane elastomer coating. The tanks are 
planned to be filled in succession (approximately one per week), continuously
monitored for pH, and routinely sampled for hazardous materials. If the waste 
in a filled tank is found to be in compliance with the City of Richland 
sanitary discharge requirements, or if the tank waste is treated to meet the 
requirements, then the liquids would be pumped to the sanitary sewer system.
Wastes unsuitable for sanitary sewer disposal are planned to be packaged and 
disposed of in accordance with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
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requirements and with Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations. Other (..··.·.~)
controls include DOE orders which apply to the annual training of personnel on _ 
hazardous waste disposal and to the labeling of all sinks and drains having
restrictions for drain use. · 

A storm water system is planned to control water runoff from building
roofs and parking lots. The design for the storm water drainage system is in 
accordance with state and local codes and storm water discharge is not 
expected to impact groundwater. 

5.2.3 Liquid and Solid Hazardous and Radioactive Waste 

About 2,000 liters of liquid hazardous, radioactive, and mixed wastes are 
expected to be generated in the EMSL each year. Minimization of the use of 
hazardous and/or toxic materials is planned in .accordance with the Pollution 
Prevention Act of 1990, with Executive Order 12856, "Federal Compliance with 
Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements," and with the 
Hanford Site pollution prevention policy. Included in these directives are 
requirements for setting goals for reduced releases to the environment and for 
controls on the acquisition of toxic chemica'ts and extremely hazardous 
materials. 

Liquid radioactive wastes are planned to be collected separately,
packaged, and disposed of in compliance with applicable federal and state 
requirements and DOE orders. Liquid hazardous wastes and mixed wastes are 
planned to be collected separately and manag1!d in compliance with applicable
federal and state requirements and DOE orders. 

The quantity of solid radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes to be 
generated during research activities in the EMSL is not expected to exceed 20 
55-gallon drums per year. All solid waste gE!nerated is planned to be managed
and disposed of in accordance with applicablE! federal, state, and local 
requirements and DOE orders. 

Hazardous wastes are planned to be disposed of offsite at a permitted
hazardous waste facility, radioactive wastes are planned to be disposed of in 
the Hanford 200 Area, and mixed wastes are pllanned to be stored at an existing
Hanford 200-Area facility for future disposal. 

5.2.4 Noise Levels 

Noise levels are not expected to increase over current ambient external 
background levels during EMSL operation. 

5.2.5 Socioeconomic Impacts 

The proposed EMSL would add not more than 260 people to the 18,000 
Hanford Site workforce. If every worker camE! from outside the Tri-Cities area (.··..·_·-)-,
(maximum case), this would represent about a 1.4 percent increase in the total . 
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Site workforce. Increases of less than 5 percent of the present labor force 
have been determined to have little effect on an existing community (DHUD
1976). In any event, approximately 90 members of the 260-person EMSL staff 
are already onsite. 

Transportation is expected to be providE!d by automobiles, bicycles, and 
the municipal bus system. Adequate parking iis planned for the 260 building 
occupants and visitors plus 100 seminar attendees. Parking lots are planned 
to be located at the north and south ends of the facility for convenient 
access. 

5.2.6 Occupational Hazards 

Workers in the EMSL are expected to be confronted with the same 
occupational hazards as those found in most chemical research laboratories. 
Because the facility is intended to be used by visiting scientists-, full-time 
EMSL staff members are expected to oversee visitor activities and to be 
responsible for ensuring that all visitors receive appropriate training.
Training on instrument operation, safety procedures, and administrative 
procedures for handling and disposing of chemicals and radionuclides is 
planned before staff and visitors are allowed to work independently in the 
facility. 

All personnel are expected to wear appropriate radiation dosimeters and 
eye protection. The occupational radiation dose to an EMSL staff member 
during normal operations is estimated to be 50 millirem per year or lower. 
This estimate is the measured value for general laboratory workers at Hanford 
during 1990 (DOE 1993). The estimate is substantially lower than the DOE 
occupational limit of 5 rem per year total effective dose equivalent in IO CFR 
835. Based on a conversion factor of 400 fatal cancers per one million 
person-rems (for workers) and on an occupancy of 260 persons in the EMSL, 
0.005 potential fatal cancers are expected among workers from each year of 
operation of the EMSL. 

The EMSL is being designed in accordance with the requirements of the 
Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act and the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. Experimental areas are also being designed in accordance with 
protocols established by the National Institutes of Health, DOE, and other 
appropriate guidance bodies. Equipment to be used in the EMSL has been 
examined in a Preliminary Safety Evaluation (Piatt 1993) with respect to 
public and worker safety. A conclusion has been reached "that the design of 
the EMSL facility and equipment constitutes an acceptable risk•.. " For 
example, laser systems are to be designed in accordance with ANSI Standard 
Zl36.l requirements (ANSI 1986); the 3 MV tandem accelerator is planned to 
meet th~ requirements of DOE Order 5480.25, "Safety of Accelerator 
Facilities," and requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Act in 29 
CFR 1910 are planned to be met. 

Expected EMSL programs and selected internal and external events, such as 
power failures, earthquakes, wind damage, etc., were also examined for their 
potential impacts on workers and members of the public and the same conclusion 
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was reached (Piatt 1993), i.e., that the design of the EMSL facility and 
equipment constitutes an acceptable risk. 

5.2.7 Potential Accidents 

The EMSL design incorporates protection from earthquake, wind, flood, and 
fire. DOE orders require personnel training in safety reviews and safe 
laboratory practices. Nevertheless, accidents are still possible. 

Planned EMSL operations have been evaluated, and the following accident 
scenario was developed to give a reasonable 1~stimate for a radioactive release 
to the atmosphere and the potential impact. It was assumed that one container 
each of iodine-125 and iodine-131 was dropped and broken simultaneously inside 
the building, but outside a radiation control area. Of the 10 millicuries in 
each container, 10 percent was assumed to be released to the atmosphere. From 
this. accident, the maximally exposed offsite individual would receive an 
effective dose equivalent of 0.3 millirem. The population dose from this 
accident was calculated to be 1.3 person-rem for offsite members of the public
and 0.007 person-rem for workers in the buildings surrounding the EMSL. Based 

· on a conversion factor of 500 fatal cancers per one million person-rems, the 
number of potential cancer deaths calculated from this accident is 0.001. In 
a separate calculation, the dose to the worker involved in the above accident 
was estimated to be approximately 100 millirem. The Hanford Environmental 
Dosimetry System (Generation II or GENII) was; used to estimate radiation doses 
to members of the public from the routine release scenario and the accident (.-._~
scenario and to the worker in the accident scenario (Napier et al. 1988). , _) 

Accidents involving ·other hazardous substances, i.e., chemicals, were 
evaluated (Piatt 1993) and determined to resuilt in only transient effects at 
worst because of the small quantities of these substances that would be 
present in the EMSL, i.e., less than reportable amounts under 40 CFR 302 and 
less than the amounts necessary to qualify for small quantity emission rates 
under WAC 173-460. 

Based on National Safety Council (NSC 1986) statistics for 1985 and on a 
total .of 260 workers employed in the EMSL, approximately 2 lost-workday
accidents per year are expected. 

5.3 ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD THE PROPOSAL BE IMPLEMENTED 

Adverse impacts that cannot be avoided include the loss of alfalfa 
production and the loss of long-billed curlew foraging area on about 12 
hectares (30 acres) of land as a result of construction and operation of the 
EMSL. This land is currently planted in alfalfa pending other development of 
the land. 
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5.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The annual chronic offsite effective dose equivalent to the maximally
exposed offsite individual from planned EMSL operations (1 microcurie of 
uranium-238 and 50 microcuries of each other radionuclide listed in Section 
3.1 assumed to be released to the atmosphere over 1 year) is estimated to be 
about 1 x 10-4 millirem, which is much less than the 0.02 millirem received by
the maximally exposed offsite individual from Hanford operations in 1992 
(Woodruff and Hanf 1993). The annual population dose is estimat9d to be 8 x 
10-4 person-rem per year, which is estimated to result in 6 x 10- potential 
cancer deaths per year. Over a projected 40-year lifetime of the EMSL, 2 x 
10-5 potential cancer deaths might be expected to result from EMSL operation.
Approximately 19,000 total cancer deaths can be expected to occur in the same 
population (282,000 in an 80 kilometer radius) over 40 years. The cumulative 
radiation impacts from operation of the EMSL are expected to be minor. 

Because the proposed EMSL would add not more than 260 persons (90 EMSL 
staff members and visitors are already present) to the 18,000-person Hanford 
workforce, cumulative socioeconomic impacts are expected to be minor. 

While the 12-hectare (30-acre) proposed site provides some foraging area 
for long-billed curlews, it does not provide suitable nesting area because of 

. the frequent cutting of alfalfa. Cumulative ecological impacts are expected 
to be minor. 

6.0 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

It is DOE's policy to "conduct [its] operations in compliance with the 
letter and spirit of applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and 
standards" (DOE Order 5400.1). If the EMSL is constructed, DOE will meet the 
requirements of applicable environmental laws, regulations, and permits in 
both construction and operation of the facility. 

Approvals may be required pursuant to the Clean Air Act. These 
approvals may be issued by the Washington State Department of Health (WAC 246-
247) or by the Washington Department of Ecology (WAC 173-460). Approval by
the EPA under the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) is not likely to be required because of the small amount of 
hazardous substances to be used within the EMSL. Registration of the boilers 
with the Benton-Franklin Counties·c1ean Air Authority or with the Washington
Department of Ecology will not be required because thl boilers are not power 
boilers. · 

The City of Richland sanitary sewer permit requirements will be met. No 
direct discharges to the Columbia River are expected and no National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit will be required. 

The proposed EMSL will meet all applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations pertaining to the generation and handling of hazardous and 
radioactive wastes. 
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The proposed site of the EMSL does not occupy a wetland and is not within (-----,)
the Columbia River 500-year floodplain. The!refore, no floodplain/wetland · __,,, 
environmental review is required under 10 CFR 1022. The site of the proposed
EMSL is not within the Columbia River comprehensive conservation study area 
(Public Law 100-605)~ so no special steps are necessary to meet the 
requirements of that law. 

Federal regulations with respect to historic p~eservation and species
protection will be met although no permits are required. If listed or 
candidate species are found onsite during construction, activities impacting
the species will be halted until a biological assessment can carried out and 
any adverse impacts mitigated. If any previously unknown paleontological,
prehistoric, or historic artifacts or human remains are discovered during
construction,. activities potentially impacting the artifacts or remains will 
be halted and the area protected until the find is properly assessed and 
discussed with the state historic preservation officer and appropriate Indian 
nations. During excavation, including excavation of utility corridors, an 
archaeologist from the Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory will be present 
to ensure that any newly discovered artifacts are properly protected .. Indian 
nation cultural resource monitors will also be invited to be present during
excavation. 

The proposed EMSL is being designed in accordance with the requirements
of the Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act and the Occupational Safety
and Health Act. Experiments will meet protocols established by the National 
Institutes of Health, DOE, and other appropriate guidance bodies. 

7.0 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED 

Affected Indian tribes (see Chapter 8.0), the UdS. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (see Appendix B), and the City of Richland were consulted in the 
preparation of this environmental assessment. 

Consultation with the Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation was begun immediately upon the discovery of human remains on the 
original EMSL site. This consultation continued through completion of 
subsurface testing on the proposed new site. Copies of correspondence with 
the state historic preservation officer appear in Appendix C. 

8.0 CON.SULTATION WITH AFFECTED INDIAN NATIONS 

Consultation with representatives of the Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), Yakama Indian Nation (YIN), Nez Perce, 
and the Wanapum people began on April 12, 1994, the day the human remains were 
discovered. Tribal representatives attending a meeting at Richland were 
notified and taken to the discovery site. Initial meetings were held to 
discuss the issues with tribal elders. In subsequent meetings, tribal 
representatives made it clear that they were strongly opposed to any
relocation of the burials, that they considered the entire area of the EMSL (_-)
location to be an Indian cemetery, and that they expected protection of the . 
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cemetery and a full restoration of the disturbed area. DOE elected to seek a 
new location for the EMSL because of the tribal concerns and following the 
guidance provided by the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation J\ct. 

Consultation continued regarding the restoration of the original EMSL location 
and the selection of a new location. A team of twenty Indian people
representing all four tribes and directed by a tribal elder, began
stabilization work on the original location. The restoration will include 
revegetation efforts in direct consultation with the tribes and with 
participation by the tribes. 

The tribes were critical of the original decision to locate the EMSL where 
there was an acknowledged potential to find human remains. In analyzing any 
new location they wanted a much greater degree of assurance that cultural 
deposits and, in particular, that human remains would not be uncovered during
construction activities. In consultation with the tribes, historical- aerial 
photos were reviewed, and extensive subsurface testing was conducted, 
including the use of ground penetrating radar, to minimize the potential for 
any cultural deposits being present in the new location. 

The consultation with the tribes also highlighted the importance of reviewing
and rewriting portions of the Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan 
published in 1989. The reviews, which were begun prior to the construction 
activity for EMSL, will continue with the tribes concerning the policies and 
procedures for cultural resources reviews, including greater involvement of 
tribes and adequate notification time. Copies of official correspondence with 
the tribes appear in Appendix E. 
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APPENDIX A 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

This appendix contains a list of hazardous substances expected to be 
present in the Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory. The 
quantities in parentheses are reportable quantities in kilograms from Table 
302.4 in 40 CFR 302. Reportable quantities are derived by EPA based on 
chemical toxicity. One pound is equivalent to 0.454 kilograms. Therefore, to 
convert kilograms to pounds, divide the quantity in kilograms by 0.454. 
Quantities present in the EMSL are intended to be much less than the 
reportable quantities. 

Acenaphthylene (2270)
Acetic acid (2270)
Acetic acid, 2,4-dichlorophenoxy- (45.4)
Acetic acid, fluoro- (4.54)
Acetic anhydride (2270)
Acetone (2270)
Acetonitrile (2270)
Acetophenone (2270)
Acetyl chloride (2270)
Acrylic acid (2270)
Allyl alcohol (45.4) 
Aluminum sulfate (2270)
Ammonia (45.4)
Ammonium acetate (2270)
Ammonium benzoate (2270)
Ammonium bifluoride (45.4)
Ammonium carbonate (2270)
Ammonium chloride (2270)
Ammonium citrate, dibasic (2270)
Ammonium dichromate (4.54)
Ammonium fluoride (45.4)
Ammonium hydroxide (454)
Ammonium oxalate (2270)
Ammonium sulfide (45.4)
Ammonium thiocyanate (2270)
Ammonium vanadate (454)
Amyl acetate (2270)
Aniline (2270)
Anthracene (2270)
Antimony (2270)
Antimony trioxide (454)
Arsenic trioxide (0.454) 
Benzene (4.54)
Benzidine (0.454)
Benzonitrile (2270)
Benzyl chloride (45.4)
Butanol, 1-. (2270)
Butanone, 2- (2270)
Butyric acid (2270) 

https://fluoro-(4.54


Cadmium (4.54)
Cadmium acetate (4.54)
Cadmium chloride (4.54)
Calcium carbide (4.54)
Carbon disulfide (45.4)
Carbon tetrachloride (4.54)
Chlorine (4.54)
Chlorobenzene (45.4)
Chloroform (4.54)
Chloromethyl methyl ether (4.54)
Chromic acid (4.54)
Chromium (2270)
Chrysene (454)
Copper (2270)
m-Cresol (454)
Cumene (2270)
Cyclohexane (454)
Cyclohexanone (2270)
Dibutyl phthalate (4.54)
Diethylamine (45.4)
Dimethylamine (454)
Dioctyl phthlate (2270)
Dioxane (45.4)
Ethyl acetate (2270)
Ethane, 1,1,1-trichloro- (454)
Ethane, 1,1,2-trichloro- (45.4)
Ethane, 1,2-dichloro- (45.4)
Ethyl acetate (2270)
Ethyl acrylate (454) 
Ethyl ether anhydrous (45.4)
Ethyl methacrylate (454)
Ethylenediamine (2270)
Ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid (2270)
Ethylene glycol monomethyl ether (454)
Ferric sulfate (454)
Fluorine (4.54) 
Formaldehyde (45.4)
Formic acid (2270)
Fumaric acid (2270)
Furan, tetrahydro-, anhydrous (454) 
Furfural (2270)
Hexachlorobenzene (4.54)
Hydrazine (0.454)
Hydrochloric acid (2270)
Hydrofluoric acid (45.4)
Hydrogen sulfide (45.4)
Iodomethane (45.4)
Lead (4.54)
Lead acetate (4.54)
Lead chloride (4.54)
Lead nitrate (4.54)
Lead sulfate (4.54)
Maleic anhydride (2270)
Maleic acid (2270) 



Mercury (0.454)
Methanol (2270)
Methylene bromide (454)
Methylene chloride (454)
Methylethylketone (2270)
Methyl iodide (45.4)
Methylisobutylketone (2270)
Methylene chloride (454)
Naphthalene (45.4)
Nickel (45.4)
Nickel chloride (45.4)
Nickel nitrate (45.4)
Nickel sulfate (45.4)
Nitric acid (454)
Nitric oxide (4.54)
Nitrobenzene (454)
Nitrogen dioxide (4.54)
Paraformaldehyde (454)
Paraldehyde (454)
Pentachlorobenzene (4.54)
Phenanthrene (2270)
Phenol (454)
Phosphine (45.4)
Phosphorus trichloride (454)
Phosphoric acid ((2270)
Phthalic anhydride (2270) 
Potassium chromate (4.54)
Potassium cyanide (4.54)
Potassium dichromate (4.54)
Potassium hydroxide (454)
Potassium permanganate (45.4)
Propane (4.54)
Propanol, 2-methyl- (2270)
Propargyl alcohol (454)
Propionic acid (2270)
Propylamine (2270)
Pyridine (454)
Quinoline (2270)
Selenium (45.4)
Selenium dioxide (4.54)
Silver (454)
Silver cyanide (0.454)
Silver nitrate (0.454)
Sodium (4.54)
Sodium bifluoride (45.4)
Sodium bisulfite (2270)
Sodium azide (454)
Sodium cyanide (4.54)
Sodium dichromate (4.54)
Sodium fluoride (454)
Sodium hydrosulfide (2270)
Sodium hydroxide (454)
Sodium hypochlorite (45.4)
Sodium nitrite (454) 



0 Sodium phosphate, dibasic (2270)
Sodium phosphate, tribasic (2270)
Sulfuric acid (454)
Tert. butyl acetate (2270)
Tetrahydrofuran (454)
Thiourea (4.54)
Thioacetamide (4.54)
Toluene (454)
Triethylamine (2270)
Vanadium pentoxide (454)
Mixed-xylenes (454)
Zinc (454)
Zinc acetate (454)
Zinc carbonate (454)
Zinc chloride (454) 
Zinc formate (454)
Zinc nitrate (454)
Zirconium sulfate (2270)
Zirconium tetrachloride (2270) 



0 APPENDIX B 

BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS 

This appendix contains biological survey reports and a letter from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concerning the potential existence of 
threatened or endangered species at the Hanford Site. 
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()Battelle
Pacific Northwest Laboratories 
Battelle Boulevard 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, Washington 99352 
Telephone (509) 376-5345 
FAX 372-3515 

April 28, 1994 

Mr. D. Flowers, K6-05 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory 
Sigma 1 Building 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Flowers: 

BIOLOGICAL REVIEW OF THE SITES PROPOSED FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
MOLECULAR SCIENCE LABORATORY (EMSL;), 94-f'NL-017 

This report summarizes the results of the·biological review for the above-referenced 
project. The objectives of this biological review were: 

• to obtain an inventory of plants and animals present on or using the sites 
proposed for the Environmental Molecular Science Laboratory (EMSL) 

· to describe habitats on the sites 
• to identify species potentially using the site, based on known habit~t 

associations, that were otherwise undetected during the survey 
· to identify plant and animal species protected under the Endangered Species 

Act, candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened, 
endangered, candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington 

• to evaluate the potential impacts of development of the sites proposed for 
the EMSL on the protected species and sensitive habitats noted above 

· and to evaluate the relative importance of the sites as wildlife habitat and 
recommend one of the proposed sites for the new .location of the EMSL. 

