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RE: Public Comments on Proposed Plan for Remediation of the 100-FR-1, 

100-FR-2, 100-FR-3, 100-IU-2, and 100-IU-6 Operable Units 

 

 

Dear U.S. Department of Energy: 

 

Columbia Riverkeeper (Riverkeeper) submits the following comments on the U.S. 

Department of Energy’s (Energy) Proposed Plan for Remediation of the 100-FR-1, 100-FR-2, 

100-FR-3, 100-IU-2, and 100-IU-6 Operable Units (hereafter “Proposed Plan”).  Riverkeeper has 

significant concerns about Energy’s Proposed Plan to deal with radioactive and toxic pollution in 

the 100 F Area and surrounding inactive units.  The Proposed Plan could set a precedent for how 

Energy approaches important decisions for cleanup at Hanford, and Riverkeeper urges Energy to 

take a proactive, protective approach to dealing with dangerous waste in the 100 F Area. 

 

To protect and restore the water quality of the Columbia River and all life connected to it, from the headwaters to the Pacific Ocean. 

http://www.columbiariverkeeper.org/
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Energy’s Proposed Plan relies heavily on monitored natural attenuation (MNA) and 

institutional controls (ICs) to address radioactive and chemical pollution, and the Proposed Plan 

fails to provide a well-reasoned and supported explanation of why Energy cannot remove more 

radioactive and chemical contamination from soils and groundwater.  Riverkeeper urges Energy 

to revise the Proposed Plan to address these serious shortfalls.   

 

RIVERKEEPER’S COMMITMENT TO HANFORD CLEANUP 

 

Riverkeeper is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization with a mission to protect and restore 

the Columbia River, from its headwaters to the Pacific Ocean.  Since 1989, Riverkeeper has 

played an active role in monitoring and improving cleanup activities at the Hanford Nuclear 

Reservation (Hanford).  A legacy of the Cold War, the Hanford site continues to leach 

radioactive pollution into the Columbia River.  Hanford’s legacy is not a local issue.  Nuclear 

contamination from Hanford threatens the Pacific Northwest’s people, a world renowned salmon 

fishery, and countless other cultural, economic and natural resources.   

 

Riverkeeper’s staff and members are dedicated to a long-term solution for Hanford 

cleanup.  Hanford is one of the world’s most contaminated sites.  Despite this status, the public 

and Riverkeeper members continue to catch and consume fish from the Columbia River, drink 

water from the Columbia, and recreate near and downstream of Hanford.  The federal 

government has a duty to ensure that Hanford’s nuclear legacy does not compromise current and 

future generations use and enjoyment of the Columbia River, nearby upland areas and the 

groundwater beneath the Hanford site. Riverkeeper is deeply invested in environmental justice 

issues and continues to advocate for clean water, strong salmon runs, and healthy communities.   

 

COMMENTS ON PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 

 Riverkeeper encourages Energy to strive for more robust public participation in 

future River Corridor cleanup decisions.  Riverkeeper suggests the following improvements 

to encourage greater public participation in Energy’s cleanup decisions: 

 

 In a Proposed Plan, Energy should address areas that have common geography 

or cleanup challenges.  In its proposed Plan, Energy combines Inactive Unit 

(IU) areas along with F Reactor (FR) areas, and its decision implicates a huge 

swath of the Hanford site.  Recently, Energy made the decision to transition 

large areas of the Hanford site to its long-term stewardship (LTS) program. 

These IU areas are distinctly different from the reactor areas – FR 1, 2 & 3.   
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The IU areas overlie groundwater plumes contaminated with radioactive and 

chemical waste, much of which may originate outside the proposed decision 

area.  We are concerned that, by lumping cleanup of the IU areas into a plan that 

primarily focuses on the F Reactor area (FR 1,2, & 3), the public will be 

confused about the massive geographic scope and importance of Energy’s 

decision.  We urge Energy to make separate decisions for the FR 1, 2 &3 from 

the IU areas currently included in Energy’s Proposed Plan.  Additionally, 

Energy should strive in future decisions to avoid combining areas with disparate 

issues, both geographically and technically. 