A field assessment of the north site proposed for the EMSL was conducted by C. A. 
Brandt, W. H. Rickard, R. K. Zufelt, J. L. Downs, and G. L. Fortner on April 22, 1994. A 
field assessment of the south site proposed for the EMSL was conducted by R. K. Zufelt 
on April 21, 1994. The field assessments consisted of walking transects at 20 m 
intervals and recording all plant and animal species or their sign that were observed. 

RESULTS FOR THE NORTH SITE 

The north site proposed for the EMSL is located north of the Horn Rapids Road 
between George Washington Way and Stevens Way. The southeast corner of this site CJ lies at the junction of Horn Rapids Road and Q Avenue. Topography and substrate on 
the site consist of stabilized and partially active dunes oriented northeast to southwest. 
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This site is relatively undisturbed and is dominated by big sagebrush (Artemisia 
tridentata), Sandberg's bluegrass (Poa sandbergil), and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum). 
The most frequently observed birds on the site were white-crowned sparrows 
(Zonotrichia leucophrys) and western meadowlarks (Sturnel/a neglecta). A mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura) nest containing one egg was observed on the south end of 
the site. The most frequently encountered mammalian species was the Great Basin 
pocket mouse (Perognathus parvus). 

This site contains no known raptor nests and is devoid of potential nest sites (trees and 
utility poles) for raptors that nest above ground, such as ferruginous hawks (Buteo 
regalis - federal candidate 2 and state threatened), Swainson's hawks (Buteo swainsoni 
- state candidate), and red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis - state sensitive). These 
species do not nest in the subject area. The closest known ferruginous and Swainson's 
hawk nests lie approximately 6.5 km (4 mi) and 2 km (1.25 mi), respectively, west of the 
site. The subject area lies outside the normal expected home range of these birds. The 
site does provide suitable nesting habitat for ground-nesting raptors, such as northern 
harriers (Circus cyaneus), great horned owls (Bubo virginianus), short-eared owls (Asio 
f/ammeus), and long-eared owls (A otus). 

Sagebrush habitat is considered priority habitat by the State of Washington, due to its 
relative scarcity in the State and its significant value to many wildlife species 
(Washington Department of Wildlife 1993). Sagebrush habitat is required for nesting 
and foraging by loggerhead shrikes (Lanius Judovicianus - federal candidate 2 and state 
candidate), sage sparrows (Amphispiza be/Ii - state candidate), burrowing owls (Athene 
cunicularia - state candidate), sage thrashers (Oreoscoptes montanus - state 
candidate), Washington ground squirrels (Spermophi/us washingtoni- state monitor), 
and sagebrush voles (Lagurus curtatus - state monitor). Although no loggerhead shrike 
nests were observed during this survey, nests have been observed in the vicinity of the 
subject area (unpublished data from loggerhead shrike surveys conducted by Pacific 
Northwest Laboratory between 1988 ~ 1989). Ground squirrels and sagebrush voles 
were not observed during this survey. Without a trapping study, the presence of the 
Washington ground squirrel and sagebrush vole cannot be determined. Although none 
of the above species were observed during this survey, the area should be considered 
suitable for their use. 

Long-billed curlews (Numenius americanus- federal candidate 3c and State monitor) 
nest west of Stevens Drive just north of the subject area (Allen 1980) and were heard 
calling during this field assessment. The open habitat (snow buckwheat (Eriogonum 
niveum)lcheatgrass) portions of the subject area provide potential nesting and foraging 
habitat for this species. 

No other plant or animal species protected under the Endangered Species Act, 
candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened, endangered, 
candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington were observed on the north 
EMSL site. . 

C_) 
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Potential Impacts on Species of Concern of EMSL Construction at the North Site 

Loggerhead shrikes, sage sparrows, and sage thrashers are species that depend on 
· mature sagebrush habitat. Shrikes select tall big sagebrush as nest sites (Poole 1992). 

Sage sparrows and thrashers also nest in big sagebrush. EMSL construction would 
remove sagebrush habitat, precluding these species from nesting there. Construction 
would also reduce the value of the area as foraging habitat for individuals of these 
species nesting in adjacent areas. 

Burrowing owls nest in burrows abandoned by other ground-dwelling animals; 
Development of the EMSL site would remove habitat for prey and displace ground­
dwelling animals, thereby reducing the suitability of the area for nesting by burrowing 
owls. 

Sagebrush voles are generally found in mature sagebrush habitat, although few have 
been captured outside the Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. They select 
burrow sites near sagebrush, which also comprise a portion of their diet. Development 
of the EMSL site would remove sagebrush habitat, precluding voles from utilizing the 
area. 

Long-billed curlews typically nest in open habitat such as that interspersed within the 
otherwise contiguous big sagebrush habitat on this site. EMSL site development would 
preclude this species from nesting in this habitat. 

Raptor populations may be negatively impacted if disturbed during nesting. The north 
EMSL alternative is greater than 6.5 km from any known nest locations of ferruginous 
hawks and 2.0 km from Swainson's hawks. These distances are well beyond those 
prescribed for minimizing di.sturbance to these hawk species (Swainson's hawk - 0.25 
km and ferruginous hawk - 1.0 km [Fitzner et al. 1993]); consequently, direct impacts 
on nesting Swainson's or ferruginous hawks are highly unlikely. Nest sites of the red-
tailed hawk are protected only in urban areas (WOW 1993). · 

The subject area is, however, a potentially important portion of the foraging range of 
many raptors, especially for northern harriers. Raptor populations may be negatively 
impacted by altering foraging habitat. Site development would kill or displace numerous 
small mammals, which are an important component of the prey base of shrikes and 
most raptors. 

Development of the EMSL site may negatively impact individuals of the above species. 
Yet populations of t_hese species, considered on a Hanford Site basis, would probably 
not be substantially affected because similar sagebrush habitat is still relatively common 

. on Hanford. However, development of this site will eliminate a substantial portion of 
sagebrush habitat directly, and will contribute to fragmentation of the remaining habitat. 
Fragmentation not only reduces the overall area of habitat available for use, but also 
alters the size and shape of habitat patches. The response of these species to () fragmentation cannot currently be predicted in any detail and their level of resiliency is 
unknown. It is reasonable to expect that the cumulative effects of this and further 
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fragmentation would decrease the long-term viability of these species on Hanford. 
Therefore, it is essential to develop methods for predicting effects and plans for 
mitigating the cumulative losses and fragmentation of sagebrush habitat on the Hanford 
Site. 

RESULTS FOR THE SOUTH SITE 

The south site proposed for the EMSL is located south of the Horn Rapids Road 
between Stevens Way and the existing Battelle complex. Topography on the site is 
level. This site is relatively disturbed and is an alfalfa (Medicago sp.) field. The 
perimeter of the field is dominated by herbaceous weedy species such as Russian 
thistle (Sa/so/a ka/1), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), and prickly lettuce (Lactuca 
serriola), all alien annuals, and ornamental trees such as sycamore (Platanus 
occidentalis) and black locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia). The most common birds on the 
site are gulls (Larus sp.), starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrows (Passer 
domesticus), and the common raven (Corvus corax). 

Long-billed curlews were observed on the site during this field assessment and are 
frequently observed there on an annual basis by PNL staff. The open habitat of this 
alfalfa field provides nesting and foraging habitat for this species. EMSL site 
development would preclude this species from nesting and foraging in this habitat. 

No other plant or animal species protected under the Endangered Species Act, 
candidates for such protection, and species listed as threatened, endangered, 
candidate, sensitive, or monitor by the state of Washington were observed on the south 
site proposed for the EMSL. 

RELATIVE TRADEOFFS BETWEEN THE NORTH AND SOUTH SITES 

The south EMSL alternate site is agricultural land significantly altered from the native 
condition. As such, vegetation on the south site is floristically depauperate relative to 
the north alternative. Consequently, the south site provides limited use for shrubsteppe 
wildlife compared to the north site. In addition, the south site is cut regularly for hay, 
destroys any bird nests and young that may be present in the field. In contrast, the 
north site is relatively undisturbed and consists largely of structurally and floristically 
diverse native vegetation that currently supports and could potentially support a more 
diverse array of wildlife species. This is particularly true for species of concern on 
Hanford, many of which depend on sagebrush habitat for breeding/nesting/foraging. 
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CJ 
Due to its lesser current and potential value as wildlife habitat, we recommend that the 
south site b.e given first consideration as the new location for the EMSL. 

Sincerely, 

c~ 
C. A. Brandt, Ph.D. 
Senior Research Scientist 
Environmental Sciences Department 

CAB: jmb 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH A."\D WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

3704 Griffin Lane SE. Suite 102 
Olympia. Washington 98501-2192 

(206) 753-9440 FAX: (206) 753-9008 

June 17. 1994 

Charles A. Brandt. Ph.D 
Technical Grouo Leader 
Battelle-Pacif~c Northwest Laboratories 
Battelle Boulevard 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland. Washington 99352 

FWS Reference: l-3-94~SP-528 

Dear Mr. Brandt: 

This is in response to your letter dated April 25. 1994. and received in this 
office on· May 2. Enclosed is a 1 i st of 1 i sted threatened and endangered
species. and candidate species (Attachment A). that may be present within the 
area of the proposed Hanford Site Research Facility Construction project near 
Richland in Benton County. Washington. The list fulfills the requirements of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under Section 7(c) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973. as amended (Act). We have also enclosed a copy of the' 
requirements for Department of Energy (DOE) compliance under the Act 
(Attachment 8) . 

Should the biological assessment determine that a listed species is likely to 
be affected (adversely or beneficially) by the project. the DOE should request
Sectio:1 7 consultation through this office. If the biological assessment 
determines that the proposed action is "not 1 i ke1 y to adverse 1 y affect" a 
listed species. the DOE should request Service concurrence with that 
determination through the informal consultation process. Even if the 
biological assessment shows a "no effect" situation. we would appreciate
receiving a copy for our information. 

Candidate species are included simply as advance notice to federal agencies of 
species which may be proposed and listed in the future. However. protection
provided to candidate species now may preclude possible listing in the future. 
If early evaluation of your project indicates that it is likely to adversely
impact a candidate species. the DOE may wish to request technical assistance 

· from this office. 



h acdi ti en. pl ease be advised that federal and state regulations may require (.·_··_-~)
permits in areas 1vhere wetlands are ident"ified. You should contact the . _ 
Seattle District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for federal permit
requirements and the Washington State Department of Ecology for state permit
requirements. 

Your interest in endangered species is appreciated. If you have additional 
questions regarding your responsibilities under the Act. please contact 
Jim Michaels or Jodi Bush of this office at the letterhead phone/address. 

Sincerely, 

/ 

· David C. Frederick 
State Supervisor 

jb/ac
SE/DOE/1-3-94-SP-528/Benton
Enclosures 

c: WDFW. Yakima 
WNHP. Olympia
Liz Block. Moses Lake 
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ATTACHMENT A 

LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND 
CANDIDATE SPECIES WHICH MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE PROPOSED 

HANFORD SITE RESEARCH FACILITY NEAR RICHLAND 
IN BENTON COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

(TlON R28E S14) 

FWS REFERENCE: 1-3-94-SP-528 

LISTED 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) - winter·ing bald eagles may occur in the 
vicinity of the project from about October 3i through March 31. 

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) - spring and fall migrant falcons may 
occur in the vicinity of the project. 

Major concerns that should be addressed in your biological assessment of 
project impacts to bald eagles and peregrine falc~ns are: 

l. Level of use of the project area by eagles and falcons. 

2. Effect of the project on eagles· and falcons· primary food stocks. ptey
species. and foraging areas in all areas influenced by the project.c~) 

3. Impacts from project construction and implementation (e.g .. increased 
noise levels. increased human activ•ity and/or access. loss or 
degradation of habitat) which may result in disturbance to eagles and 
falcons and/or their avoidance of the project area. 

PROPOSED 

None 

CANDIDATE 

The following candidate species may occur in the vicinity of the project: 

Black tern (Chlidonias niger)
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)
California floater (mussel) (Anodonta californiensis (Lea. 1852))
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)
Mountain quail (Oreortyx pictus)
Western sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus phaios) 

3 



ATTACHMENT B 

FEDERAL AGENCIES' RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTIONS 7(a) AND 7(c)
OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973. AS AMENDED 

• SECTION 7(a) - Consultation/Conference 

Requires: 1. Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out 
programs to conserve endangered and threatened species: 

2. Consultation with FWS when a federal action may affect a 
listed endangered or threatened species to ensure that any
action authorized. funded. or carried out by a federal agency
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification 
of critical babitat. The process is initiated by the federal 
agency after it has determined if its action may affect 
(adversely or beneficially) a listed species: and 

3. Conference with FWS when a federal action is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species or 
result in destruction or an adverse modification of proposed
critical habitat. 

SECTION 7(c) - Biological Assessment for Construction Projects* 

Requires federal agencies or their designees to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for 
construction projects only .. The purpose of the BA is to identify any proposed and/or 
listed species which is/are likely to be affected by a construction project. The process (\ .• _-)­
is initiated by a federal agency in requesting a list of proposed and listed threatened. __ 
and endangered species (list attached). The BA should be completed within 180 days after 
its initiation (or within such a time period as is mutually agreeable). If the BA is not 
initiated within 90 days of receipt of the species list. please verify the accuracy of the 
list with our Service. No irreversible commitment of resources is to be made during the 
BA process which would result in violation of the requirements under Section 7(a) of the 
Act. Planning. design, and administrative actions may be taken: however, no construction 
may begin. 

To complete the BA. your agency or its designee should: (1) conduct an on-site inspection
of the area to be affected by the proposal. which may include a detailed survey of the 
area to determine if the species is present and whether suitable habitat exists for either 
expanding the existing population or potential reintroduction of the species: (2) review 
literature and scientific data to determine species distribution. habitat needs. and other 
biological requirements: (3) interview experts including those within the FWS. National 
Marine Fisheries Service. state conservation department, universities. and others who may
have data not yet published in scientific literature: (4) review and analyze the effects 
of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and_ popula~ions. ~ncluding
consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and ,ts habitat: (5)
analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures: and (6) prepare a 
report documenting the results. including a discuss.; on of study methods used. any problems
encountered. and other relevant information. Upon completion. the report should be 
forwarded to our Endangered Species Division. 3704 Griffin Lane SE. Suite 102. Olympia. WA 
98501-2192. 

,.. "Construction proJect" means any maJor tedera I action _which s~gn, ~,cant ly attec~s the 
quality of the human environment (requiring an EIS). designed pri~ar,ly to resul_t 1~ the CJ 
building or erection of human-made structures such_as dams. build1~gs. roads. pipelines.
channels. and the like. This includes federal action such as permits. grants. licenses. 
or other forms of federal authorization or approval which may result in construction. 
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APPENDIX C 

CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEYS 

This appendix contains the cultural resource survey reports concerning
the potential existence of historical or cultural resource areas at the 
proposed EMSL site. 



()Banene 
Pacific Northwest Laboratories 
Bartelle Boule\·ard 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, Washington 99352 
Telephone (509) 373.2894 

May 5, 1994 

Mr. Char1es Pasternak 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 550/A7-27 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Pasternak: 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR SCIENCES LABORATORY (EMSL) SURVEY REPORT 

The Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) has prepared a survey narrative for the EMSL 
project. Enclosed are three copies of the report. One copy of the report is for your submittal to the 
State Historic Preservation Officer, another copy is for your records, and the third copy is for your 
submittal to the appropriate Native American tribes. The HCRL is preparing a subsurface testing 
plan that will be submitted to you in the near future. 

Thank you for your continuing interest in and support of the Cultural Resources Management 
Program on the Hanford Site. 

Very truly yours, 

~~~-iJ~ 
P. R. Nickens 
Project Manager 
Cultural Resources Project 

mec 

Enclosures 

cc: R. E. Jaquish 
M. K. Wright 
G. McClure 
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A. NAME AND FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED UNDERTAKING: 

Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory - Site 6 
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE} has established a new mission for the Hanford Site that 
, includes the management and handling of stored waste, environmental restoration of inactive 
waste sites and excess facilities, research and development, and the development of new 
technologies. This mission includes bringing federal facilities into compliance with local, 
state, and federal laws and proposes site-wide cleanup by 2018 (Woodruff et al., 1993). 

The construction of a new Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL), is part of the 
DOE mission at the Hanford Site (Figure 1}. Ground breaking ceremonies for this new facility 
were held on April 8, 1994. The initial phases of earthwork for a laydown yard began on 
April 11, 1994. On April 12, 1994, human remains were encountered during grading 
activities. This discovery led to a shut down of all construction activities while officials from 
DOE-AL, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Nez Perce, Yakama 
Indian Nation, Wanapum, and Pacific Northwest Laboratories worked to resolve issues 
associated with the discovery. Included in the issue resolution was the selection of a new 
construction site for the EMSL facility. Two previously considered locations, EMSL Site 4 and (/) 
EMSL Site 6, were re-evaluated as possible candidates for placement of the EMSL facility. 
After consideration, EMSL Site 4 was discarded and EMSL Site 6 became the new selected site ' 
for the proposed Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory. 

Project activities for the Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory will include 
construction of the Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory, construction of access 
roads and parking lots, the placement of underground service utilities, and landscaping. 
Facilities construction may require the use of land west of the building as a ·Iaydown yard" for 
building component storage that will accommodate assemblage and staging activities (Figure 
2). 

B. LOCATION AND GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The Hanford Site includes approximately 1450 km2 ("" 560 mi2) and lies in the semiarid 
Pasco Basin of the Columbia Plateau in southeastern Washington State (Cushing 1992). 
Approximately 6 to 1o % of the site has been impacted for a variety of uses including waste 
storage and disposal. 

EMSL Site 6 is located approximately 4 km (2.5 miles) north of Richland, Washington and 
0.8 km (0.5 mile) west of the Columbia River. This location is currently in use as a 
cultivated field and is planted in alfalfa. The field is bordered to the north by the Horn Rapids 
Road, to the east by George Washington Way, to the south by Battelle's Regional Office Building 
complex and to the west by Stevens Boulevard. The perimeter of the field, except along the 
southern border, is lined with planted sycamore trees. 

·· The eolian morphology in this portion of the Hanford Site has been characterized as stabilized (\,_-_-,--)-
dunes. These stabilized dunes likely post-date Mazama ash (ca. 6700 to 6800 yr B. P.) _ 
(Gaylord et al., 1991 :31 ). The EMSL Site 6 is part of a "southern concentration of stabilized 
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dunes occurs along an irregular northeast-trending, 4 to 12 km wide tract centered on the 
Yakima River 'horn' and extending to the Columbia River from south of WPPS to 
approximately the 3000 Area "(Gaylord et al., 1991 :15). 

Long-billed curlews (Numenius americanus) are known to nest in the immediate area of EMSL 
Site 6. Recent ecological surveys have recorded the presence of white-crowned sparrows 
(Zonotrichia leucophrys) and western meadowlarks (Sturnella neglects) (Brandt 1994). 
During this survey, Canada geese, a crow, curlews, gulls, a horned swallow, chukkars, and 
English sparrows were observed. Wildlife known to inhabit the general area inc::lude deer 
(Odoceoileus hemionus), coyote (Canis latrans), and rabbits but no evidence of their presence 
was observed in the alfalfa field at the time of the survey. 

In general, the field is surrounded to. the east and south by office buildings, landscaped lawn, 
and parking areas. To the north and northwest, expanses of primarily undisturbed land 
provide an opportunity to hypothesize what the field may have looked like prior to farming 
activities and impacts from Camp Hanford. It is likely that prior to historic impacts, the field 
would have had greater geomorphologic relief, e.g., stabilized dunes and a big 
sagebrush/Sandberg's bluegrass (Artemisia tridentata I Poa sandbergil) plant community. 

USGS topographic map(s): Richland, Washington, 7.5 Minute (1978) 

Legal description: T. 10 N., R. 28 E., NW 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of Section 14 
T. 10 N., R. 28 E., N 1/2 of the SW 1/4 of Section 14 

UTM Coordinates for Surveyed Area (See Figure 4). 

Point A: Zone 11, 5135360 mN., 324390 mE. 
Point B: Zone 11, 5135330 mN., 324910 mE. 
Point C: Zone 11, 5134920 mN., 324910 mE. 
Point D: Zone 11, 5134930 mN., 324840 mE. 
Point E: Zone 11, 5134850 mN., 324820 mE. 
Point F: Zone 11, 5134850 mN., 324390 mE. 

C. PRE-FIELD RESEARCH 
1. Sources of information checked: [X] Survey and Site Maps [X] GLO Plats 
[X] Other - Project Files 

Previous archaeological survey efforts have bee·n completed in the area of EMSL Site 6. 
The results of these efforts indicate that the general area surrounding the field has been 
in use prehistorically (Thoms 1983, Rice 1980) and ethnographically (Relander 
1986, Trafzer and Scheuerman 1986, Krieger 1928). Relander (1986) states that 
"From the foot of Priest Rapids, downstream to the mouth of the Snake River•••that ... 
[the] Wanapums had fifteen villages, the largest being Towmowtowee {Richlandt. 
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Historic use of the area includes homesteading and farming activities (Cadoret 1994 in 
progress). 

One recent archaeological survey effort (Gard 1990) included placement of 
approximately 90 shovel probes in the alfalfa field immediately north of Battelle's 
Regional Office Building. The depths of these probes to Pleistocene gravels ranged from 
1O cm in the eastern portion of the surveyed area to 50 cm in the western portion of the 
surveyed area. There were no buried cultural deposits encountered in any of the shovel 
probes. 

The G. L. 0. Plat for T. 1ON., R. 28 E., surveyed on September 15, 1864, shows a trail 
along both banks of the Columbia River (Figure 3). There are no other features shown 
on this township. Trails recorded in the course of Government Land Office surveys were 
often "Indian Trails" or pedestrian highways connecting important aboriginal 
fishing/hunting and meeting locations. 

Evidence of Camp Hanford (ca. 1950 to 1960's) is visible in aerial photographs. This 
large trailer camp was built to house families of General Electric and Atomic 
Commission employees during the early days of the Hanford Site. Most of the physical 
evidence of Camp Hanford has been removed but street locations and perhaps trailer 
spaces are still apparent in the alfalfa field. 

2. Summary of previous studies in this general area, similar terrain: 

Previous studies conducted in this general area have resulted in a predominantly historic 
record of use and habitation. 

Report No/JUie Qis1aace£Qicec1i1:2 □ Resuus 
88-1100-002/1100 Fence Installations 1.0 km/NW HT88-030 

89-300-026/Horn Rapids Pipeline 0.5 km/W 45BN104 

8 9-300-023/Molecular Science Research Center Adjacent/N HT89-016 
HT89-017 

89-300-027/HEHF Facility Adjacent/N Negative 

90-300-025/New Site Molecular Research Same Area Negative 
Science Lab 

Adjacent/W Negative90-600-012/Fiber Optics Line 

91-300-024/DOE Preferred Site #2 1.0 km/NE HT91-071 
HT91-072 

( ._) 
\_ 
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92-1100-001/North Richland Substation Adjacent/W Negative 

93-300-063/L-186, Hanford Site Entry Adjacent/N HT94-001 
Control Center HT94-002 

HT94-003 
94-300-008/300 Area South Office Building Adjacent/N Hl94-015 

HT94-004 
HT94-018 
HT94-017 

D. EXPECTED HISTORIC AND PREHISTORIC LAND USE AND SITE SENSITIVITY 
1. Are there known sites in the general area? [X] Yes [ ] No 
2. Are sites expected? [X] Yes (Where?) [] No (Why?) Explain below: 

Twelve known historic and prehistoric sites and one prehistoric isolate are located 
within 2 km of EMSL Site 6; ten are historic sites, HTSS-030, HT89-016, HT89-
017, H3-26, HT94-001, HT94-002, HT94-003, HT-94-004, HT94-017, HT94-
018, two are prehistoric sites, 458N104 and HT91-072, and one is a prehistoric 
isolate, Hl94-015. Nine of these sites are located north of EMSL Site 6 (Figure 4). 

Historic and prehistoric sites impacted by farming activities and field leveling were 
expected to be encountered on EMSL Site 6. 

E. FIELD METHODS 
1. Areas examined and type of coverage : 

The EMSL Site 6 was surveyed by N. Cadoret, M. Dawson and M. Wright on April 25, 
1994. Surveyors walked in 20 meter parallel intervals across the alfalfa field in an 
east/west direction, following field furrows (Figure 5). 

2. Areas not examined and reasons why: 
All of the alfalfa field (EMSL Site 6) was surveyed during this field effort. 

3. Personnel conducting and assisting in this survey: N. Cadoret, M. Dawson and M. 
Wright 

4. Date(s) of survey: April 25, 1993 

5. Visibility on surface (%): Surface visibility ranged from zero visibility where plant 
growth was dense to 95 percent visibility in the dune area in the northwest corner of the 
field (Figure 3). Approximately 18 percent of the field fell into the low surface 
visibility range, i.e., o to 30 percent surface visibility, approximately 26 percent of 
the field fell into the 30 to 70 percent surface visibility range, with the remaining 56 
percent of the field falling into the 70 to 95 percent surface visibility range. 
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Figure 4. Known historic and prehistoric sites and isolates north of Environmental Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory Site 6. 
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Visibility of subsurface (%): Estimate:<10% Afforded by plowing, disking, and previous 
ground disturbing activities. 

6. Problems encountered: There were no problems encountered during this survey other 
than variation in ground surface visibility due to alfalfa growth. A light rainstorm 
developed during the last 1.5 hours of the survey. 

F. RESULTS 

Although surface visibility was variable throughout the field, surveyors noted an intermittent 
fragment scatter of concrete, asphalt, brick, red ceramic (irrigation/sewer pipe?), and an 
occasional piece of brown bottle glass. These fragments were consistently found in the east 
half and northwest quarter or dune area of the field. Asphalt, concrete and brick fragments 
found in the east half of the field were often in association with expanses of stunted plant 
growth that likely represent extinct streets, sidewalks, and trailer spaces from Camp 
Hanford. Concrete fragments found in the northwest quarter (dune area) of the field are 
likely to represent that segment of an irrigation canal that once passed through this portion of 
the field. 

Nine bone fragments were encountered during the survey. One 4mm long bone with an 
articular surface (wall approximately 1 mm thick) was noted at the edge of the field in the 
northeast corner of the field. Two similar bone fragments (both shaft fragments), with thin 
walls (1 mm), were noted in the dune area (northwest quarter) of the field. A small 
concentration (qiameter of .2 meters) of bone from a larger mammal was also encountered in 
the dune area.· The bone fragments are likely horse (Equus, spp.). The measurable fragments 
are fairly consistent in size; 4.0 mm x 4.0 mm, 6 mm x 3 mm, and 3.5 mm x 3.5 mm. One 
fragment in the concentration is that of a tooth; 2.7 mm x 5.5 mm. 

1. All cultural resources recorded for this area (key to map): [X]None 
There were no historic properties encountered or recorded during the course of this 
survey. 

2. Cultural resources noted but not formally recorded (key to map): 
In addition to the fauna! remains discussed above, two shotgun shell cartridges were noted 
in the northwest corner or dune area of the field. 

Repository (for all original survey records, photos, maps, and artifacts): 
All original records, maps, etc. are stored at the Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory 
located in Sigma IV, Richland, Washington. 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

·· The construction of a new Environmental Molecular Sciences Building at Site 6 will not affect 
any known historic properties encountered during the course of field survey. Although 
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of the new Environmental Molecular Sciences Building, the_se remnants have no integrity and 
are not yet 50 years of age. 

Several unresolved questions remain for proposed activities in the northwest quarter of the 
field where remnants of a dune and exposed "horse" bone fragments are located. Dunes are also 
known to have been selected as human burial sites on the Hanford Site. The presence of 
"horse" bones in the dune area of the field has heightened the concern of some Native 
Americans that the segment of the dune included in Site 6 may contain human remains. 
Given these indications, it is recommended that the northwest portion of the alfalfa field be 
avoided by all construction activities including the laydown yard and any utility· corridors. If 
avoidance of this area is not possible, then remote sensing techniques may provide a 
significant level of- confidence that buried human remains are either present or absent in the 
dune area. Current project plans include geophysical borehole testing within the "footprint" 
of the new laboratory and remote sensing tests for the dune area and perhaps the entire field. 
The results of these tests will further define the physical extent of construction impacts 
associated with the Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory. 

In suni, the proposed construction of the new Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory .(/_-_-) 
will not impact any known historic properties. It is recommended that the northwest portion _ 
of the field be avoided by construction activities and that if avoidance of this area is not 
possible, that non-intrusive remote sensing techniques be used in the dune area to provide a 
high level of confidence that buried human or other remains are not inadvertently impacted. 
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ABSTRACT 

Construction of the Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMLS) north of Richland, 
Washington will provide facilities for the fundamental scientific understanding needed for the U.S. 
Department of Energy to successfully carry out its energy research and environmental missions. 
A cultural resource investigation was conducted to determine the presence or absence of cultural 
resources and buried human remains at EMSL Site 6, the selected location for the new EMSL 
complex. Following completion of a baseline field survey, subsurface excavation, soil depth 
probes, soil conductivity, and ground penetrating radar tests, it has been determined that 
construction of EMSL will not adversely effect any cultural resources that are eligible or potentially 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 



INTRODUCTIO~i 
This narrative re;:,: c-:s c :1 resu::s c,f '.unher characterization of the proposea Environmental 
Molecular Scienc:s Labc•ratcy ,EtliSL) construction site ,Site 6). following the systematic sur-.ey 
of lhe pro1ect area, ;;right i 994) and development of a subsurtace tes1ing plan. The testing 
objectives were :;-,~ee1old: io ensure that geophysical borehole testing would not inadvenemly 
impact buried cunt.:ral depcs1:s. to determine the depth of soil'sediment to gravel substrates. and 
to identity subsu;;ace anomalies recorded during remote sensing tests. These actions were 
expected 10 inc~:ase ,:::,;-;!idei.ce :e\.:e:s !hat COiiStiuC~ion activities at E~v~SL Site 6 ·,·w·ould net 
inadvenently impact buried cultural deposits or human remains. 

The stepped app:cach included subsurtace testing. soil depth probes. and remoh? sensing of 
selected locations. The tests completed during this phase of investigation included 1) excavation 
of 1 m x 1 m test ;::::!s p~icr tc geophysical be re hole drilling 2) penetration of the surtace with sleel 
rods to determine soil depths and the depth of gravel deposits 3) the use of soil conductivity and 
ground penetrating radar remote sensing equipment to search for subsurtace anomalies. and 4) 
controlled excava:,cri 10 idem,fy st..:bsurtace anomalies located during the remote sensing 
process. 

BACKGROUND 
The Hanford S::e ::-,ciuc:::-s appro>.imately i~S0 i--m2 (- 560 mi2J and lies in the semiard Pasco 
Basin of the Colt,;ii:bia Plateau in southeastern Washington State (Cushing i 992). Approximately 
6 to 10 % of the s1:: has b:en impacted for a variety of uses including waste storage and disposal. 

The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) established a new mission for the Hanford Site that 
includes the management and handling of stored waste, environmental restoration of inactive 
waste sites and excess facilities, research and development, and the development of new 
technologies. This mission includes bringing federal facilities into compliance with local, state, 
and federal laws and proposes site-wide cleanup by ?018 (Woodruff et al., 1993). 

The construction of a new EMSL is pan oi the DOE-AL mission at the Hanford Site (Figure 1). 
Ground breaking ceremonies for this new facility were held on April 8, 1994. The initial phases of 
earthwork for a laydown yard began on April 11, 1994. On April 12, 1994, human remains were 
encountered during grading activities. This discovery led to a shut down of all construction 
activities while officials from DOE-RL, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, 
the Nez Perce, Yakama Indian Nation, Wa:iapum, and Pacific Northwest Laboratories (PNL) 
worked to resolve issues associated with the discovery. Included in the issue resolution was the 
selection of a new construction site for the EMSL facility. Two previously considered locations, 
EMSL Site 4 and EMSL Site 6, were re-evaluated as possible candidates 1or placement of the 
EMSL facility. After consideration, EMSL Site 4 was discarded and EMSL Site 6 became the new 
selected site. The new location. EMSL Site 6, is located approximately 4 km \2.5 miles) north of 
Richland, Washington and 0.8 km (0.5 mile) west of the Columbia River and is currently used to 
cultivate alfalfa. The field is bordered to the north by the Hom Rapids Road, to the east by George 
Washington Way, to the south by Battelle's Regional Office Building complex and to the west by 
Stevens Boulevard The perimeter of the field. except along the southern border. is lined with 
planted sycamore trees. 

Construction activities for the EMSL will include building the laboratory, the construction 61 access. 
roads and parking lots. the placement of underground service utilities, and landscaping. Facilities 
construction may require the use of land west Of the building as a "laydown yard" for building 
component storage that will accommodate assemblage and staging activities (Figure 2). 

The EMSL Site 6 location is currently in use as a farm field. Known past uses of this area are listed 
the Table 1. Elevations in the field range from 122 m absl (402 ft) in the northwest comer to a low 
of 118 m absl (390 ft) in the northeast corner. In the southern portion of the field, elevations 
range from a high of 120 m absl (396 ft) in the southwest corner to 119 m abs! (393 ft) in the 

·· southeast corner. Evidence of a northeast'southwest trending stabilized dune is apparent in the 
northwest corner of the field. 
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c\ 
DATEOFL~E TYPE OF .-\CTI\.ITY INDIVIDUAL GROUP 
Prchiston.:: In:erm11tent Subsistence Native Americans 
Ethnographic :o ~ 9.:3 lnterm,:tent Subsistence Wanapum Indians 
-1900-194.3 F arming:ranching Euroamericans 
194 i through l '.J:' :- Habitation Nonh Richland Construction Camp 

managed by 
General Electric Co;-;ipany 
1951-1961 \1il11:.ir:, Camp Hanford 
1962 throu~h l '1 1.,:-