 

 Energy should routinely provide adequate public notice before scheduling 

public meetings.  In May, Energy scheduled public hearings with little prior 

notice to interested stakeholders.  We appreciate that the meeting was shifted to 

July 23
rd

, a date which afforded more opportunity for public review of the plan 

than the original June hearing date.  However, we urge Energy to establish 

routinely a 90-day public comment period for very significant River Corridor 

issues, such as the recent 300 Area and the current F Area Proposed Plan. 

 

 During public hearings, we encourage Energy to provide adequate signage to 

direct interested members of the public to the hearing.  Without Riverkeeper 

efforts, several members of the public (and hotel staff) would likely have failed 

to locate the Hood River public hearing. 

 

COMMENTS ON 100 F AREA PROPOSED PLAN 

 

A. Energy’s Preferred Alternative Relies Heavily on Monitored Natural 

Attenuation and Institutional Controls, Which Do Not Protect Human Health 

and the Environment 

 

Energy’s preferred alternative fails to protect human health and the environment by 

relying on monitored natural attenuation (MNA) and institutional controls (ICs), an approach 

that will leave large quantities of hazardous chemical and radiological waste in soils and 

groundwater for decades.   

 

For example, using its MNA approach, Energy anticipates that Strontium-90 (Sr-90) will 

remain above acceptable levels for 150 years.  In addition to Sr-90, Energy’s Proposed Plan 

leaves other dangerous contaminants in Hanford’s soils and groundwater.  According to the 

Proposed Plan, Energy’s models indicate that contaminants will require decades to naturally 

attenuate: 
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Cr(VI) attenuates to concentrations less than the ‘Water Quality Standards for Surface 

Waters of the State of Washington’ (WAC 173-201A) within 35 years. Strontium-90 

concentrations attenuate to concentrations below the DWS within 150 years. TCE 

concentrations attenuate to concentrations below the DWS within 50 years. Nitrate 

concentrations attenuate to concentrations below the DWS within 80 years.
1
  

 

Unfortunately, Energy’s proposal to leave dangerous radioactive and toxic pollution in 

Hanford soils and groundwater reveals that the Proposed Plan conflicts with Tri-Party 

Agreement goals for protecting future uses of the River Corridor.  The Hanford Advisory Board 

(HAB) directly addressed Energy’s proposal, stating, 

 

[The Plan] only includes the use of institutional controls (IC) and monitored natural 

attenuation (MNA) for remediation of the site. There is no reasonable way to ensure that 

ICs will effectively protect human health for the projected 175 years that the Proposed 

Plan projects will be required for natural attenuation of the 16 waste sites with deep 

vadose zone contamination …These 16 sites contain vadose zone cesium-137, cobalt-60, 

europium-152 and -154, nickel-63 and strontium-90 contamination at levels considered 

dangerous to human health. 
2
 

 

Although HAB’s advice pertains to Draft A of Energy’s Proposed Plan (rather than Rev.0), the 

HAB’s fundamental argument still holds for Energy’s final Proposed Plan: Energy should 

remove pollution in soils and groundwater rather than leaving the contamination for decades in 

areas close to the Columbia River. 

 

Contrary to advice offered by the HAB, Energy’s Proposed Plan establishes an 

exceptionally long timeframe during which Energy’s preferred, proposed MNA remedy will 

allow dangerous contamination to remain in the environment.  In fact, in some cases, Energy’s 

Proposed Plan departs from the Draft Plan by increasing the projected timeframe during which 

contamination in the vadose zone and groundwater will impact the Columbia.  For example, the 

Proposed Plan projects that soils in the 118-F-8:3 site will remain dangerous for many decades, 

requiring a prohibition on excavation in the site for 264 years.  Additionally, Energy’s proposal 

for site 116-F-14 creates an even more ominous problem, establishing an indefinite institutional 

control prohibiting irrigation at the site.  By prohibiting irrigation at site 116-F-14, Energy hopes 

to limit the mobilization of toxic hexavalent chromium into the groundwater that feeds into the 

Columbia River rather than using a pump-and-treat, remove-treat-dispose (RTD) or other more 

active approach. 