1964 • 
Demolition 
Deed Grarned 

Camp H:mford 
Atomic Energy Commission deeded 

10 · City of Richland 
1965 Deed Gr:intcd City of Richland deeded.to Battelle 
196i through I ~L't' Fanning Mr. Max Hughes 
19i.3 thrOu!.!h l ~-- F:mnin!.! Mrs. 0. J. Marcum 
1978 through l %ti Fanning Mr. William R. Petr,eram 

Previous Arch2-"QloqicaI Studies 
Several studies :-egarding past uses of EMSL Site 6 have been completed. The results of these 
effons indicate that the general area surrounding the field has been in use prehistorically {Thoms 

.1983, Rice 1980). ethnographically (Relander 1986, Tratzer and Scheuerman 1986. Krieger 
1928), and historically (Cadoret 1994). Relander (1986) states that "From the foot of Priest 
Rapids, downstream 10 the mouth of the Snake River ... tha1 ... [the] Wanapums had fifteen 
villages, the largest being Towmowtowee (Richland)". Historic use of the area includes 
homesteading and farming activities. 

Previous work in the project area (Gard 1990) included the excavation of approximately 90 shovel 
probes within an area measuring 600 m in width by 200 m in length (Figure 2). The depths of 
these probes ranged from 1 0 cm in the eastern portion of the surveyed area to 50 cm in the 
western portion of the surveyed area. There were no buried cultural deposits reported in any of 
the shovel probes. 

Morgan (1981) cautioned that construction activities at the corner of Horn Rapids and Stevens 
Drive should be monitored because the "sand dune area located on the northeast side of 
Stevens Drive may contain buried archaeological material" and that "although no archaeological 
materials were observed during the course of the present survey the potential for buried materials 
is present and shouid be considered" (Mo~gan 1981 ). 

Hic;toric Maps 
The G. L. 0. Plat for T. 10 N., R. 28 E., surveyed on September 15, 1864, shows a trail along both 
banks of the Columbia River. There are no other features shown on this township. Trails 
recorded in the course of Government Land Office surveys were often "Indian Trails" or 
pedestrian highways connecting important aboriginal fishing/hunting and meeting locations. 

The 19i 7 U. S. G. S. topographic quadrangle for Pasco, Washington shows no structures at the 
project site but an irrigation canal is located in the western section of the alfalta field (Figure 3). 

Aerial Photogra:;,hy 
An Agricultural Adjustment Administration photograph numbered C IH-204-100 and dated 6-25-
39 pictures the southern pan of EMSL Site 6 as agricultural fields while the northern part 
appeared to be rangeland {Figure 2). No structures were located within the construction area. 
The irrigation canal is shown in the western po_rtion of the alfalfa field. 

Aerial photograph GS-XB, 2-22 dated 5-24-48 shows the Nonh Richland Construction Camp··.· ~ under construction. One road cuts across the irrigation canal in the western portion of the alfalfa 
) field (Figure 2). 
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Figure 3. 1917 edition of the Pasco, Washington, U.S. G. S. 15 minute topographic quadrangle 
map. 
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FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 
The background research conducted ior lhis project area provided an im;:,or.ant directive 
framewor'rc for !he ;ield inves1iga1ions that followed including field survey. borehole testing. depth 
probes, and remcie sensing. 

Survey 
The EMSL Site 6 ,•.as surveyed by PNL archaeologists on April 25. 1994. in accordance wiih 
Section 106 ct ~;1e t·.a!ic;1al Hislcric Preservation Act. A!:hough surtace visibi!:ty was variab!e 
throughout the fieid. surveyors noted an intermittent fragment scatter of co;1crete, asphalt. brick, 
red ceramic ;:rri;:::ic:-: sewer ;:,i;:,e). a;1d an occasior.al piece of brown bc:-tle glass. These 
fragments were ccnsistently found in the east half and nonhwest quarter or dune area of the field. 
Asphalt, concre1e and brick fragments found in the east half of the fieid were often in association 
with expanses cf S'.L.::iied plant grov,1h that likely represent extinct streets, sidewalks. and trailer 
spaces from Camp r.anford. Concrete fragments found in the northwest quarter (dune area) of 
the field were lh-ou;;:-11 to be remr.ants of an irrigation canal that once passed through this portion 
of the field. 

Nine bone fragments were encountered during the survey. One 4 cm long bone wilh an articular 
surface (wall apprcximately 1 mm thick) was noted at the edge of the field in the northeast corner 
of the field. Two similar bone fragments (both Shatt fragments), with thin walls (1 mm), were noted 
in the dune area (northwest quarter) of the field. A small concentration (diameter of 2 meters) of 
bone from a larger mammal was also encountered in the dune area. The bone fragments are likely 
horse (Equus, spp.). The measurable fragments are fairly consistent in size; 4.0 cm x 4.0 cm, 6 
cm x 3 cm, and 3.5 c:n x 3.5 cm. One fragment in the concentration is a tooth measuring 2.7 cm x 
5.5cm. 

The presence of fauna I material, some fragments of which are tentatively identified as Equus, spp. 
(horse). and the discovery of human remains in a stabilized dune at the original EMSL 
construction site heightened the concern of some Native Americans and others that human 
remains could be present in the nonhwest quarter of the alfalfa field. In sum, survey results 
identified the need for additional testing of subsurface deposits prior to construction of the EMSL 
facility and complex. 

Geophysical Borehole Test ExcavaJions 
Plans for geophysical testing to determine the suitability of substrata to support the weight of the 
proposed EMSL structure were initiated early in May, 1994. Eight boreholes. located in the east 
half of the alfalfa field (Figure 4), within the "footprint" of the building, were established to 
investigate subsurface stratigraphy._ In an effort to ensure that the drilling operations would not 
inadvertently impact unknown buried cultural deposits, eight 1 m x 1 m test units were excavated to 
gravels prior to drilling operations at each geophysical borehole location. Standard archaeological 
excavation techniques were used throughout the testing process. The matrix was removed with 
flat-nosed shovels in , ocm arbitrary levels and screened through 1/8 inch wire _mesh. Items 
recovered durin; th:s process were bagged and labeled in the field, then transported to HCRL 
offices. 

All of the test units we,e shallow, extending to a maximum depth 0135 c;;i at B-3 (Figure 5). The 
top of a gravel substrate was encountered in all test units at depths ranging 1rom 16 to 35 cm 
below surface. Recent historic debris including concrete, asphalt, nails. glass. ceramic pipe, and 
metal fragments were present in all units except for test unit at B-7 which contained no cultural 
material. 

(J 
s 

https://occasior.al


. ' IC"":; I..__, 

= :::: 

Figure 4. Topographic contour map of EMSL Site 6 showing geophysical boreholes, soil probe 
.. transects and GPA anomaly test unit locations. 
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E-3 
Recent his::ric ceb:is in :his :es: ~:-:it i:icluced 
a faoric: fragment, :-..is:ed me:al !ra;men:s, a 
c::icer, one ceramic ;:,I;:,e fragment, on~ iig!it 
green glass fragment. and three conc:e1e 
lragments. The test unn was aoanooneo at 
27•35 cm beiow surface. 

S-4 
Recent historic debris in this test unit included five 
cinders, one fragment of unknown ma:erial. and 
three glass iragments. The test unit was abandoned 

at:er a hard sand/cobble matrix was enc:::iuntered from 

i0-19 cm below surface. 

8-5 
Eight large c:::ibbles (iS • 20 cm) were in 1he 
matrix . Historic deoris in the tes1 unit included 
one cinder. one conc:ete tracment, one metal 
t:agment anc one :ed ceram;c :noe f:agment. 
7he tes: wnr: was a::a~c=~ec a! 20•2:.: =~ Oeiow 
sur.ace. 

B-6 
Recent historic debris in this test unit inciuded 
a !abric !:agme~~- ~aiis. ;iass i,ag!"'le,,:s. a cera~ic 
fragment, metaI fragmems. a c::o:ic:ete fragment. 
one cigarette fiher, 1hree fragments of an 
undetennined material. and one eanhenware 
fragment. The :es: untt was a=ancened 
after gravel and cebbles were encountered at 
30 cm beiow surface. 

Figure 5. Schematic stratigraphic profiles and summary of ·findings of borehole test units. 
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Pon,ons cl El.ISL S :e 6 ,•;:11ch ~.ad :.Cl been previously tested were probed with s1e-21 reds to 
define areas with aeep d-::p0s1ts of fine s-2dimen1s for funher inves1igat1on w11h ground 
penetrat,r,g racar, G?R) 

Probing was accoi77plished w11h narrow s1eel rods pounded into the ground to gravels or 10 the 
limrt of the rod. Probes were placeo every 1011 along 5 transects (Figure 4). Depth to gravels 
ranoed lroi77 i Oc;-;. to oreater than i 00 cm. Results are summarized in Fioure 6. In the northeac:t 
comer of the project area depth to gravel was generally shallow, less than-45 cm ( 18 inches). -
Isolated p:,ckets of deeper sediments were identified along transects A and 8. More extensive 
areas of deep sed:;-r;e~1 v,ere identilied aiong transects D and E. These areas were planned for 
examination by G?R eqc.Jipment. 

Soil CoMuct,v,tv Tec:1s 
Soil conduc1ivi1v tests were used 10 detect subsurtace anomalies in the nonheast corner of the 
alfalfa field ,Fig~re 7;. This lcca:_ion was selected because it was within the construction zone for 
the EMSL compiex and there was more potential soil depth in the nonhern ponion of EMSL Site 6 
than in :he southern portion (Gard i990). Soil conductivity meters project an electro-magnetic 
field into the cro:.;nd irc:-n the ends cf an internal antenna. The me:er records resista .. ce to the 
magnetic l:e1E a:"',d ::-,e dep:h at which the resistance occurs. Jim Bell, uiider contract w;th Ba:tel:e. 
pertormed the remote sensing using a Geonics EM-38 Soil Conductivity Meter. Readings were 
taken every 5 feet along 200 foot transects spaced at 5 foot intervals. These readings were 
logged and mapped to produce a map of subsurface anomalies. 

Several anomalies were identified during this process, most were small, less than 5 feet in 
diameter, and aligned in a nonh/south trend,. Several were larger, 10 ft in dia.meter or 2 ft by 10 ft 
in length. One large anomaly measuring approximately 40 ft by 40 ft with long linear extensions 
was recorded in the west half of the grid. This anomaly appeared to be similar in shape to a 
basement or septic system with narrow trenches for buried pipelines. Other linear anomalies were 
aligned with existing waier hydrants and an old sign identifying a buried water line. 

Ground PeneiraJinq Radar ,.,.c:1s 
Ground penetrating radar equipment was used at selected locations where 1) soil conductivity 
tests showed anomalies. 2) where soil probes indicated that the soil layer was greater than 0.5 m 
p.6 ft) in depth, and 3) where surface indictors, e.g., horse bones, suggested the potential for 
buried cunural materials or human remains. 

A total of five locations (Figure 7), were surveyed using a SIR-3 GPR system with a 500 mHz 
antenna. Rajar penetrated to an approximate depth of 6 f1 below the surtace of each continuous 
linear transect. Transect were spaced at a 5 foot intervals. All of the readings were recorded: most 

. of the transects were recorded on paper printouts, a few were videotaped. 
Several anomalies were located and identified during GPR testing including linear anomalies that 
correlated with exposed pipelines in the northeast corner of the alfalfa field and with a known 
irrigation canal in the northwest corner of the alfalfa field. The correlation of anomalies in the 
northeast corner of the alfal1a field with identifiable objects, i.e., pipes and Camp Hanford 
construction eliminated them from further subsurtace testing. The GPR printout also clarified the 
relationship between faunal remains and the horse tooth noted during survey investigations and 
the irrigation canal. The canal and faunal material were found to be in direct association, and were 
therefore probably contemporaneous. These associations eliminated ihe "horse bone" area from 
further subsurface testing. Other anomalies located in the dune area at location GPR-5 could not 
be associated with any known historic disturbances. As a result, these anomalies located during 
GPR testing in the dune area were staked to receive subsurtace testing, e.g., test unit excavation. 
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Tec:t t;:-'•e 
Six test units ,•,e~e :::.;g at loca:1ons ·,•,:-,ere anomalies had been 1den11lied during GPR 
investigations. Test un;ts measLmng 1 m2 and were dug to 90 cm (3 tt). the lower limit cf the 
anomalies. Four stra1a could be defined in all six test units.,) an upper piow zone measuring 
approximately i 7 c:-n (7 inches) lhick underlain by 2) poorly sorted eolian silty sand about 45 cm 
(18 inches),thick un,jerlain by 3) moderately. sorted slightly silty eolian or fluv1al oriain measuring 
about 25 cm ( 10 inches) thick underlain by 4) moderately to well sorted slightly sil!y sand of eolian 
or fluvial origin. :·~:, sec:mentary s::--.;ctures were identifiable in the strata, probably as a result of 

· bioturbation, thus making it ditticult to determine the origin (whether fluvial or eolian) of the s:rata. 
Stratigraphic pr:,fiies of Test Units 1 and 2 are illustrated on Figures~ and 9. Strata are described 
in Table 2. 

Krotovina. aniii,al burrows lilled in with sediment ditferer.t from the surrour.ding sediment, were 
common in Strata 2 and 3 between 45 cm (18 inches) and 80 cm (32 inches) deep. Figure 1n 
graphically summarizes the depth at which krotovina were noted in the walls of the test unns. 
Large krotovina. greater than 20 cm, were identified in four of the test uni:s. No other features 
were identified in the units which would account for the anomalies. 

Excavated ma:arials were screened through i :8 inch mesh ior cultural material. Three possible 
artifacts were ider.:::ied and collected; a possible pebble toe! in Test Un::.~ at 60 c.-., be!:,·, su;-:ace 
and two possible flakes, one in Test Unit 3 at 60-70 cm below suriace and the other in Test Unit 5 
at 35-40 cm below suriace. All possible artifacts were heavily abraded t:y the wind. 

( 

A 10 inch bucket auger was used at the base of each test unit to determine the depth to gravels. 
Depth to gravels ranged from 2.05 to 2.3 m below surface. 

RES ULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The investigation of EMSL Site 6 for the presence or absence of cultural deposits has been 
completed. These investigations involved field survey, subsurface excavation, soil conductivity 
tests, and the use of ground penetrating radar equipment at selected locations in an effort to 
search for areas that retained soil depths capable of containing buried cultural deposits. The initial 
phase of investigations, a background and literature review of readily available materials, revealed 
that EMSL Site 6 had been modified by numerous historic activities including the installation of an 
irrigation canal, farming activities, and the construction of Camp Hanford and!or North Richland 
Construction Camp . A field survey of Site 6 verified 1) the presence and later demolition of the 
irrigation canal and Camp Hanford and/or North Richland Construction Camp, 2) the presence of 
dunes in the northwest corner, and 3) the need for additional investigations including remote 
sensing and subsuriace tests. Additional investigations conducted at EMSL Site 6 included 
subsurface testing at geophysical borehole locations, remote sensing of selected areas for 
subsurface anoma!ies, and excavation of anomalies to determine their identity. 

This extensive testing program provided a high level of confidence that the construction of the 
EMSL complex as currently planned will not impact human remains or buried cultural materials that 
are eligible for listing on the National Register. It is recommended that the northwest corner of the 
alfalfa field be considered a potentially sensitive area because of the considerable depth of fine 
sediments in the northwest corner of the allalfa field (dune area with ele·.-ations above 396.0 11) 
which could not be fully investigated due to the limitations of current technology. 
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Table 2. Straugr.iphic Descriptions for Test L'nits 1-6. E~lSL Site(, 

Str:itum 1 Str.itum 2 Stratum ~ Str:Jtum -I 

Munsell Color 

dry 

.\1t!nsell nol.3tion 2.5Y5:4 2.5Y 5:4 2.5Y5.'2 2.5'1' 5. 2 

Color name light oli,·c brown light oli,·c brown grayish brown grayish brown 

wet 

.\fonsell nol.3tion 2.5Y'.i.'2 2.5Y3/2 2.5Y3/2 2.5)'~/2 

Color name ,·cry d:1rk grayish 
brown 

Yer\' dark cr;iy ish 
bro~rn - · 

,·cry dark grayish 
brown 

,·c~· dark grayish 
brown 

Re.1ction to Ill% HCI . . . . 

Sediment name silty s:ind silty sand slightly silty sand slight I~ silty s;111d 

Grain siz.e 
Range silt to \'Cry coarse 

sand 
silt to \'en· coarse 
sand.<< ·1% 
rounded pebbles 

silt to \'en· coarse 
sand.<< ·1% 
rounded pebbles 

silt to co:irsc s:md 

Dominant \'en· fine and 
medium sand 

medium sand fine to medium 
sand 

fine to medium 
sand 

Soning poorly soned poorly soned moderately soned modcraicly to well 
soned 

Friability very friable \'Cl')' friable very friable ve~• friable 

Structures massi\'e massi\·e massive massive 

Bioturbation root zone kroto,ina common kroto\'ina common none rccognii.cd 

Lower contact distinct.. wa,·y smooth. abrupt to 
gradational 

smooth. 
gradational 

not ,·isiblc 

Cultural material none none none none 

Comments Darker than other 
strata. plow wne 

"softer". less dense 
than stratum 3. 
eolian 

Beller soncd. less 
silt. more fine 
sand than stratum 
2. flu\'ial or 
eolian? 

slightly lighter 
color. flu,·ial'.1 
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,·\ Mr. Robert Whit1am 
\ 1State Historic Preservation Officer 
.- Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

Department of Community Development 
111 West Twenty-first Avenue, KL-11 
Olympia, WA 98504-5411 

Dear Mr. Whitlam: 

This letter will confirm my conv.ersation with David Hansen on April 12, 1994, 
and yourself on April 19, 1994, regarding the discovery of human skeletal 
remains within the proposed laydown area of the Environmental and Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) construction site on April 12 at approximately 
11:15 a.m. As stated, additional remains have also been located in the area 
designated for the building itself. The discoveries were made by members of 
the Hanford Cultural Resource Laboratory. On the same day, representatives 
from the Nez Perce, Yakama, Umatilla and Wanapum were attending an onsite 
meeting regarding the Hanford Cultural Resource Management Plan. The tribes 
were immediately notified regarding th~ discovery. We have enclosed a copy of 
the draft report from the archaeologist who was present at the time of th~ 
discovery; the report outlines the events aS'.:. the,¥.; Qt.C!ur.tej:i· on 'April l~t.h·~ . 

; . ... . ' ·• . ·' ' . ... ~ . 

Since the incident, there has been a 30 day stop .work. order issued in 
compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and Repjtriation Act. 
Currently, other locations are being considered for the relocation of this 
facility. 

We met with Tribal representatives on Wednesday, April 13 and again on 
April 20, 1994, and we are scheduled to meet on April 22, 1994 to discuss 
restoration of the site. We will keep your office informed a~·these meetings 
progress. In the interim, should you haveany questions ~r require additional 
information, please contact me at (509) 376-6354. · 

. 
Sincerely, 

Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
Cultural Resources·Program 

SIO:CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

Enclosure 

cc: R. H. Engelmann, WHC 
P. R. Nickens, PNL 
R. C. Phillips, PNL 
M. K. Wright, PNL 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF COMtv\UNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP,\,1ENT 
OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

117 .:?1st Avenue S.W. • P.O. Box .JBJ.:J • Olvmpia, Washington 98S04-83-13 • (206) 7:S3-.J011 • SCAN 13.:-:011 
May 2, 1994 

Mr. Charles R. Pasternak, Manager 
cultural Resources Program 
Richland Operations Office 
Department of Energy 
Post Office Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Pasternak: 

RECE?VED 

r.:_y 41994 

LA.NDLORD ANO FACILITIES 
MANAGEM£NT BR.A.NCH 

Thank you for your letter of April 21 regarding the discovery of human 
skeletal remains at the proposed EMSL construction site and the attached 
draft report by the archaeologist that was conducting the monitoring 
activities. 