                                                           
1
 Proposed Plan. P. 20. 

2
 HAB Advice 268. P. 1. 



 

U.S. Department of Energy 

August 11, 2014 

Page 5 

 

 

To justify its chosen course, Energy must find that the timeframe for MNA is 

“reasonable,” and that ICs are likely to succeed for as long as the Proposed Plan indicates that 

they will be needed.  We urge Energy to consider the commonsense advice from the HAB, which 

concludes that Energy’s prolonged use of MNA and ICs will present a significant risk to human 

health and the environment at Hanford.  The HAB addressed Energy’s Proposed Plan by stating 

that “there is no reasonable way to ensure” that Energy’s approach will remain effective for the 

very long time period required for MNA to succeed.
3
 

 

Energy’s plan for soil remediation confounds any reasonable expectation of protecting 

the environment.  Energy proposes, under Alternative S-2, that site 118-F-8:3 will require 264 

years of ICs prohibiting e excavation by future human users of the area.  Additionally, according 

to Energy’s Proposed Plan, groundwater contaminated with radioactive strontium will exceed 

drinking water standards for at least 150 years.  According to the Proposed Plan, “Concentrations 

of strontium-90 in groundwater above the 8 picocuries per liter (pCi/L) DWS are present in an 

area of 7.3 ha (18 ac).”
4
  Furthermore, for non-radioactive contaminants, Energy’s projects that 

MNA will require 80 years for nitrate and 50 years for TCE to meet standards. Energy regards 

this decades-long MNA period as a “reasonable” timeframe, although technologies exist that 

would significantly shorten cleanup.  In stark contrast to Energy’s conclusions, the HAB 

concluded that the Proposed Plan did not offer a “reasonable time frame” for remediation.
5
   

  

 According to the EPA, Energy should use a proactive cleanup approach when possible, 

particularly when pollutants can migrate through soils to groundwater.  An EPA guidance 

document from 2010 states: “When relying on natural attenuation processes for site remediation, 

EPA prefers those processes that degrade or destroy contaminants. Also, EPA generally expects 

that MNA will only be appropriate for sites that have a low potential for contaminant 

migration.”
6
  As noted above, areas addressed in the Proposed Plan pose a long-term risk to the 

groundwater that feeds into the Columbia River.  In particular, hexavalent chromium and St-90 

will impact groundwater and percolate through soils towards the Columbia River for over 150 

years.   

 

                                                           
3
 HAB Advice 268. June 2013. 

4
 Proposed Plan, P. 11.  See also site map on P. 12. 

5
 Id. 

6
 USEPA. 2007. Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and Underground 

Storage Tank Sites, EPA/OSWER No. 9200.4-17P, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, Washington 

DC (1999c). Page 3. Cited in USEPA 2010. Monitored Natural Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground 

Water 

Volume 3 Assessment for Radionuclides Including Tritium, Radon, Strontium, Technetium, Uranium, Iodine, 

Radium, Thorium, Cesium, and Plutonium-Americium.  
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 Emphasizing the importance of limiting contaminant migration, EPA’s guidance 

document added, “MNA should not be used where such an approach would result in either plume 

migration or impacts to environmental resources that would be unacceptable to the overseeing 

regulatory authority.”  Energy’s Proposed Plan conflicts with this principle because the Proposed 

Plan requires ICs that prevent the excavation of soils or the irrigation of certain sites for 150 

years or more.  Clearly, Energy’s MNA approach risks the migration of dangerous contamination 

and severely hampers future generations’ use of Hanford’s soils and groundwater.  