We believe that this draft reoort needs substantial revision to detail and 
integrate this monito_ring report with the prior archaeoiogical survey and 
the monitoring plan that was developed for this ~pecific project. 

The report.. besides detailing the specific methods~·tha~ we~e employed and 
providing a detailed chronology of events as they Jmfolded also needs to 
have the accompanying maps and overlays as necess~y to identify the 
originally surveyed area, the areas identified as:requiring monitoring, and 
the location of the discovered resources. ···· - -,. ·,;.· :· 

Finally, this report should also conclude with a series of technical 
findings and recommendations regarding specific courses of action that are 
available for the .consulting parties to consider. 

Thank you again for keeping us informed and we look forward to future 
consultation on this project. Please feel free to contact me should you 
have any questions. •... 

Sincerely, 

Robert G. Whitlam·, - Ph. 0. 
State-Archaeologist 

(_)
RGW: lms 

0 



MAY 6 199~ 

Ms. Mary .M. Thompson
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Department of Community Development
111 West Twenty-first Avenue, KL-11 
Olympia, Washington 98504-5411 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

NO KNOWN HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

Enclosed are the results of the pedestrian survey recently completed at the 
new proposed site for the Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory by
the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL). As our April.
21, 1994, letter to your office, and subsequent telephone conversations with · 
your staff, have indicated, the discovery of Indian burials at the originally 
planned location has resulted in our relocating this facility. The new site, 
which is located to the southwest of the original site, is within the Richland 

C)city limits and is currently owned by Battelle Memorial Institute.. As the · 
· enclosed survey indicates, this site was previously disturbed by the presence
of Camp Hanford and, for the past twenty (20) years, has been utilized for 
farming. Battelle will be donating a portion of this site··to the Government. 
This action will also require an Environmental Assessment under. the National 
Environmental Policy Act which will also be forwarded:to your office for 
comment·. .( 

After consultation with the tribes it was decided that ,subsurface testing at 
this new location should be completed before constructi•ort.commences. We are 
currently in the process of drafting a subsurface testing,:1>:lan and 
coordinating this activity with the tribes for their involvement. A copy of 
the plan will be forwarded to your office as soon as it is completed. In the 
interim, and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, RL has made a good faith effort 
to identify historic properties at this proposed location and to evaluate the 
eligibility of these properties to the National Register of Historic Places 
(Register). A literature and records review and site survey have indicated 
that no historic properties eligible for the Register will be affected by this 
undertaking. · ·· -

If any archaeologi~al or additional historical resources are discovered during
project activities, work will be halted and your office consulted immediately. 
Therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(d), we are providing documentation 
supporting these findings to your office.

c~) -~--



MAY 5 1SS4 
Ms. Mary M. Thompson -2-

Your signature below will. acknowledge receipt of our notification. Please 
return a signed copy for our records. If you have any questions or are in 
need of additiona1 information, I can be contacted at (509) 376-6354. 

Sincerely, 

c~.~~~ 
Charles R. Pasternak, Manager 

SID: CRP Cultural Resources Program 

Office of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation 

Enclosure: HCRC #94-3000-002 

cc w/encl.: J. Van Pelt, CTUIR 

cc w/o encl.: P. Nickens, PNL 
M. Wright, PNL 
0. Harvey, PNL 
R. Phillips, PNL 
R. Engelmann, WHC 

(J 



MAY 1 0 1994 

Ms. Mary M. Thompson
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Department of Community Development
111 West Twenty-first Avenue, KL-11 
Olympia, Washington 98504-5411 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

SUBSURFACE TESTING PROPOSAL FOR THE REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL ANO MOLECULAR 
SCIENCES LABORATORY SITE 

As indicated in our May 6, 1994, correspondence, and as shared with David 
Hansen during his May 9, 1994, visit to Richland, the Department of Energy,
Richland Operations Office (RL) is submitting a subsurface testing proposal
for the revised location of the Environmental and Molecular Sciences 
Laboratory (EMSL). The tribes have been notified and they are planning to 
pa.rticipate during this phase of the project. A final report summarizing the , 
results of this investigation will be submitted to your office upon compietion
of these activities. 

c·)f you have any questions or are in need of additional information, I can be 
contacted at (509) 376-6354. 

Sincerely, 

Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
SIO:CRP Cultural Resources Program 

Enclosure: 
EMSL Subsurface Testing Proposal 

cc w/encl.: J. Van Pelt, CTUIR 

cc w/o encl.: P. Nickens, PNL 
M. Wright, PNL 
D. Harvey, PNL 
R. Phillips, PNL 
R. Engelmann, WHC 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF COM,'v1UNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPtv1ENT 
OFFICE OF-ARCHAEOLOGY ANO HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

711 11st Avenue S.W. • P.O. Box .J83~3 • Olympia, Washington 98S0.J-83~3 • (106) ;-5J • .J017 • SCAN 23.J-.JOH 

May, 20, 1994 

Mr. Charles Pasternak 
cultural Resources Program 
Depart:nent of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Post Office Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Pasternak: 

Thank you for contacting our office concerning the proposed 
subsurface testing proposal for the Environmental Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory - Site 6 at the Hanford site. 

We appreciate receiving a copy of the proposed plan and we are 
supportive of the tribes participation in the development and 
implementation of this plan. 

We look forward to learning of the results of your investigative 
efforts. 

Sincerely, 

~~r-==:::::::::-2::> 
Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D. 
State Archaeologist 

RGW:lsw 

cc: 
-·· 

Paul Nickens 
Jeff Van Pelt RECE:VED 

t.".AY 2 3 1994 

LANDLORD AND FAClLITlES 
MAMAGE..'1EN1 BRANCH 



() APPENDIX D 

CORRESPONDENCE WITH AFFECTED INDIAN NATIONS 

This appendix contains copies of correspondence between DOE and affected 
Indian Nations in 1994. 
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. TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

P.O. SOX 305 . • LAPWAI, IOAHO 83540 • (20S) S43-2253 

April 13, 1994 

To Whom it May Concern: 

The Nez Perce Tr:.be learned today that construction ac~ivity 
in the Richland, Washing-ton, area unearthed the ancient burial site 
of one adult and three children. We are very sor:y to hear of that 
disturbance. At the same t.:;.."Ile, we understand that the const=-uction 
ac~ivities ceased immediately upon the discovery of these burials 
and we sincerelv accreciate the efforts of all involved that will 
allow the proper reburial of these people. 

In this type of situation, there is frequently some question 
·.\about the t=ibal identity of the individuals and, consequently, who 

( should define or provide the reburial services. The location of 
· th.is site is within the traditional territories of the Umatilla and 

Wanapum Tribes. Accordingly, the Nez Perce T=ibe supports whatever 
decision is made by those tribes with regard to the reburial site 
and services. 

Again, our thanks to all involved who will help us lay these 
people back to rest. 
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::o-cas. !! t~ara a-, d..:.se:e-;ia.ncies i:1 r:i.y r-.c~tic:is h'.e..-e, p.l.ea.se ·a.c:.vise a.s ~~i.c.!c.ly 

C\l:a -poas·i::le. . 
/ . 

• -~c~~- S~~'C"Oaa. ·Wc=k si:=~~•9~ ia in -~~ec: ~er ~~a ertti:a ~ 
s~:e.- =~~ i:ciudss ~~e ac:-:-.:.a.l:. '="''>'~ cons-==-~~~=n site aa.wa.l.1 a. 
t=.e · c:ns-:--.:=::.:cn la.ye.own . a.raa.. ?he p A1r:.i.l l994 lei:::ar t21: 
cii.sc::-.:usses · '!cond:.::.on.a.l· sus"Can.s:i.cm . o'!. cn-si::e c::nst...-.:~:;on" 1-.s 
u::clea.: as ~:::i. wile:. sii:a ( s ):- .:.s ==~==ec. -:::i •. Wc:.lc a~ bac!I. · sites 
s.b.cu.ld =ca sa-:::=Ei?9ci :..::suan-c ~= ~.RA S 3 ( c:)., ~= 'tl'- S. C. S 3002 (d.·) ( i) • 

.of!.::.c.ia.l: nc~ica~i=n per .25 O';S.c. S JOC2(d.)°(1), f:om t.:ia .Dos·-t= 
.ca Zr.i:i:..qencus_· Ha:i:i.:::lns, s:10\ild be.-;::, -:.::a gcv-e.r:u.:c; cc::c;,!a& 0f -:!ici,e 
Na.-c.::.c::::.3 a.nd .shoi:l:i_ car::y nac.::.ca· as -to bo'1:!1 s.i~as. :t:ld.:i:qa110tU1 paopJ.a 
at: -::!le. J.J A;iril c:::ir.&::-.:c:-::..:::n ~i--:e meec::::c; :'!!q,J.a&-:sd -:.::.a.1: t:!le "si.ta" 
a:11a. ~e ex;:anciaci ~= i..-:cluc:e :l:e en:'"..:...-e,:,--1 0: a.:ea. ! b:a.,-e 0u1:l.ined. en 
t:.:e. e.a.clo_&ed c:::i-py ct t:e =~ora.ry c=na~-.ic-=:.on Si-ca ?.l.a.a. • 

. ■ se·c-.:::0:.."!•1~ · Several :~est.s w&ira · _cu.de l:y Na:t::.~a ?IC~a• 
c:::nc._-:li:q sec-.u:.:'"=f~. -:~a ~.-·i :3td.l, 2.5 U.s.c•. S 3.C0:Z(d1"{1), 

·re~•• ~a'C t:~ DOZ make a. ••:euc~le· u~o:-: ::::i 'Dro~ec:: t:.!la .!.:sea 
cil.scovca:aci. • We . c::n:i:n::-.:a t!:a ~ai:.~-:=::-1 sn:=tec:d.c:m. p.-:,vi&icn -:= 
·:.:iciu.da phy:s.i.cal a~c::-.:r:i.ty a.qa..i.:n:n: ~ van.dali.11m a.ncl., Jl&"l:"..u:11 :!===----•· 
Na-::.•.re ::,aO:)le· -~ .t,:a ::ia&l::.."lg ·:aquas-cad t:!l.ree t!:1.ings: ':.ba.~ a.n cm-si.:=i 
sac::-.J::~.;:y s.i:.a::.:.c:n • l:ie estlll:l~bed .d.u=-inq. ::::ie · pe:cd.a.cr.~ c~ ~ct!i t.:ie 
:aa-cora::::.cn p:cj~c: and e:ie deci.!!icna.l ::,rec:a&li ~= the Dls:t. 
c:ons=-~~:.c::. site; t.!la.-c :-:.=.a ~d.lil - t:e Sw:=ar:i.n• ltaac~== Dispoaa.l 
Read and · t!:l.a t=~ver:1• blaka -::ia:t..:i ce · :l·cc.Jcad. oe aa e&e::.. 
11a:ssaqawa.y en.t::a.-s · .!.:::o 1::ia c;eneral %MS:.. ccmat..-uc::::ic: araa; and t.'i&-: 
~ wata.r e._-uck· ~ly bcsa dcwn ~he si.te ta p........,.an-: wi.=d -==s.icu 
and rq:osu_-s ct. :ha ~ r-ma ins. 14:: -~ im?=--an:c thai::. :ha w~1:a:­
t--uc:lc noi:· dl::::i..,. crd:c t."ia ait• :bV1: wse· be••• .to :aa.c;!i -the a:t~•~--d 
a,_..._as.. · J:t a.lac· ia ·~ad: t!i&t t.:a wa.ta::-deli'"l'9:Y ·-pa:sc: IS'i:ay of~ 
tha :s.it& ~ -:.=c ·a:t:m:n::.:pc:s:sib.l• .i.:1 -~ ~=:::anc:e· o:! d.utU.aa. 

c:1.'IJ"Cl th• mgi:l pcta.a:e..ia.l fc:- ~liam a::u:f. aaw;a 0~ ~ ai.t:a, 
. ve- c;::,n:si.cia: U:l ~ t:Ae ~ems -~ wi.t:.!:J.: the 81:at:1:m:y amL-=. o~ 

":,aascmal:lleness.• 

https://pcta.a:e..ia
https://d.utU.aa
https://aa-cora::::.cn
https://pe:cd.a.cr
https://Na-::.�.re
https://a~c::-.:r:i.ty
https://c=na~-.ic-=:.on
https://nac.::.ca
https://s.b.cu.ld
https://sus"Can.s:i.cm
https://i.c.!c.ly
https://p.l.ea.se
https://N:1t:.cn
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• ~es~=r~~ion. ~~e ::cli=encus :ec~la& :a.ve ~==ee :::.=a:-, c=~~~=-=s 
=eq:t.:'-:::...-ic; t:.::.e res-::::atic:n Q! 'Che bu:~l s.:.:ss. ~.i.le ':!:a l:eO'ClS 
;a::e::1j..l:7 a.:2. c::nc:sr.lad. a.0ct.:-:: ':.":e er.:~91::7 0: :=e d:..s-=--..:.:::cad.• a,__.;a, 
-:!:.a~ :.....-:.ad.iat~ ~=r.csr::. :.3 ~:.:.:i :.i:e laycicw.: s.i:~. ":!':e :..;iydcwn ai.:s 
sh:~ld :e :aacied i:r !...-.::sdia~s :esi:=ra~ior. sir.cs~• have ag:semer.-:: 
!=~m ~~s e:n:.:ac=:== ~=a~ ~=is '00r:~cn cf ~~e cc::.s'C:-'~c:~cn ~~~a nc 
lc~ge: wi.l.l ~e used. ~a -~e awa.re t:..:.:at ~~e ~ site, si::ca DOZ 
ciecis~==s il.l:'s yet ~c ce macia c:nce..~g t~e pcss.i.ble :elcc~-::~c:: oi 
~e ~s:. ::i.c:.i.l.i:y, will :c.ot oe :esi:crsci en -;.:.:e sa.c:e i:-~ci.ia.~.e 
sctaciula as t:a laycicwr. si~a. 

T~e Na-::.!.•1e ?~ople, c:! ::::u:se, ex-;;:ec-: anci c:amand. -;ha.,: .. '-e IlC:f! 
!~!~y ~ci ~he =•~~==a~~== ef~==-= 0f bo-c.~ si~es. =:.=eiiness is 0: 
c:i~.ica.l c:::ncL.-o:::. and. t:.!:e i::vol'9"ed :fa~cns a.::=. =::..=es w:.:.1.. l::e ::ee-c.:!...-:-:; 
:i-.:=:.::.q "t.!:.e weu o: lS-2:? 1q:r:..l ~o r:li.sc-.:ss p.!.a.r..s ~== =--~=:a-::.:n. As 
so=~ .a ~=se plans a.re !::::ula~d, we vill aP?=~se ye-.:.: c!:i:ss a.~: 
we wculd e:c::ac::-:: :o =•;~we=~~~:~~~ ~=-e ~••k ~e:-sa~s:. 

we a.lsc propose ~~a.: a.ll :es~=ra::.on work ce ~cne ~y !.:c.::..a..~ 
la.=c:, -:= t:.e ex:~-: :;::ssi=la. This may :...-:-vcl.?e we:~ wi":.~ t.::.e 
.:.:.::ii.•1:.d."U.a.l !::.d.i;enous Hai:.i::n :nto o:!!.ces. Z! we c:ar. ::::ius1:ar -:.:.e 
r.ecessa.r-1 :e.::sc::.pcw-a: 1 "..e ~ec:: -=~~ tlCE -::: :::=v!.:!.a ~•i.·:.::n:.=semen-:. .t.= 
~=a la:=c:9=~ ar.C -:..1':ei.:' =~:aa~= ~= acd !=== -:.!:• z~s~ si~=-

==ank ~c~ ==~ vou: i.,i~.:.a..l cec:~•~a~ion cf e~===~• en ~~ia ?&r-J sansi~i~e 
:...-s.:e. ::: • .,.;~ !:.a.·.-a ar.y c'.llias:;:.:,ns o.r c:nc:sa::-..s a.cou: ce ;.-:.a.cs .! ::ava :ial.:..:,ea:ad 
nerei~, rle~sa reach ca a.: (509) S6S-:i21, :=591. ~ lee~ t::-ja.:~ ~= c:or.ti..~uec
c=:s~~~•~~== as ve ~===•eC wi~~ ~~a•• e!:~:~s. 

c-· .:ti.c=ard 3uck, •a.c.a.r~Q. (509) 754-3S41 .x316a/?X iS4-!0i~ 
.R:1:.sse.l.:!. .7.i.m, ?'.?i-~/WH., (509) ruS-~/ZJ XL,1'1/n. 11::Z.·:Z.:.:l.: 
~e:! Van :s.l~, C':i!~-<::?.PO, (:03) 276-3629/FX 175-0540 _ 
~e=--an :tau.cen, Naz. Pe:::e, (:ZOS) 8~3-7:!l.3 / n r:z.ot) '/~3-7'3/sJ: 
C!larles :?aSi:111rna.k, DOE-?.i.c:::.la.nri-cu', (SO9) 376-6.354/:?.: ~~<.,"!=:!.:-! 
~avin Cla.:x, ~0£-iU.cll.l.and-!m', (509) 376-6332/:"X 376-Q~06. 
?aul Niaens, ~m:.-oi.-a:.. (509) JiJ-2894/YX 373-29:B 
~=Y :aall, tlOE l:l!.'SI. ::i:-ojac:: Manager, (:09) :376-962~/r.( 3""!~-ZS'~ 

https://C':i!~-<::?.PO
https://es~=ra::.on
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Mr. Jeff 'Ian Pe t 
Confsderated Tr bes of the 

Umatilla Indian Reservation 
P. 0. Sox 518 
Pendelton, Oregon 97301 

Dear Mr. Van Pelt: 

?OT~NTIAL CEMET~~y 

C

In ac:ordancs with Sect~on 3(d) of the Native American Graves Protection and 
Re~atriation Ac:, thi~ letter is ta advise you and ~embers of the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation that on Acril 12, 1994. ~he U.S. beoar:~ent 
of Energy, Richland Ooeration 1 s Office (RL) ~ocated a pot~ntial csmete~y in 
the area adjacent to the Environmental and ~olec~1ar Science Laboratory (EMSL) 
c:ns:r~c:ion site at Hanford. Memoers of the Cultur~l Resources Laboratory, 
who ~ere monitoring the grading of the EMSL constr~c:ion lay down area, 
irr::nediats1y susoended project ooerations tn the area. Tom Sailor who was 
re~resentina the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation at a 
c~1tural resources meeting in Richland, WA, was immediately notified and 
ac::mpanied Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) personnel to the 
',\ita. Mr. Ric:iard Buck of the Wanaoum, Mr. Louis Maiatare and Mr. Rory 
Jnowarrow Fausett of the Yakama Indian Nation, and Mr. J. Her~an Reuben of the 
Nez Perce Tribe were also present. 

We would like to begin consultation immediats1y (in acc::irdance with NAG?RA) on 
l) the appropriate measures to protec: the disturbed burials and (2) an 
acorooriate olan of action to address this issue. Please contact me at 
(509). 376--5354 for additional information and to arrange a meeting time and 
place. 

Sincer-eiy, 

qv~-0~1;;· 

SIO:CRP +-Charles R. Pasternak, Manager 
Cultural Resources Program 
Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J.R. Wilkinson, CTUIR 
T. Bailor, CTUIR 
L. Barkley, CTUIR 



Mr. Rex Buck, Jr. 
c/o Grant County Public Utility District 
P.O. aox 878 
Ephrata, Washington 98823 

Dear :-1r. Buck: 

In ai::~rdanc: with Sei::ion 3(d) of the Na!:ive Ame!"ican Graves Protection and 
ReDa~riation Ac:, this ~etter is to advise you and members of the Wanapum
Trib:s that on Aoril 12, 1994, the U.S. Deoartment of Ene!"gy, Ric~1and 
Ooera:ion's Off~ce (RL) located a potentiai cemeta!"y in the area adjac:nt to 
the ~~vironmental and Molecular Sc~ence Laboratory (EMSL) ccnstruc:ion site at 
Hanfcrd. Membe!"s of the Cultural Resources Labofatorv, who we!"e monitorina 
the ~radina of :he EMSL construc:ion lav down area. i~mediatalv susoended -
projic: op~rations in the area. Mr. Ri~ha!"d Suck ~ho was repr~sent~ng the 
Wanacurn Tribe at a cultural resources meeting in Richland, WA, was immediately 
not~f~ed and ac:omoanied Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL)
pe!"sonnel to the site. Mr. Tom Bailor of Umatiiia Tribe, Mr. Louis Maiatare 
and Mr. Rory Snowarrow Fausett of the Yakama Indian Nation, and 
Mr. ~- Herman Reuben of the Nez Perce Tribe were also present. 

1,.Je would like to begin consultation immediately (in accordance with NAGPRA) on 
l) t:-:a aoorooriate measures to protect the distur:ed buriais- and (2) an 
aoorcoriate pian of ac:ion to address this issue. Please contact me at 
(:09) 3i6-o354 for additional information and to arrange a meeting time and 
place. 

Sincereiy, 

/i .,C/J :1 + .)1--t :r·(Jw.,._,c..,..; 
I
~Charles R. Pasternak, Manaaer 
I Cultural Resources Proararn -

SID: C~P Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: R. Buck, Wanapum
3. Tomanawash Sr., Wanapum 
G. Wyena, Wanaoum 
M. Buck, Wanapum
K. Kiefer, Grant County PUO 



C\r·. Russe 11 Jim. Procram Man acer 
Environmentai Restoration/Wasie Manacement 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the~ 

Yakama Indian Nation 
?.O. Box 1:1 
Toppenish, Washington 98948 

Dear Mr. Jim: 

POTE:ITIAL CEMETERY 

In ac:ordance with Section 3(d) of the Native Americ~n Graves P:--otcc:icn and 
Repatriation Act, this letter is to advise you and members of the C~nfederated 
Tr~bes of the Yakama Indian Nation that on April 12, lSSJ, the U.S .. Oeaar:~ent 
of E~ergy, Ric~land Operation's Office (RL) located a potential ce~ete~y in 
the area adjacent to the Environmenta1 and.Molecular Science Labora:ory (EMSL) 
const~uc~ion site at Hanford. Members of the Cultural Resources Laooratcry, 
who wer~ monitorinc ~he aradinc of the EMSL construc:ton lav down area. 
immediately susQended pr~jec: ;perations in the area. Rory.Snowarr~w Faucet: 
and Louis Malatare who were reoresentinc the Confederated Tribes and Bands of 
the Yakama Indian Nation at a cultural resources meeting in Richland, WA, were 
immediately notified and accompanied Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory 
(HCRL) personnel ta the site. Mr. Richard Buck of the Wanapum, 
Mr. Louis Maiatare and Mr. Rory Snowarrow Fausett of the Yakama Indian Nation, 

() and Mr. J. Herman Reuben of the Nez Perce Tribe were also present. 

1,~e wouid iike to begin consultation immediately (in accordance with NAGPRA) on 
1) the aoprooriate measures to protect the disturbed burials and (2) an 
aoorooriate clan of ac~ion to address this issue. Please contac: me at 
(509). 376-6354 for additional information and to arrange a meeting t~rne and 
plac:. 

Sincereiy, 

CRiGiN;.!J.. ::;i~d~c:J EY 

YtL9~. 
-~ Chari es R. Pastern al{(; Manager 
} Cultural Resources Program · 

SIO:CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

c:: J. Meninik. YIN 
R. Snowarro Fausett, YIN 
G. Cleveland, YIN 
L. Malatare, YIN 

........ 



"'".. ........ 
Ms. Donna ?~waukee 
Nez P~r:e Tribal Execut1ve Committee 
P.O. 3ox JO: 
Lapwai, Iaaho 32:.i.o 

Dear Ms. Pewaukee: 

POTENTIAL CEME,ERY 

In ac::rdance with Sec:ion 3(d) of the Native American Graves Prot:c:ion and 
Reoatr~ation Ac:, this lett:r is to advise you and members of the Nez Perce 
Trib.ai Executive Commit:ee that on April 12, 199d, the U.S. Deoar::iient of 
E~ergy, Richland Operation's Office {RL) located a potential c~metery in the 
area adjacent to the Environmental and Molecular Science Laboratory (EMSL) 
const~uc:ion site at Hanford. Members of the Cultural .Resources Laboratory,
who ~ere monitorina the aradina of the EMSL construction lav down area. 
immediateiv susuenced oroje-::· ooerations in the area. Herman Re!Jben •,-1ho was 
reoresenti~g the Nez P~rce at a cultural resources meeting in Richland, WA, 
•11as irr::":":ediatelv notified and accomoanied Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratorv 
(HC~L) personn~l to the site. Mr.· Richard Suck of the Wanacum, Mr. Tom 8ailo~ 
of t!":e Umatilla Tribe ana Mr. Louis Malatare and Mr. Rory Snowarrow Fausett of 
the Yakama Indian Nation were aiso present. 

We •,-1ould like to begin consultation immediately (in accordance with NAG?RA) on 
l) :~e aopraoriate measures to protect the disturbed burials and (2) an 
acorcor~at: olan of ac~ion to address this issue. Please contac: me at 
(509). 376-6354 for additionai infor:iiation and to arrange a meeting time and 
pi ace. 

Sincsrely, 

ORIG lr1..:...i.., ;::;-::;~::::,SY 

1;v(.yfUwµ 
..Y
1 Charies R. Pasternak, Manager 
1 Cultural Resources Proaram 

Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J. Herman Reuben, NPTEC 
A. Tayior, Nez Perce 

... 

--. 
(_) 