 

 At a different site at Hanford, the 300 Area, the National Remedy Review Board asked 

Energy and EPA to provide more supporting evidence before relying on MNA in future 

decisions at Hanford.  The Remedy Review Board recommended that “future decision 

documents provide additional supporting evidence for monitored natural attenuation (MNA) 

consistent with Agency guidance.
7
   EPA’s recommendations continued by stating that “decision 

documents should identify mechanisms of natural attenuation for all contaminants for which 

MNA is being selected.”
8
 

 

 Considering the very long timeframes involved in mitigating soil and groundwater 

pollution in Hanford’s 100-F Area, Energy fails to provide existing lines of evidence to support 

the anticipated efficacy of the agency’s proposed MNA approach to cleanup.  Energy should 

reflect on recent cleanup decisions in order to inform its decision for the 100-F area.  For 

instance, last year, during in its consideration of cleanup in the 300 Area, the National Remedy 

Review Board stated that Energy should remove contaminants that could be re-mobilized during 

the decades required for the pollution to attenuate to acceptable levels.
9
  Similarly, for the 100-F 

Area, we urge Energy to reconsider its cleanup approach because the Proposed Plan’s reliance on 

MNA and ICs will likely fail. 

 

Fundamentally, in its response to HAB EPA misrepresents the efficacy of its approach for 

groundwater remediation, stating “when evaluating all of the balancing criteria, the proposed 

Alternative (GW-2) is similar to GW-4 in long-term effectiveness on permanence and short term 

effectiveness.”
10

  Energy failed to provide adequate evidence in the Proposed Plan to support this 

conclusion.  In contrast, when comparing the time-until-clean periods for each alternative, the 

Proposed Plan identifies that the pump-and-treat times are generally shorter. Pump-and-treat 

                                                           

(OSWER Directive No 9200.4-17P, April 1999, Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA 

Corrective Action, And Underground Storage Tank Sites; EPA/600/R-07/139, October 2007, Monitored Natural 

Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground Water Volume 2 – Assessment for Non-Radionuclides; 

EPA/600/R-10/093, September 2010, Monitored Natural Attenuation of Inorganic Contaminants in Ground Water 

Volume 3 – Assessment for Radionuclides..”
7
  

8
 Id. 

9
 USEPA. 2012. National Remedy Review Board. Recommendations for the 100-K, 200-UP-1, and 300 Areas of the 

Hanford Site.  
10

 TPA Agency Response to HAB Advice 268.  September 2013. P. 1. 
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alternatives or other more active approaches may actually reduce contaminants, curtail the 

overall time needed until cleanup is attained and durably actually remove contaminants from the 

aquifer, are better at permanence.  Unfortunately, EPA gives far too much weight to cost in 

applying balancing criteria in evaluating alternatives in the 100-F Area.  Cost of remediation 

should not be a criterion that, on its own and in the absence of an accurate weighing of other 

balancing criteria, leads EPA and Energy to support a proposed alternative that fails to achieve 

an unrestricted use standard in the River Corridor. 

 

Over the decades necessary to remediate the chemical and radioactive pollution in the F 

Area, the use of ICs should not supplant an active response that treats, contains, or removes 

pollution that could impact groundwater and or the Columbia River. 

 

B. Energy’s Cleanup Plan Fails to Provide a Reasonable Range of Alternatives for 

Cleanup of Hanford Soils 

 

Energy’s Proposed Plan provides only two options for cleaning up contaminated soils in 

the F Area.  Soil alternative S-1 takes no action, while alternative S-2 engages in a limited 

cleanup of soils in the F Area.  Because Energy has determined that there is a basis for action, 

the No Action alternative is effectively a baseline for evaluating the only Action Alternative, S-2.  

Even in the “action” alternative, Energy plans to leave dangerous contamination in the soil at 

100-F for decades.  In short, Energy fails to provide a cleanup alternative that Riverkeeper can 

support by limiting its consideration of options so narrowly that neither alternative provides a 

solution that protects human health and the environment. 

 

Energy’s approach to the 116-F-8:3 site exemplifies the shortcomings of the Proposed 

Plan.  At 116-F-8:3, contamination poses a threat to people who might excavate below 15 feet in 

Hanford’s soils, and ICs would be needed for 264 years to prevent people from being exposed to 

dangerous waste.  Even worse, the Proposed Plan requires an indefinite prohibition on irrigation 

in site 116-F-14, an open-ended institutional control that is designed to prevent future users of 

the area from mobilizing hexavalent chromium through irrigation from the vadose zone into 

groundwater. 

 

 Energy dismisses more aggressive cleanup options without giving them adequate 

consideration.  For example, the Proposed Plan acknowledges that deeper excavation of some 

sites may warrant further consideration, but the Proposed Plan dismisses an RTD option with 

little discussion because of its cost.  Energy writes, “A rough order of magnitude cost for 

excavation of the 116-F-14 site as an alternative to prohibiting irrigation was calculated to be 

$107 million and was not evaluated further as one of the alternatives.”
11

  Energy provides little 

                                                           
11

 Proposed Plan at 26. 
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detail for how it reached this cost estimate.  In addition, Energy fails to provide a reasonable 

assessment of the relative cost of maintaining ICs indefinitely versus an RTD approach in site 

116-F-14. 

 

Energy must present the public with a reasonable range of alternatives – including 

alternatives that prevent soil contamination from reaching groundwater.  For toxic chromium, 

strontium, and nitrate plumes, Energy gives only cursory treatment to the pollution that continues 

to percolate through the vadose zone in the F Area.  As noted above, even Energy acknowledges 

that it has failed to provide a detailed assessment of an alternative that, without institutional 

controls, would prevent hexavalent chromium from being mobilized by human activity in the F 

Area. 

 

 Energy’s Proposed Plan conflicts with Washington laws that compel the agency to clean 

up soils in a manner that protects groundwater.  MTCA requires that soil cleanup levels protect 

against contamination of groundwater beneath the soil cleanup site.  WAC 173-340-700(6)(b); 

WAC 173-340-747(2)(a).  State law is clear that soil cleanup levels should be based on the need 

to protect groundwater or surface water.  WAC 173-340-745(b)(iv).  Given that chromium in the 

116-F-14 site presents a risk to groundwater and potentially the Columbia River (particularly if 

the irrigation IC fails), cleanup actions for the site must protect existing and future beneficial 

uses of both groundwater and surface water.  As a result of the deficiencies in its Proposed Plan, 

Energy should reconsider its cleanup approach because the Proposed Plan conflicts with 

Washington laws that protect groundwater and surface water from dangerous contamination. 

C. Energy’s Cleanup Plan Fails to Assess Reasonable, Proactive Alternatives for 

Remediating Groundwater 

 

 Energy should reevaluate its cleanup approach for soil and groundwater areas that pose a 

long-term threat to human health and the environment, particularly those that require ICs for 

decades or more.   For example, in comments on its draft Plan, the HAB urged Energy to assess a 

more proactive approach for remediating strontium pollution near the Columbia River.  HAB 

stated:  

 

The Board advises that a more proactive solution, like a permeable reactive barrier, is 

required to prevent the 100-F strontium-90 groundwater plume from entering the 

Columbia River. Samples from several aquifer tubes immediately adjacent to the 

Columbia River have detected rising strontium-90 levels. The preferred alternative’s 150 

years of MNA is not a reasonable timeframe for remediation of the strontium-90 plume. 

Allowing strontium-90 to decay is inappropriate when tested technology is available to 

address the plume. This strontium-90 groundwater plume should be addressed with the 
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tested and apparently successful apatite Permeable Reactive Barrier like that used at 100-

N.
12

 

 

 During public hearings, Energy indicated that it had decided not to investigate a 

permeable reactive barrier (PRB).  Energy argued that PRBs immobilized, but did not remediate, 

strontium in Hanford’s soils.  In contrast, Energy has deployed a PRB successfully in the N 

Area, close to the Columbia River.  Energy should use its experience in the N Area and evaluate 

how a PRB could reduce the influx of strontium reaching the Columbia River in the N Area.  

Thus far, Energy has failed to provide any meaningful consideration of a PRB in the 100-F 

Proposed Plan, despite a specific recommendation by the HAB to do so. 