Confede::..ted T :ices a.--:c:i' B:;.nds E~llihed by the 
of the ,Y;,i.-;;::a. InrF·::n Nacion T..··::1rv of June 9, 185: 

::oa. ~omt · nn'OlU-tATZON. ·o: 4- l.S-94, ·at . ,c.:.a =-•~••-= and. cll:ac:-:i.cn c:! ~ 
Wa.'"la:p"t:.::; .! wa.J,Jcad. 4-:::e ::XS!. c=nst::-.:=ion &nd- laycicwn • si:es and. :::emcved .a.l.l 
ev.:..::ienca 0: !la.c;:s ar..d. c::-::.0n 4-:ape th.a-: !.:::ent:.!.i.ed . t!la axac:-: locations 0: the 
l:u:.-:::.al · sit;.as. :'!u.s ahculd a.s1o.:.s: ·,,;it:i t!l.a ::::-aventioa c>i va~c!a.l.!.sm and. ,FC-C-

. ht!:t.::_"lg. 

wb.:.1.e on ~• .si:e,· ! was st:ppad by_ 4-:~e :an.ford. sac-.:ir.i.t7 pollca and .asked 
to p::-::v!.de id.ent~.ic:a:i::i.c::.. - was plea.sad a:c the sec:-.i=.i:y -·a.::-ange:nen,:.s. All 
_r=ac.s - exce~ t!l.e hea-vily--=:af:!:.cked. Gee~• 'ii1a.shi.:\q:cn ]!lvd - i:t:i a.nd. thr:uc;n 
ca· a..-.aa· had. caen blccxad =~~;to t:a.t:!ic. sec:--:-.:.ty pa~cla were on a l-hcu:' 
swet!p, and we.en nc-:: ·pa.:::-ol.l..!.ng-; sec-.:r.:.ty police esse:-cia..l.ly "si-::• 0n th• road· 

-\ i:l-:.= -:!la s:it.a. · T!l.a: guard intc:maci me -:!la-c t:!ley nad_:t;,aa.n tu..'""'llinc; people - jcqgars
( _; · a::c:i ·!unch;i::::.me ·'-'alxa.r: .,. a.way vi-::~ sc::,a :agu.la.r:.-ey - soma 12-l.S pacpJ:a. 0"1'8:' 

· Mcnc.a.ys l-:.:::c.ci'l.ti.ma and a:-:a::noc:c. alc::e. Wheu a.=kad. i: pecple ..,.=., j us;i:. • ou,: 
·o11alki.=.g, • ha sa.:i.d nc t;,.ax: &.l.l. had ex_::::-essed. a. keen in·t:2r••~ .1..n aeaing t!l.• 
"~cnes. II Ul heavy equ.i:=ant has cee::i :emcvad.· ~::-cm the ,ill:"11& a.n.d. there ·was !:I.Cl 

e.videnc: 01: wcrk 0r u.y 0,:!Jer i.ni:_-usicn a,: eit.~=:- sita. 

·cc: z!.:i.crua:d. sa'uck, wa.na.pum... - ( 509) 754-354.l :c3168 /!'X ;·s4-S074 
Russeii ~im, .~N-~/WH., (S09) se5-Sl21-x6lr/r: 452-ZSOJ· ~e=~ van ?elt., ~~o, (SOJ) 276-3629/:'X :76-0540 
Ea.::=a:ii- !w'l.t.ben, Ne::. ?erc:a-,. (208) 84~-7313/r:t 8.;-3-7365 
~ar~es ?as,:arnak, 

0 

DOE~::U.:c!ll.a.nd-<:XP, (S09) 376~~JS4/'F% 376-2964 
Xa~i:l.C!a:k, COE~ilic.:i.iand.-IN~, (SQg) 376-6332/i'X 376-0306 
Pa.ul.Ni-:xens, P!II:-om;.,. (!0'9) 373-2894-J:r..< 373-29:S • 
:S...:=7 Bell, ~OE EY.SL'P=jact Ka::c.aqer, (SO~) 376-9623/~ 372-2566 

https://l-:.:::c.ci'l.ti.ma
https://Mcnc.a.ys
https://unch;i::::.me
https://sec-.:r.:.ty
https://sec:--:-.:.ty
https://p::-::v!.de
https://sac-.:ir.i.t7
https://va~c!a.l.!.sm
https://l:u:.-:::.al
https://ent:.!.i.ed
https://c::-::.0n
https://cll:ac:-:i.cn
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Coniederated Tribes and Bands E:s~ablished bv the
of che Yakima Indian Nation· Treaty" of ll;lne 9. l8:: 

... ,,.."'o, !994 C) 
John Wagoner, Manage= 

Richland Field Of=ice 
Depart:.."'!1.ent of Energy-
?.O. Eox 550 

Dear~~- Wagoner: 

The recent e~rencs s-=.r=:::n.:.--ic.ing t=ie siti:i~ of t::1e n.e•..; E:ivi=or.mental 
anc. Molec-:.lar Sciences Laboratory ·(EMSLl shoulc. noc te taken as 
an i:ic.ication of ·:a.i<:a."'!1.a Nation disap~r:-:,·al fo:~ t::.e :.a.=o:::-ai:.o::-1'. 
~o the cont:=ary, the Yaka.~a Nation considers the ~S~ anc. it:s 
potential for increasi~g both the speec of clea..~up a::c the decree 
t:o whic::i the lane. ca.~ be cleaned to be cf immense i:::-oor~ance to 
ci.:.r re~icn' s fut:ire generations. Hazar::icus wa.sce r=;,.ai:iing i:i 
place at Eanfor:::. for cent:iries shoulc. noc be ~:he ki~c of legacy 
~~e people of ou= t~me feel comfortable leaving beh~~d. 

We hope t::ie Labc::-accr-.1 will p::-ovide methods oi: resol7:::ng many of 
the problems regarding soil and water :noni tor:.ng, ::-:mediation, 
waste recyc~ing, and destruction of hazardous materials. Its 
;:otential for developing methods to remove and treac wastes, 
=acher than cove::- them up, has long ter:n sigr..ificar..ce t:o the 
·:aka.TTta Nacion. We believe it: essential that, wi thi:i 100 years of 
Che completion of re..~edial ac~ivities, t~e land muse be suitable 
for unrestric-:.ed use. We also k.-iow this confJ.ict:.s with the 
philosophies of some DOE persor....~el who favor sac::-ifice zones 
whic!l may leave t:he land dangerous for 100,000 years or more. 
Fer thousands of years, the ancestors of the Yakama people 
ma.~aged these very lands without leaving a legacy of poison 
behind the.'tl. We wish to continue that tim!=-hcmorsci t=adition. 

Your quick response to relocate t!le EMS~ indic:ates the long­
awaited DOE culture change addressed by Sec=etary O'Leary and 
.P-.ssis'tant: Sec::-ecary Gr.imbly is beginning to oc:cu= at Ha.~ford. 
Lee us mutually car=:r t.:iis culture forward int:o the future as we 
make Hanford safe for our children. 

Si:icerely, 

~-<~,/' 
Russell Jim, Manager 
ER/WM Program 
Yakama Nation 

.... 
cc: Augustine Howard, Y!N 

Thomas Grumbly, DOE-HQ.- .... Kevin Clarke, DOE-RL 

RECEIVED 

APR 2 8 1994 
DOE-RL/CCC 

https://unrestric-:.ed
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APR 2 6 iS:~ 

Mr. Jeff Van Pelt 
Confederated Tribes of the 

Umatilla Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, Oregon 9i801 

Dear Mr. Van Pelt: 

POTENTIAL CEMETERY AT THE HANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR SCIENCE 
LABORATORY CONSTRUCTION SITE 

This letter is an addendum to our April 15, 1994 letter regarding the above 
mentioned subject. 

Subsequent to our original discovery in the area adjacent to the Environmental 
and Molecular Science Laboratory site, additional remains were located close 
to the proposed building location. Therefore, in accordance with Section 3(d)
of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, this letter is 
to advise you and members of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation that the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office has 
suspended on-site construction activity for the entire construction project. 

We are continuing to meet with tribal representatives to resolve this 
situation. In the interim, security has been increased in the immediate area 
to protect the grave sites, and with the assistance of members of the Indian 
nations, all location markers have been removed to prevent vandalism and 
unlawful site intrusion. 

If you have additional questions or are in need of additional information, 
may be contacted at (509) 376-6354. 

Sincerely, 

ORlGINAf. SiGNED BY 

Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
Cultural Resources Program 

SID: CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J. R. Wilkinson, CTUIR 
T. Bailor, CTUIR 
L. Barkley, CTUIR 

~ -··· 
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APR Z 6 i994 

Ms. Donna Pewaukee 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 305 
Lapwai, Idaho 83540 

Dear Ms. Pewaukee; 

POTENTIAL CEMETERY AT THE HANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL ANO MOLECULAR SCIE~KE 
LABORATORY CONSTRUCTION SITE 

This letter is an addendum to our April 15, 1994 letter regarding the above 
mentioned subject. 

Subsequent to our original discovery in the area adjacent to the Environmental 
and Molecular Science Laboratory site, additional remains were located close 
to the proposed building location. Therefore, in accordance with Sectiori 3(d) 
of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, this letter is 
to advise you and members of the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee that the 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operation's Office has suspended on-site 
construction activity for the entire project. 

c:1e are continuing to meet with tribal representatives to resolve this 
situation. In. the interim, security has been increased in the immediate area 
to protect the grave sites, and with the assistance of members of the Indian 
nations, all location markers have been removed to prevent vandalism and 
unlawful site intrusion. 

If you have additional questions or are in need of additional information, 
may be contacted at (509) 376-6354. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL SfGNED BY 

Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
Cultural Resources Proaram 

SID:CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J. Herman Reuben, NPTEC 

I 
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94-LMD-121 

Ms. D. Pwaukee 
Nez Perce Tribe 
P.O. Box 365 
Lapwai, Idaho 83540 

Dear Ms. Pwaukee: 

Department of Energy 
Ric,"11anc Ooerat1ons Office 

P.O. Sox 550 
Richlanc, Washington 99352 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing a relocated site for the 
Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) in the North Richland 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory complex. The relocated site is in a farmed field 
immediately north of Battelle's Research Operations Building. EMSL will be an 
approximately 200,000 square foot facility for conducting state of the art 
environmental and molecular sciences research. The facility construction will 
disturb less than 50 acres of previously disturbed land. 

This action is necessary because Native American remains were discovered when 
construction on EMSL was being initiated at the location previously selected 
under DOE/EA-0429. 

DOE has made an initial determination that an environmental assessment (EA) is 
the appropriate level of National Environmental Policy Act review for this 
proposed action. Preliminary evaluations indicate that the proposed project
(1) does not affect areas/activities covered by the Endangered/Threatened
Wildlife and Plant regulations, (2) does not involve sites addressed by the 
National Register of Historical Plaies, (3) will not disturb contaminated 
areas or generate radioactive/hazardous waste during construction, and (4) is 
not located within a wetland area or on the 100-year floodplain. The draft EA 
will be sent to you for your review and comments. 

If you have questions regarding the determination or the development of the 
EA, you may contact me on (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, 

/tzu12J-X-~&~7~). 
Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 

LMO:PWK NEPA Compliance Officer 

cc: C. Borgstrom, EH-25 
-· .. J. K. Farley, ER-8.2 
. E. 8. Moore, PNL 

R. C. Phillips, PNL 
H. Reuben, Nez Perce Tribe 



APR 2 6 iSS~ 

Mr. Jeff Van Pelt 
Confederated Tribes of the 

Umatilla Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, Oregon 9i801 

Dear Mr. Van Pelt: 

POTENTIAL CEMETERY AT THE HANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR SCIENCE 
LABORATORY CONSTRUCTION SITE 

This letter is an addendum to our April 15, 1994 letter regarding the above 
mentioned subject. 

Subsequent to our original discovery in the area adjacent to the Environmental 
and Molecular Science Laboratory site, additional remains were located close 
to the proposed building location. Therefore, in accordance with Section 3(d) 
of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, this letter is 
to advise you and members of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatiila Indian 
Reservation that the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office has 
suspended on-site construction activity for the entire construction project. 

C) We are continuing to meet with tribal representatives to resolve this 
situation. In the interim, security has been increased in the immediate area 
to protect the grave sites, and with the assistance of members of the Indian 
nations, all location markers have been removed to prevent vandalism and 
unlawful site intrusion. 

If you have additional questions or are in need of additional information, 
may be contacted at (509) 3i6-6354. 

Sincerely, 

OR1GlNAf. SiGNED BY 

Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
Cultural Resources Program 

SIO:CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J. R. Wilkinson, CTUIR 
T. Bailor, CTUIR 
L. Barkley, CTUIR 

I 
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Mr. Russell Jim, Program Manager 
Environmental Restoration/Waste Manaoement 
Confederated Tribes and Bands ~ 

of the Yakama Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 151, Fort Road 
Toppenish, Washington 98948 

Dear Mr. Jim: 

POTENTIAL CEMETERY AT THE HANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR SCIENCE 
LABORATORY CONSTRUCiION SITE 

This letter is an addendum to our April 15, 1994 letter regarding the above 
mentioned subject. 

Subsequent to our original discovery in the area adjacent to the Environmental 
and Molecular Science Laboratory site, additional remains were located close 
to the proposed building location. Therefore, in accordance with Section 3(d) 
of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, this letter is 
to advise you and members of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama 
Indian Nation that the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 
has suspended on-site construction activity for the entire construction 
project. 

We are continuing to meet with tribal representatives to resolve this 
situation. In the interim, security has been increased in the immediate area 
to protect the grave sites, and with the assistance of members of the Indian 
nations, all location markers have been removed to prevent vandalism and 
unlawful site intrusion. 

If you have additional questions or are in need of additional information, I 
may be contacted at (509) 376-6354. 

Sincerely, 

ORIG!Nr.L SrGNED BY 
Charles R. Pasternak, Manager
Cultural Resources Program 

SIO:CRP Site Infrastructure Division 

cc: J. Meninik, YIN 
R. SnowArrow Fausett, YIN 
G. Cleveland, YIN 
L. Malatare, YIN 



Department of Energy 
Ric:iland Ooerarions Office 

P.O. Sox 550 
Ricnlano, Wasnington 99352 

94-LMD-122 

Mr. J. R. Wilkinson 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservati~n 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Mr. Wilkinson: 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing a relocated site for the 
Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) in the North Richland 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory complex. The relocated site is in a farmed field 
immediately north of Battelle's Research Operations Building. EMSL will be an 
approximately 200,000 square foot facility for conducting state of the art 
environmental and molecular sciences research. The facility construction will 
disturb less than 50 acres of previously disturbed land. 

This action is necessary because Native American remains were discovered when 
·c,_·_.· construction on EMSL was being initiated at the location previously selected 

)Under DOE/EA-0429. 

DOE has made an initial determination that an environmental assessment (EA) is 
the appropriate level of National Environmental Policy Act review for this 
proposed action. Preliminary evaluations indicate that the proposed project 
(1) does not affect areas/activities covered by the Endangered/Threatened
Wildlife and Plant regulations, (2). does not involve sites addressed by the 
National Register of Historical Places, (3) will not disturb contaminated 
areas or generate radioactive/hazardous waste during construction, and (4) is 
not located within a wetland area or on the 100-year floodplain. The draft EA 
will be sent to you for your review and comments. 

If you have questions regarding the determination or the development of the 
EA, you may contact me on (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, 

µJ.;<-~/-
Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 

LMD:PWK NEPA Compliance Officer 

cc: C. Borgstrom, EH-25 
J. K. Farley, ER-8.2 
R. George, CTUIR 
E. 8. Moore, PNL 
R. C. Phillips, PNL 



Department of Energy 
Ric:,lann C::er:;r1or1s Offic(? 

?.O. Sox 550 
Ric:iland, Washington 99352 

94-LMD-123 t."!-:-. : ~ 

Mr. Rex Buck, Jr. 
Wanapum P.O. Box 878 
Ephrata, Washington 98823 

Dear Mr. Buck: 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing a relocated site for the 
Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) in the North Richland 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory complex. The relocated site is in a farmed field 
immediately north of -Satte1le 1 s Research Operations Building. EMSL will be an 
approximately 200,000 square foot facility for conducting state of the art 
environmental and molecular sciences research. The facility construction will 
disturb less than 50 acres of previously disturbed land. 

This action is necessary because Native American remains were discovereq when 
construction on EMSL was being initiated at the location previously selected 
under DOE/EA-0429. 

DOE has made an initial determination that an environmental assessment· (EA) is 
the appropriate level of National Environmental Policy Act review for this 
proposed action. Preliminary evaluations indicate that the proposed project 
(1) does not affect areas/activities covered by the Endangered/Threatened
Wildlife and Plant regulations, (2) does not involve sites addressed by the 
National Register of Historical Places, (3) will not disturb contaminated 
areas or generate radioactive/hazardous waste during construction, and (4) is 
not located within a wetland area or on the 100-year floodplain. The draft EA 
will be sent to you for your review and comments. 

If you have questions regarding the determination or the development of the 
EA, you may contact me on (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, 

~eJ.X-~7';!_. 
Pau1 F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 

LMD:PWK NEPA Co~pliance Officer 

cc: C. Borgstrom, EH-25 
- .. J. K. Farley, ER-8.2 

E. 8. Moore, PNL 
R. C. Phillips, PNL 
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P.O. Sox 550 
Richlanc. WasMing,on 99352 

94-LMD-124 

Mr. Russell Jim 
Yakama Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 151 
Toppenish, Wa$hington 98948 

Dear Mr. Jim: 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing a relocated sits for the 
Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) in the North Richland 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory complex. The relocated site is in a farmed field 
immediately north of Battelle's Research Operations Building. EMSL will be an 
approximately 200,000 square foot facility for conducting state of the art 
environmental and molecular sciences research. The facility construction will 
disturb less than 50 acres of previously disturbed land. 

This action is necessary because Native American remains were discovered when 

C,_,,
': construction on EMSL was being initiated at the location previously selected 

/ under DOE/EA-0429. 

DOE has made an initial determination that an environmental assessment (EA) is 
the ap~ropriate level of National Environmental Policy Act review for this 
proposed action. Preliminary evaluations indicate that the proposed project 
(1) does not affect areas/activities covered by the Endangered/Threatened 
Wildlife and Plant regulations, (2) does not involve sites addressed by the 
National Register of Historical Places, (3) will not disturb contaminated 
areas or generate radioactive/hazardous waste during construction, and (4) is 
not located within a wetland area or on the 100-year floodplain. The draft EA 
will be sent to you for your review and comments. 

If you have questions regarding the determination or the development of the 
EA, you may contact me on (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, 

~_f.X.A:c? Ci-
Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 

LMO:PWK NEPA Compliance Offi~er 

cc: C. Borgstrom; EH-25 
F. R. Cook, Yakima Indian Nation 
J. K. Farley, ER-8.2 
E. 8. Moore, PNL 
R. C. Phillips, PNL 



APPENDIX E 

COMMENT LETTERS 

This appendix contains copies of comment letters from Indian Nations and 
from the City of Richland and copies of DOE responses to the Indian Nations. 
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GENERAL COUNCIL 
• ~~'\h, ·•. -.. "'' . ~·,,_ and .. BOARD OF TRUSTEES.;,,, . 
•-!' 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES~I/
/ 

P.O. Box 638 
PENDLETON, OREGON 97801 

'I Area code 503 Phone 276-3165 FAX 276-3095 

June 22, 1994 

Mr. Paul Dunnigan 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
US DOE 
P.O. Box 550 
Mail Stop AS-15 
Richland, WA 99352 

() 
RE: Submission of CTUIR Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for 

Re-siting the Environmental Molecular Science Laboratory (EMSL) . 

Dear Mr. Dunnigan: 

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) regrets having to 
re-submit comments on the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the siting of the 
Environmental Molecular Science Lab (EMSL). The CTUIR originally submitted 
comments regarding EMSL siting that focused primarily on cultural resource 
protection issues along the Columbia River corridor in August ·1992. This EA must 
now be revisited because the Department of Energy (DOE) failed to fully· consider­