 

 Moreover, Energy declines more aggressive approaches, such as those suggested in GW-

4, for pollutants that pose a long-term risk to Hanford’s groundwater.  For instance, Energy’s 

Proposed Plan relies on MNA rather than pump-and-treat alternatives.  Furthermore, Energy 

leaves a persistent nitrate plume to MNA although the nitrate pollution would require roughly 80 

years to attenuate.  HAB recommends, and Riverkeeper agrees, that Energy should take a more 

active approach using an enhanced pump-and-treat system, which would address both the 

northern and southern portions of the nitrate plume and reduce the timeframe for chromium 

attenuation.
13

 

 

D. Cleanup Should Protect Unrestricted Future Use of the F Area. 

 

In agreement with advice from the HAB, Riverkeeper objects to Energy’s over-reliance 

on institutional controls.  The use of ICs should be addressed with appropriate acknowledgement 

and deference to future users of the Hanford site, in particular tribal nations whose treaty rights 

guarantee their use of the Columbia River and the River Corridor.  Energy should not rely on the 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) as a justification for short-changing key cleanup 

decisions.  Rather, as recommended by the HAB, Energy should proceed towards cleanup that 

achieves an unrestricted use standard.  The HAB wrote: 

 

The Board advises the TPA agencies to choose alternatives that meet the goal of 

unrestricted use along the River Corridor. Language in the Proposed Plan and selected 

preferred alternatives indicates that DOE is not considering cleanup to unrestricted use 

standard and is moving toward a less stringent cleanup based on the Comprehensive 

Land-Use Plan.
14

 

 

                                                           
12

 HAB Advice 268. June 2013. 
13

 HAB Advice 268. June 2013. 
14

 HAB Advice 268. June 2013. 
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Energy’s Proposed Plan falls far short of achieving unrestricted use in the River Corridor, 

leaving pollution in the soils that will restrict the excavation of soils and usage of groundwater.  

For 150 years, the site will remain too polluted for groundwater use because of Sr-90 

contamination.  Additionally, soil pollution in the 116-F-14 and 116-F-8:3 will pose a long-term 

risk to potential future users of the River Corridor.  Riverkeeper concurs with the HAB that 

Energy’s Proposed Plan is unacceptable because it severely curtails future uses of the Columbia 

River rather than achieving the “unrestricted use” goal established by HAB members. 

 

E. Riverkeeper Supports Selection of Energy’s GW-4 Alternative 

 

 Of the alternatives presented for groundwater cleanup, Columbia Riverkeeper strongly 

prefers GW-4.  Even though GW-4 presents a higher up-front cost, it also performs better in 

limiting the ongoing risk of contamination to future generations who may use Hanford’s 

groundwater or River Corridor.  According to the HAB, based on Energy’s own ranking system, 

it is clear that GW4 is the best alternative for remediating groundwater pollution in the F Area.  

Addressing the Draft Plan, HAB wrote: 

 

The Board advises that DOE identify Groundwater Alternative GW-4 as the preferred 

alternative that as pointed out in the Balancing Criteria discussion in the Proposed Plan, 

“provides the highest reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment.” More 

importantly, (also in the Balancing Criteria) the GW-4 alternative was deemed better due 

to the fact that “Groundwater extraction and injection wells are also used to contain the 

Contaminants of Concern plumes, preventing their migration into other uncontaminated 

areas (like the Columbia River).” Clearly this alternative addresses both the northern and 

southern parts of the plume, and provides the most protectiveness of any of the 

alternatives.
15

 

 

As discussed above, and in contrast to EPA’s unfounded claim that GW-2 and GW-4 perform 

similarly, the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan fails to attain the same level of 

protectiveness as GW-4, which significantly reduces the timeframe during which Energy will be 

required to rely on IC’s to protect people from exposure to dangerous contaminants.  

Riverkeeper supports the June 2013 HAB advice, which recommended that Energy undertake a 

more aggressive, protective approach by selecting Alternative GW-4. 

 

F. The Incomplete and Flawed River Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment is not an 

Appropriate Source for Risk Assessment Metrics in Energy’s Proposed Plan. 

 

                                                           
15

 HAB Advice 268. June 2013. 
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The Proposed Plan relies on a document, the River Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment 

(RCBRA), that state and federal agencies, as well as the HAB, deemed severely flawed.
16

  

Riverkeeper urges Energy to consider input on the RCBRA’s deficiencies and to revise the 

RCBRA.  Until Energy finalizes the RCBRA and resolves issues raised by TPA agencies, the 

Yakama Nation, the HAB, and others, the agency should refrain from relying on its conclusions 

in cleanup plans, including the Proposed Plan for the 100-F Area. 

 

For example, both the Proposed Plan and the RCBRA fail to address adequately the 

cumulative chemical and radiological risk of contaminants that are likely to enter the 100 F Area 

from outside its boundary as a result of migrating plumes from other areas of the Hanford site.  

For example, uranium, iodine-129, and other contaminants are expected to flow from the Central 

Plateau through groundwater into the100 F Area and IU’s incorporated into the Proposed Plan.  

In short, the Proposed Plan should not rely on the RCBRA, which has unresolved flaws such as 

anticipating a heavy reliance on institutional controls and lacking analysis of plumes entering the 

River Corridor from the Central Plateau over the long term. 

 

G. Energy Must Consult with the Services Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 

Act.   

 

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), Energy must consult with 

the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

to determine how the proposed action may affect any threatened or endangered species in the 

Columbia River.  Riverkeeper has raised this issue in multiple comments on Hanford cleanup 

and other federal actions at Hanford.  See Columbia Riverkeeper Comment on Mercury Storage 

at Hanford (Aug. 2009); Columbia Riverkeeper Comment on Tri-Party Agreement Proposed 

Changes and Consent Decree (Dec. 2009); Columbia Riverkeeper Comment on Tank Closure 

Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (May 2010); and Columbia Riverkeeper 

Comment on 300 Area Proposed Plan (September 2013).   

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the heart of the ESA’s requirements for 

federal actions, imposes strict substantive and procedural duties on federal agencies to ensure 

that their activities do not cause jeopardy to listed species or adverse modification to their critical 

habitat. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2).  The ESA mandates consultations to ensure that an agency 

action “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any” listed species or adversely 

modify critical habitat.  16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2).  Because Energy’s Proposed Plan may affect 

listed species and critical habitat, Energy has an affirmative duty to consult with the National 

Marine Services and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

                                                           
16

 See Hanford Advisory Board Advice No. 246 (June 3, 2011); Letter from EPA to the Hanford 

Advisory Board (Sept. 16, 2011).   
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CONCLUSION 

 

In light of the shortcoming of the Plan, Riverkeeper urges Energy to evaluate a broader 

range of alternatives, abandoning its over-reliance on MNA, which will not achieve protection of 

the Columbia River, human health, and the environment in a reasonable timeframe.  Riverkeeper 

asks EPA and Ecology to advocate for a more aggressive cleanup strategy, one that provides a 

more adequate balancing analysis and does not give disproportionate weight to the cost of more 

protective solutions.   

 

We look forward to working with Energy on the monumental task of protecting the 

public and future generations from Hanford’s nuclear legacy.  Thank you for considering 

Riverkeeper’s input on the proposed cleanup plan for the remediation of the 100-FR-1, 100-FR-

2, 100-FR-3, 100-IU-2, and 100-IU-6 Operable Units. 

 

 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 
Dan Serres 

Conservation Director 

Columbia Riverkeeper  

 

 

 
Abigail Cermak 

Hanford Coordinator 

Columbia Riverkeeper 

 

 

 

cc:  
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Dennis Faulk, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Jane Hedges, Washington Department of Ecology  

Jean Vanni, Yakama Nation ERWM Program 

Jonathan Matthews, Nez Perce Tribe 

Alex Nazarali, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 

Dale Engstrom, Oregon Department of Energy 

 