existing information supplied both by the Tribes and DOE's own contractor, PNL, 
penaining to the likelihood of encountering cultural resources at the original site and 
the need to protect those resources. Furthermore, because the DOE did not take 
seriously its duty to consult with American Indian tribes and its fiduciary trust 
responsibility to those tribes, a sacred area was significantly disturbed. This 
unfortunate incident.has caused considerable grief to not only our people but to all 
Columbia Plateau Indian people. It has resulted in significant additional - and 
unnecessary-- expenditures by the federal government, and has caused a delay in the 
establishment of a much needed research facility that will help solve Hanford's 
complex environmental remediation and restoration proble~s. 

,EATY JUNE 9, 1855 + CAYUSE, UMATILLA ANn WAI l A Wt 1 ' t Ti::,ic,c:~ 



CTUIR Comments on the 
Draft EA for Re.:siting EMSL 
Page 2 

The event on Tuesday, April 12, 1994 could have been avoided in its entirety had the 
NEPA. process been sufficiently completed prior to· signing the decision to proceed. A 
Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONS!) was not supported by the body of 
information that was available. The original EA is an excellent example of the federal 
government attempting to justify a decision with nothing more than a paper exercise 
rather than conducting a thorough and objective analysis that fully incorporated the 
issues that were truly significant to the decision being made. 

For example, the fact that three separate siting evaluations were conducted by Kaiser 
in 1987, PNL in 1988, and by Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation in 1991 
clearly demonstrates that the decision making process was heavily influenced by the 
desire to locate the EMSL immediately adjacent to the Columbia River. Site 6 
(currently the preferred site in this analysis) was considered in all three prior 
evaluations and selected as the preferred site in the 1987 and 1988 siting studies. Site 
6 also was one of three preferred sites in the 1~91 evaluation conducted by Stone and 
Webster. However, based on the criteria of accessibility, minor environmental 
impacts, and convenience for visitor access that were used to evaluate· ·and compare 
the alternatives, site 2, located within very close proximity of the Columbia River, was 
selected over site 6 as the preferred alternative. By selecting site 2, the EA implied 
that site 2 had less environmental impact than site 6, when alLthe evidence was to ~e . 
contrary. 

Sufficient information was available in the original analysis to demonstrate that the 
preferred alternative was not viable due to the high probability of disturbing Native 
American cultural re·sources along the river corridor. ·This information obviously did 
not weigh very heavily in the decision making process. Simply flagging cultural 
resources as an issue, conducting a·pedestrian survey of the site, and only requiring· · 
monitoring of the site during construction activities without. additional investigations is 
unacceptable. 

Fwthermore, the alternatives to the proposed action were not fully developed and were 
simply presented as "strawman" alternatives to justify the preferred alternative. A 
comparison of the alternatives and the effects on the key issues for each alternative 
were not considered in any detail. Consequently, the alternatives were not given due 
consideration in the analysis. Failure to comply with applicable land and resource 
management laws and regulations governing federal actions constitutes a major breach 
of the federal government's trust responsibility. 
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c: 
CTUIR Comments on the 
Draft EA for Re-siting EMSL 
Page 3 

We request that additional. information concerning the original EMSL decision making 
process be incorporated into the body of this .EA to fully disclose the sequence of 
events that ultimately led· to the reasonably foreseeable impacts on the culturally 
sensitive area The EA, in its current form, was drafted to downplay the significance 
of the site disturbance and very little is mentioned about mitigating these effects. A 
full discussion of the findings of the original selected alternative, including disclosure · 
of information that was ignored in the original decision making process, and discussion . 
about mitigating the effects as part of the environmental analysis process, ·must be 
included in the EA to ensure that the Administrative Record for the EMSL project is 
accurately portrayed and complete. 

In addition, although it is highly unlikely that sensitive cultural resources will be .. 
encountered at the new EMSL site, we recommend that a cultural resource monitor 
and an archaeologist from ·the PNL-Cultural Resource Progr_am be present at least in 
the initial phases of ground disturbing activities. · 

DOE must . realize, organizationally, that sound decision making needs to incorporate 
key issues such as cultural and natural resource protection and ·management into th~.. 
planning process: DOE also should e~end to tribal governments the .simple courtesies 
regarding planning that it would. extend to any other government. .Founeen-day 
comment periods and one-day notices of activities are unacceptable and inexcusable. 
DOE· must integrate issues that are identified by tribal governments, such integration is 
an invaluable aid to DOE in fulfilling its trust responsibility -· and in saving taxpayers 
money. 

The EMSL incident has been a warning bell to DOE _and to the Tribes. · DOE must . 
· educate-itself about its responsibilities under cultural. and natural_ resource laws and. the·. 
federal trust responsibility to Indian tribes. Substantial funding should be provided for 
cultural and natural resource protection and management at Hanford -- resources that 
will be the legacy of Hanford once it-is fin.ally cleaned up. Most importantly, DOE 
must follow the dictates of its own Indian policy and involve tribes early in planning. 
and decision making processes to incorporate and address Tribally identified ·issues·. 
Unless DOE institutes these changes, other EMSLs can be assured of occurring-in the · 
future. 
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CTUIR Comments on the 
Dmft EA for Re-siting E1'1SL 
Page 4 

The CTUIR is encouraged that the DOE has agreed to relocate the EMSL and 
facilitate restoration efforts at the disturbed site. Furthermore, cooperation between the 
CTUIR, the .Wanapum people, the Yakama Indian Nation, the Nez Perce Tribe, the 
DOE., and its contractors has been very positive in many respects. The CTUIR have 
been working to encourage and develop co-management relationships concerning 
cultural and natural resource protection and management at Hanford. Restoration of 
the EMSL site can be used as a "blueprint" from which to develop this resource 
management and protection model. The Tribes can bring to the EMSL restoration 
project, as well as other projects throughout the Hanford region and Columbia Basin, 
the lessons learned from over 13,000 years of stewardship and sustainable management 
of these resources. The Tribes also can provide the unique. perspective of the Native 
American world view and bring balance and successful remediation and restoration 
decisions -- and results -- at the Hanford site. · 

The four affected Tribes are developing a restoration strategy for ·the former EMSL 
site that will include all aspects of stabilization _of the site, establishment of a nursery 
to provide. plant stock for reestablishing native vegetation on ·the :site, and monitoring 
of all activities to track successes and failures ..This draft plan is expected to be . 
completed within the next. fe~ weeks. 

We are anxiously awaiting a finn commitment from ·the DOE for restoration of the 
former EMSL site and to moving forward with remediation and restoration efforts· in 
other areas at Hanford. Particularly important in the near-term is the establishment of . 
a funding source for activities that were accomplished in the initial stabilization phase · 
of the restoration project, other planned near-term activities, including seed and 
seedling ·collection by .Tribal members, and establishment and operation of anursery to 
grow native plant stock for revegetating the former EMSL site. · 

. . . 

We anticipate that the final draft of the EA will include an accurate characterization 
·and disclosure of the events that resulted in selection of the original site .. We also · · 
expect that it will include a copy of these comments, a commitment to have a cultural 
resource monitor and PNL archaeologist onsite during initial· construction· activities, · 
and a full commitment to restoration of the former EMSL site. This commitment by 
the DOE to cooperatively work with the Tribes in accomplishing restoration of the site 
·will result in the. CTUIR's support of the preferred alternative contained in the draft 
EA for re-siting the EMSL. · ( __) 
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CTUIR Comments on the 
Draft EA for Re-siting &'\'ISL 
Page 5 

We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the decision making process and look 
forward to working with the DOE in restoring not only the former EMSL site but 
other areas of Hanford . 

. Sincerely, 

· Chairman 
Board of Trustees 

cc: John Wagoner, DOE Hanford Site Manager 
Kevin Clarke, DOE Indian Program Manager· 
William H. Burke, CTUIR Board of Trustees 
John Bevis, CTUIR Board of Trustees 
Rosemary Narcisse, CTUIR Board of Trustees 
Roberta:Wilson, CTUIR Board of Trustees· 
Antone Minthom, CTUIR Board of Trustees· 
CTUIR Cultural Resource Commission 
Mike Farrow, CTUIR Director, Department ·of Natural Resources (DNR) 
Jeff VanPeit, CTUIR, DNR, Cultural Resource Protection Program Manager 
J.R. Wilkinso~; CTUIR, DNR, Hanford Projects Program Manager 
Rick· George, C.TUIR, DNR, Environmental Planning and Rights Protection · 

Program Manager (EPRP) · 
CTUIR· Hanford Projects Staff 
Richard Buck, Wanapum People 
J. Herman Reuben, Nez Perce Tribe 
Donna Pewaukee, Nez Perce Tribe 
Rory Snowarrow Fausett, Yakama Indian Nation 
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~~~~EXECui-1\/E :coMM,hEE · 
P.O. BOX-305 • LAPWAI, IDAHO 835AO • (208) IM:3-2253 

June 27, 1994 

Mr. Paul Duni:iigan 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
U.S. DOE 
P .0;. Box··550 · · 
Mail Stop AS-15 
. Richland , Washington 99352 

. . 
RE; Submission of Nez Perce Tribe Department of E.RW.M.'s Commer.its on the 

Draft Environmental Assessment for re-siting the Environmental Molecular · 
Sci~nce Laboratory (EMSL) · 

••• •J .,() Dear Mr. Dunnigan: 

The Nez Perce Tribe regrets the unfortunate events leading up to the resiting of the 
EMSL but in the spirit of cooperation wishes to carry on and focus on the eventual 
c_Jean-up of the Hanford Reservation. 

We wish to make it clear that our comments are not final and do not signal ·acceptance 
of the serious lack Of trust responsibility the Department of Energy has shown. in its'· 
efforts to site the EMSL Toe likelihood of discovering Tribal remains-was known and 
ignored in the face of contracts. and time. Signlfl~ amounts of time.and moneY..COUld. · 
have been saved if the affected tribes were properly notified and consulted. . . 
We appreciate this opportunity to participate in the decision m~king. precess and wish 
to be of assistance. We are lookfng forward to the cleanup of the Hanford site and in 
working with the DOE in restoring the former EMSL and other ~reas of the Hanford 
Reservation. 

Sincerely; 

~~H,.da,,~ 
Char1es H. Hayes ✓ 
Chairman 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
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THE NEZ PERCE ERWM's 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR RE-SmNG THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL MOLECULAR SCIENCE LABORATORY (EMSL) 

Slnce 1855, reserved treaty rights of the Nez Perce Tnbe in the Mid-Columbia area 
have been recognized and reaffirmed through a series of federal and state actions. 
These actions have protected the interests of the Nez Perce to utilize their usual and 
aca.Jstomed resources and resource areas in the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River 
and elsewhere. Accordingly, the Nez Perce Tribe Department cf Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management (ERWM) has received support from the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) to participate in and monitor certain DOE Five-Year Plan 
activities. The Nez Perce ERWM reviewed the Draft EnvironmentalAssessment (Draft 
EA) for re-siting the Environmental Molecular Science Laboratory (EMSL) in June 
1994. 

The purpose of.the Draft EA is to ascertain the known state cf the environment where 
the EMSL will be. The Draft EA should also provide a glimpse of the possible effects of 
building a .state-of~e-art science building containing not only hazardous but 
radlological substances. The Draft EA is useful in providing a suitable template, but 
needs some adcfrtions and some revisions in order to be fully effective. 

The general impression we recieve from the Draft EA Is that it needs work in some 
areas in order tb bring to light exactly what is expected to be done. Numerous 
inadequate figures were used, references not cited were noticed, and more explanation 
of construction techniques is needed. 

The Draft EA needs to explain why the EMSL is going to have emmlssions, both durtng 
the construction phase and during the operation phase. More information Is needed on 
the treatment of the liquid wastes that wiJI be going to the sewer system. How is waste 
minimization going to be addressed? Will the local environment be restored as a shrub 
steppe habitat, or will a typical high maintenance artificial ground cover be employed? 
The lack of. adequate maps with a consistent format and standard cartographic features 
needs to be addressed. The portrayal of the area with the figures presented in the 
current Draft EA is unacceptable. 

The Nez Perce ERWM has provided comments expressing these concems, and 
desires to work with DOE In building a stronger government to government relationship 
incorporating Nez Perce-specific issues Into the reconstruction of the former EMSL site. 
The Nez Perce afsc wish to assist the DOE In the construction of the new EMSL site, 
speeifrcalfy with the reconstruction of the landscape using materials and knowledge 
learned from the former EMSL site. 
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AppendixA: 

The Following comments are listed in tenns of "citation" fellowed by the Nez Perce 
ERWM's comments in the following format 

Page 1: Paragraph 2: Section 2.0 

Comment 

Page 1: Paragraph 2: Section 2.0 

The Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Finding Of No sSignlficant Impact (FONSI) 
for the construction of the Environmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) 
overlooking the Columbia River at the south end of the 300 Area The Nez Perce Tribe 
In light of the evidence presented in prior reports, (KEH 1987; PNL 1988; SW 1991; 
and CHA TIERS 1991) would prefer the inclusion of the complete history and why the 
river site was chosen. 

Page 2: Figure 1 

The Nez Perce ask why this map has no legend, no corresponding graphic scale {1 QTl 

to a km), and is unclear as to the portrayal of the figures. 

Page 3: Figure 2 · 

The scales should be unlfonn in positioning on the maps and in the quality. There is no 
legend to identify the figures. The line Indicating the Columbia River makes the Nez 
Perce ask if this is the high water mark or the edge of the riverine zone. Please explain 
exactly what the map symbols mean. There is no border, range er township indicators. 

Page 4: Figure 3 

The North arrows in your presentation should be the same for consistency, as should 
the scale bars, the borders, and the legends; they are not There Is no indication Of 
what the figures are. There Is no border, legend, orientation marks, nor.date. 

Page 5: Figure 4 

This map is as inadequate as the previous, meSfling that there is no border, legend, 
indicator marks, date, nor consJsteney with the other figures. Where are the power 
lines, rail lines, sewer lines, and telephone fine$. The Nez Perce ERWM asks why 
there is no consistancy with the label prints? The fine Indicating the Columbia River is 
also very unclear, the figures presented do not have cultural resource zones. 



A contour elevation map with a geologic over1ay would be appropriate especially with 
the larger scale maps. 

Page 6: Paragraph 3: Sentence 3 

The Nez Perce· asks why the maps provided do net adequately reflect the 260 parking 
spaces needed, and why they are split into two instead of one. 

Page 6: Paragraph 3: Sentence 4 

The Nez Perce ERWM would like to know if the use of reconstruded shrub steppe 
habitat would be more appropriate than a typical high maintenance landscape that is 
not a reflection of the local enironment? 

The combined American Indian Tribes; The Nez Perce, Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation, The Confederated Tribes of the Yakama lndlan Nation, 
and the Wanapum Tribes, are in the process of restoring the former EMSL site with 
native vegetation and would be a valuable resource which could save time and money 
on the construction of the new EMSL site. 

Page 7: Paragraph 4 

The Nez Perce Tribe asks why the Chatters' report (HCRC#91-300-024) is not 
referenced? 

Page 8: Paragraph 1: Sentences 2 and 3 

The Nez Perce ERWM regrets that the consideration of the sites were not fully 
appreciated. 

Page 1 O: Paragraph 5: Section 5.1.1. 

Toe Nez Perce ERWM asks what is the expected air emissions frcm the construction 
equipment, and why was this left out? We ask this question because cf the potential 
amounts of particulates from machinery exhaust that are involved. 

Page 12: Paragraph 1 

The Nez Perce Tribe understands that while the expected plant operation emissions 
are within the acceptable ranges under the law, why should there be any emissions at 
all ff this project is supposed to be state-of-the-art? Were other types of exhaust 
scrubbers considered? 

.-



Page 13: Paragraph 2 

In the interest of saving money the Nez Perce ERWM asks, was solar design 
considered for supplementing the fossil fuel burners? 

Page 13: Paragraph 4: Sentence 2 

Toe Nez Perce Tribe asks if the concrete pit and sump is going to be lined, and if it is 
with what? Wm the application of the lining be hazardous to the construction workers? 

Page 14: Paragraph 1: Section 5.23. 

The Nez Perce ask if there was any consideration of waste minimization for paper 
goods such as a press suitable for use With 55 gallon drums? 

Page 14: Paragraph 5: Section 5.2.5. 
' 

The Nez Perce ask if there is going to be an active minority program? 
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Harold Yancy, K6-05 
Pacific Northwest Laboraties 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, WA 99352 

Re: Hanford EMSL Environmental Assessment 

Dear Mr. Yancy: 

Below are the comments of the Ya.kama Indian Nation regarding the above mattec. The 
Ya.kama Nation joins in and supports the comments of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation~ 

The Yakama. Nation is concerned that the Environmental Assessment (EA) appears 
predisposed to unduly favor Site 6 without adequately discussing the full range of alternative 
sites available. Although the analysis of this site (Site 6) is thorough, it does not appear that the 
analysis of other sites or alternatives are addressed nearly as thoroughly. This is not to say that 
the selection of Site 6 is inappropriate, but merely that further assessment is ·necessary. 

The Yakama Nation also has the following specific: comments: 

l. The bfologic:al assessment report (Appendix B) appears to be a 
report detailing the findings from Sites 4 & 6. According to the 
EA Site 4 had been eliminated earlier due to potential for human 
remains. Site 7 is not discussed. 

2. On page 2-Appendix B the biological w=mcnt states that the 
open habitat within the project area does provide potential habitat 
nesting for Long-biJJed curlews (federal candidate species). Page 

Post Omce Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 
Telephone: (509) 865-S121 Telefax: (509) 865-4713 
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9 (4.0 Affected Environment) states tha.t the frequent cutting of 
alfalfa does not make EMSL site a suitable nesting habitat. Does 
spring nesting season conflict with early cutting schedule? Is there 
a pre.scribed distance for minimizing impacts to nesting sites for 
this species like the one for raptors (p.3, Appendix B)7 The 
Report is essentially written as a trade off between Sites 4 & 6; 
which provides less damage to environment. If ·Site 4 is not 
seriously being considered how justifiable is this approach7 
Shouldn't Site 7 be included in this part of the assessment? 

3. The cumulative effects of impacts due to loss and fragmentation of 
sagebrush habitat on the Hanford site is never really discussed 
except to state that it will occur (p.4, Appendix B). Biological 
report calls for development of method l0 predict effects ofproject 
and plans to mitigate the cumulative losses. No mention of such 
a plan is included in this EA. 

4. Page 8 states that Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 have been eliminated 
because of the discovery of human remains on Site 2 and because 
of the proximity of the other sites to this area, the Columbia River 
and/or to the existence of landforms where additional remains 
could be found. That leaves Sites 6 and 7. Site 7 is being 
rejected due to the existence of utilities in the Site 6 area and due 
to its having already been disturbed. There were no utilities 
located near Site 2 nor had it suffered any ground disturbance 
activities prior to it being selected as the initial site of the EMSL. 
How justifiable is the exclusion of Site 7 on these criteria? Is this_, 
EA really considering any alternatives except the preferred? The· 
Cultural Resource survey S2!!h covers Site 6. What happened to 
Site 7? Supposedly this alternative was not reconsidered (p.1 
Cultural Resource Report Narrative) after finding the human 
remains at Site 2. EA's should cover a range of alternatives and 
after stating all of the high points and deficits of each area a 
preferred alternativ~ is selected. lt appears that this has not 
occurred. 

5. Toe decision to avoid the dune area loca!ed in the northwest 
portion of the site should take care of any highly potential area for 
discovering buried human remains. I! avoidance is not possible 
the archaeologists recommend that non-intrusive remote sensing 
techniques be used in the dune area prior to any ground 



c:) Mr. Harold Yancy, Ko-05 
June 29, 1994 
Page three 

disturbance. The presence of a Native American monitor is also 
recommended on a full-time basis during any subsequent ground 
disturbing activities in this area. 

. 6. The Yakama Nation is interested in knowing wha1 degree of. a 
review was initially c:arried out with the mt Molecular Science 
Research Laboratory conducted by Gard in 1990. Wu there an 
actual on-the-ground survey and/or tc:sti.ng completed in this arca.2 

Thank you for providing t.his opporru.nity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

/-~9 
/ Jack W. Ffande:r 

Yakama. Indian Nation 
Office of Legal Counsel

() 
rF/yl 
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MEMORANDUM June 29, 1994 

TO: Departmene of Energy 

FllOM: Richard Buck, Native American Spec II 

Stm.rECT: E. M. S. L. 2.E·SITING 

Thi.a land t:ha.t is being commonly referred to as 1:he •E.M.S.L, si~e proposal~• 
bas always since t:im• immemorial been a part: of the W'anapum people i-c is not just 
a piece of land that can be referred to as belonging to someone. It is the 
Yauapum belief tha.t this land t:akes care of us and. we iu turn shoul~ caka care 
of it so that we will be following in the way t:ha.t o~ culture and religion 
dictates that we should. 

Tha cultural and religious laws are indeed alive and these lands are looked upon 
to carry out these laws that were banded to our people which have been laid to 
rest throughout th• Hanford reservation, the taachings that they have given back 
to us to perpetuata our way of life will.exist in the Yanapum. people and we in 
turn wish to give these teachings to the generations of people that: haYe not yet 
been bo:n so they too will know to carry their lifa the way that creators law 
dictates. 

tJhatever the study finc1s to be as acceptable still yet not be able to clean tba 
t:hings that have alraady been discurbed in the heart:s and should of our peopla. 
So as time goes on and things start to proceed we the wanapum people wish co let 
it 'be known that no nat:1on speaks for us in represantac1on, For t:hese lands that 
a:ra referred to as ceded area ~xisted long before any treaty was made and.before 
t:here was any form of govermnent whether it be •D.O.E.• o; 'Che •Uni.ted Scates". 
The Yanpaum people did not leave any land to be considered as ceded we still live 
on these lands and practice our way of life, we have never left:. 

So it is in that spirit that we would like to have a voice in the decision making 
process so that: ve will feel in our hearts that we are in a small way still being 
stewa?;"ds of the land just: as our ancestors have and so will continue the 
teachings that we are bonowing £7:om our future generations, this is how we feel 
we can best perpetu.a.te our culture our heritage and religion and all the things 
that: surround the environment tba.t b necessary to provide life to the land as 
it was created and gifted to the people of this land to survive in this world. 

The wanapum people only cau support: the "No Action Alternative" because this is 
what our religious law dictates. However, should any work continue a Yauapum I' 

culcural monitor should be present durinc t:he ground disturbing activi'ties, also 
DOE must dedicate substantial funding to cultural and nat:w:al resource proteccion 
and management.... So that DOE will be able to leave us the land and environment 
in as much the same way that they borrowed it. 

Sincerely, ~~c,.Jl. ~""..1::-
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.R./C'H.lAH.D 
Communitv Develo-c:ment Depar-cment 
Planning.Division 
June 29, 1994: 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Comoliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Ric~land, WA 99352 

RE: Envir:Jnrne!'lta1 P.:.ssessme!'!t--Prooosec EM.SL·· 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Thank you for the cppor~uni~y to comment en the advanced copy cf 
the above referenced envi=onmencal assessme:n:c. The material was 
routed for review by the various a:ffec~ed City Departments. 

its the orooosal oroceeds, the Citv woulc:. like to stress the 
impor~ance cf coordination wit.h. affec~ed City Departments to ensure 
that impacts to City services such as fire and emergency response, 
impacts associated with inc=eased traffic on the surrounding City 
street network, and impaccs to the City's water and sewer 
facilities are adequately addressed. 

If you have any questions please contacc me at 943-7SS7. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Roloh 
Senior Pianner 

cc: Bill King, Deputy City Manager 
Herb Everett, Planning Manager 

C) 



Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

P.O. Box 550 
. Richland, Washington 99352 

94-SPB-035 

Mr. Charles H. Hayes, Chairman 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 305 
Lapwai, Idaho 83540 

Dear Mr. Hayes: 
": I 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR THE RESITING, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR ··scIENc'ES LABORATORY (EMSL) 

Thank you for your comment letter (June 27, 1994) in response to the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (DOE) draft EA for the Resiting, Construction, and 
Operation of the EMSL at the Hanford Site. We are pleased to respond both in 
the EA and in this letter. Where appropriate, we responded to your comments 
in the EA, and in those cases where a comment appeared to be outside the scope
of the EA, we are responding in this letter. In the following, we have 
restated your comments individually followed by our response. 

1. Comment: The Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Finding Of No 
Significant Impact (FONS!) for the construction of the Environmental 
Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) overlooking the Columbia River at 
the south end of the 300 Area. The Nez Perce Tribe in light of the 
evidence presented in prior reports, (KEH 1987; PNL 1988; SW 1991; and 
CHATTERS 1991) would prefer the inclusion of the complete history and 
why the river site was chosen. 

Response: Selection of the original EMSL site is outside the scope of 
the new EA. In response to your comment, however, the EA has been 
clarified in section 3.2. The three studies you mention resulted in 
three preferred sites from which a final choice was made by DOE 
management. 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Comments: 2. The Nez Perce ask why this map has no legend, 
no corresponding graphic scale (1 cm to 8 km), and is unclear as to the 
portrayal of the figures. 3. The scales should be uniform in 
positioning on the maps and in the quality. There is no legend to 
identify the figures. The line indicating the Columbia River makes the 
Nez Perce ask if this is the high water mark or the edge of the riverine 
zone. Please explain exactly what the map symbols mean. There is no 
border, range or township indicators. 4. The North arrows in your
presentation should be the same for consistency, as should the scale 
bars, the borders, and the legends; they are not. There is no 
indication of what the figures are. 
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Mr. Charles H. Hayes, Chairman 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
P.O. Box 305 
Lapwai, Idaho 83540 

Dear Mr. Hayes: 
": I 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR THE RESITING, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR ··scIENc'ES LABORATORY (EMSL) 

Thank you for your comment letter (June 27, 1994) in response to the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (DOE) draft EA for the Resiting, Construction, and 
Operation of the EMSL at the Hanford Site. We are pleased to respond both in 
the EA and in this letter. Where appropriate, we responded to your comments 
in the EA, and in those cases where a comment appeared to be outside the scope
of the EA, we are responding in this letter. In the following, we have 
restated your comments individually followed by our response. 

1. Comment: The Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Finding Of No 
Significant Impact (FONS!) for the construction of the Environmental 
Molecular Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) overlooking the Columbia River at 
the south end of the 300 Area. The Nez Perce Tribe in light of the 
evidence presented in prior reports, (KEH 1987; PNL 1988; SW 1991; and 
CHATTERS 1991) would prefer the inclusion of the complete history and 
why the river site was chosen. 

Response: Selection of the original EMSL site is outside the scope of 
the new EA. In response to your comment, however, the EA has been 
clarified in section 3.2. The three studies you mention resulted in 
three preferred sites from which a final choice was made by DOE 
management. 

2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Comments: 2. The Nez Perce ask why this map has no legend, 
no corresponding graphic scale (1 cm to 8 km), and is unclear as to the 
portrayal of the figures. 3. The scales should be uniform in 
positioning on the maps and in the quality. There is no legend to 
identify the figures. The line indicating the Columbia River makes the 
Nez Perce ask if this is the high water mark or the edge of the riverine 
zone. Please explain exactly what the map symbols mean. There is no 
border, range or township indicators. 4. The North arrows in your
presentation should be the same for consistency, as should the scale 
bars, the borders, and the legends; they are not. There is no 
indication of what the figures are. 



Mr. Charles H. Hayes - 2 -

!here !s no border, legend, ~r{entation marks, nor date. 5. This map
1s as 1nadequate as the prev1ous, meaning that there is no border, 
legend, indicator marks, date, nor consistency with the other figures.
Where are the power lines, rail lines, sewer lines, and telephone lines. 
The Nez Perce ERWM asks why there is no consistency with the label 
prints? The line indicating the Columbia River is also very unclear, 
the figures presented do not have cultural resource zones. A contour 
elevation map with a geologic overlay would be appropriate especially
with the larger scale maps. 6. The Nez Perce asks why the maps
provided do not adequately reflect the 260 parking spaces needed, and 
why they are split into two instead of one. 

Response: The maps are computer drawn, not pen and ink drawn. 
Sufficient clarifications of these maps to help orient the reader have 
been incorporated in the final EA. Details and information are provided
in each map and caption to convey the information that is important to 
the decision as to whether or not to prepare an environmental impact 
statement {EIS) •. A contour map with geologic overlay would not bear on 
the decision on siting and was therefore not included. Sufficient 
parking lot area is indicated on the figures for the appropriate number 
of parking spaces for building staff and seminar attendees. Parking lot 
design will be finalized in the detailed design phase. 

7. Comment: The Nez Perce ERWM would like to know if the use of 
reconstructed shrub steppe habitat would be more appropriate than a 
typical high maintenance landscape that is not a reflection of the local 
environment? The combined American Indian Tribes; The Nez Perce, 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, The Confederated 
Tribes of the Yakama Indian Nation, and the Wanapum Tribes, are in the 
process of restoring the former EMSL site with native vegetation and 
would be a valuable resource which could save time and money on the 
construction of the new EMSL site. 

Response: While a reconstructed shrub-steppe habitat would be in 
keeping with the other natural areas of the Hanford Site, it would not 
be in keeping with the existing nearby office areas. Also, a shrub­
steppe habitat in an office area is a fire hazard. 

8. Comment: The Nez Perce Tribe asks why the Chatters' report (HCRC#91-
300-024) is not referenced? 

Response: The Chatters' report was incl~ded in ~ts entir~ty in the 
previous EA. The subject of the report 1s th~ s1te on wh1ch human 
remains were found and not the new proposed s1te. 
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9. Comment: The Nez Perce ERWM regrets that the consideration of the sites 
were not fully appreciated. 

Response: The Department regrets the disturbance of the remains found 
during the initial excavations at Site 2, and recognizes the need to 
change the process by which cultural resources considerations are 
included in selection of new construction sites. 

10. Comment: The Nez Perce ERWM asks what is the expected air emissions 
from the construction equipment, and why was this left out? We ask this 
question because of the potential amounts of particulates from machinery
exhaust that are involved. 

Response: The discussion of emissions from construction equipment in 
the EA is sufficient for the purpose for which the EA was intended, 
i.e., to determine whether or not an EIS should be prepared.
Actual air emissions are not expected to cause any air quality standards 
to be exceeded. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards can be found 
in 40 CFR 50. . 

11. Comment: The Nez Perce Tribe understands that while the expected plant
operation emissions are within the acceptable ranges under the law, why
should there be any emissions at all if this project is supposed to be 
state-of-the-art? Were other types of exhaust scrubbers considered? 

Response: Any facility that uses air for ventilation must necessarily
re-emit that air, i.e., emission of air is inevitable. With respect to 
hazardous substances, emission of these from the EMSL are controlled 
both by limiting the amount of each hazardous substance handled in the 
EMSL and by applying the best available control technology (Chapter 5).
All applicable state and federal standards will be met or exceeded with 
respect to emissions. From the design phases through construction and 
operation the EMSL Project has and will continue to consider appropriate
existing and developing technologies (which could include scrubbers) for 
controlling airborne emissions. 

12. Comment: In the interest of saving money the Nez Perce ERWM asks, was 
solar design considered for supplementing the fossil fuel burners? 

Response: The design for the facility considered many energy
conservation features including both passive and active solar systems.
Many of these features have been included in the facility design,
however, no solar application was chosen to supplement the facilities 
high efficient gas boiler as they are determined not cost effective. 

13. Comment: The Nez Perce Tribe asks if the concrete pit and sump is going

Oi to be lined, and if it is with what? Will the application of the lining 
, be hazardous to the construction workers? 
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Response: The concrete sump will be coated with a liquid urethane 
elastomer coating (Section 5.2.2). Application of the coating in 
accordance with the manufacture's recommendation is not expected to be 
hazardous to workers. 

14. Comment: The Nez Perce ask if there was any consideration of waste 
minimization for paper goods such as a press suitable for use with 55 
gallon drums? 

Response: DOE and its contractors actively carry out a waste 
minimization program as identified in section 5.2.3. 

15. Comment: The Nez Perce ask if there is going to be an active minority
program? 

Response: The DOE is committed to an affirmative action program. The 
Richland Office and the Hanford contractors are recognized as having one 
of the most successful Equal Employment Opportunity and Small 
Disadvantage Business programs in the DOE. 

Please call me if you have further questions at (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, 

/..t1~ . ,f, 
Paul F. X. Dunigan Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer · 

cc: Donna Pewaukee 



Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Jl)l. 2 1 19~ 

94-SPB-038 

Mr. Donald Sampson, Chairman 
Board of Trustees 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
P.O. Box 638 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Mr. Sampson: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA} FOR THE RESITING, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND MOLECULAR SCIENCES LABORATORY (EMSL} 

Thank you for your comment letter (June 22, 1994} in response to the U.S. 
Department of Energy's (DOE} draft EA for the Resiting, Construction, and 
Operation of the Environmental and Molecular Sciences Laboratory at the 
Hanford Site. We have responded to your comments in the EA where appropriate,
and in those cases where it appears to us that your comment is outside the 
scope of the EA, we have responded in this letter. In the following, we have 
restated your four major comments individually and then presented our 
responses. 

1. Comment: The EA should include an accurate characterization of the 
events that resulted in selection of the original site. 

Response: Selection of the original EMSL site is outside the scope of 
the new EA and, hence, was not discussed in detail in the new EA. In 
response to your comment, however, three studies were carried out for 
the original site: 

Molecular Science Research Laboratory. Kaiser Engineers Hanford, KEH-87-
60-D-384, December 1987. 

Site Evaluation for the EMSL, Pacific Northwest Laboratory, 90-R-400, 
September 1988. 

Site Evaluation for the EMSL, Stone and Webster Engineering Corp.,
August 1991. 

These three studies resulted in three preferred sites from which a final 
choice was made by the DOE management. 

C) 
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2. Comment: The EA should include a copy of these comments. 

Response: Both the Umatilla comment letter of June 22, 1994, and this 
DOE response letter are appended to the EA. 

3. Comment: The EA should include a commitment to have a cultural resource 
monitor and a PNL archaeologist present onsite during initial 
construction activities. 

Response: The DOE has committed both to inviting tribal cultural 
resource monitors and to having a Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory
archaeologist present for EMSL excavation activities. See Chapter 6 of 
the EA. 

4. Comment: The EA should include a full commitment to restoration of the 
former site. 

Response: The former EMSL site is being restored by tribal 
representatives with financial assistance from the DOE. 

Please call me if you have further questions at (509) 376-6667. 

Sincerely, (~) 

/U.JxJ,nr? 'f. 
Paul F. X. Dunigan Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 

cc: J. R. Wilkinson 
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